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Chapter 1

INTRODUCT 10N

Present day schocls have become burdepeg by the need
ee

e with an r i
to cop array of social problems not directly related

to educating the young. Divorce ig one of the more prevalent
ent.

The divorce rate has more thap doubled in the past two years

Currently, almost four out of ten marriages end in divorce

(Bureau of the Census, 1975), and more than sixty percent of

these divorcing couples have children in the home. Because

almost fifty percent of all divorces occur in the first
seven years of marriage, the children involved in divorce
are usually quite young (Norton and Glich, 1976). 1In 1979
approximately half of the nation's juvenile populaticn was
touched by divorce, and some nine million children were

members of divorced families (Damon, 1979).
Despite the significant number of children who experience

divorce of their parents, there is relatively little systema-

tic research in this area. Furthermore, manyv studies have

conceptual and methodological problems that have made the

‘3 ; C A i ] d the accumulation
validity of their findings questionable an T

ic (Levitin, 1979).
of a coherent knowledge base problematic (Levitin, L

edIl ) D j i re vere
:teC1 v 2searl I" ¢ i .()Xl St 1a lflz, 5. ._ 2 1 e-
i i ] rl,d.lll Of A J Y
¥ nin the I'L,b el 4h e
h o Q‘t 11 S 7 £ i e hn
b 7 1 es 1 i s ma y OX wilcn
h 1 3 11C N
e 1 (@] € b e 1

n demonstrating

Parent families.
d casual
Vv i focused O
Were done in the 1960's, Toct



relationships between 3 child's living qp
a2 single-parent
nousehold and the chilg becoming delinquent ¥ 1]
| » falling in
school, developing lnappropriate sex role attitug d
es an

behaviors, or exhibiting othery types of pathology It 1d
d 7 . wou

be easy to fall back on the o1q Stereotypes of the "broke
: n"

home. But to do so is to brand single parents and their

children with the devastating 1ape] "disadvantaged, " e

the many stable and nurturing families headed by one parent

and the many children from such homes who do well in school
and grow in independence and resiliency (Lazarus, 1980).

There is some evidence to indicate a one-parent house-
hold may be better for the children than a troubled, legally
intact family (Lazarus, 1980; Rubin and Price, 1979).

However, other classic and recent longitudinal studies indicate
children of divorce are at risk, and that only some of them
may need extra help at school or with other adjustment

problems (Lazarus, 1980; Skeen % McKenry, 1980).

In one of the more recent and in-depth reviews of the

literature concerning the effects of father absence on

13 ‘s -ment fifty-four studies were
children's cognitive developmeat, fifty-iour

examined. Shinn (1978) reported that of the twenty-eight
studies that met the requirements of met hodological adequacy,
sixteen showed detrimental effects on children when the

father was absent from the home, Bne found no significant
ed positive and

544 or mix
effects, and three found positive

Negative effects.



Lognitive differences
> between chi d
1 ren from inta
ct and

fatherless families were reported in the Studies iewed
reviewe
py Shinn (1978). As Compared to fatherlegg child
ildren,

from intact families w

those
ere 1. i i
6 years higher in achievement

.9 standard deviation units higher in 1 Q. and aptitud d
Q. e, an

a grade point higher in scheoo] grades. However, the effect
’ * e S

= 3
were frequently not so large as those due to socioeconomic

status (Broman, 1975; Ferri, 1976). The age or sex of a
g >

child was found to have a moderate negative effect on the
relationship between father absence and children's intellectual
growth (Shinn, 1978).

Levitin (1979) surveyed the most current findings on the
effects of divorce on children and attempted to describe
the complexity of problems with the research. Past research
was criticized for lack of specificity and for biases towards
single-parent homes. However, she reported that the more
recent studies have been less confounded by these problems.

Research in the area of divorce has just begun to probe

the effects of mother absence in the family. The few studies

of father custody that have been done have not combined a

e o S t
multi-method approach with direct observation and assessmen

e . . er custod
of children, and no comparisons of children in fath ¥

S re been made
i :1v households have
mother custody, and intact family

(Levitin, 1979). 4 :
. when tne

. qav depend on W

g from divorce maj

Problems resultin | -
eir age at the time oi tae

S s ¢ ¢ h
children are observed and O t



€ directeq by Hetherington, Cox,
and Kelly ang W

allerstein (1975,
1976, 1977). Hetherington, et al

found the first year
after the divorce is the time in which children show the most

intense disruptions. Also, adverse effects appeared to b
, e

more intense and longer lasting in boys than girls In

the Kelly and Wallerstein's benchmark study, it was fouand

that children at different developmental levels have different
reactions. Younger children seemed to be the most severely
hindered by the divorce with the effects tapering off as the
age of the children increased. Other papers presented by
Levitin (1979) argued that the effects of divorce may be

both positive and negative, sometimes mild and sometimes
severe, and have short- and long-term consequences for

different children and their families.

All factors point to the acute need for a systematic,

current, longitudinal study of children of divorce. SIS

a project was undertaken by the National Association for

Elementary School Principals (NAESP) and the Kettering

Foundation's Institute for the Development of Educational

1 r r=S1X SmMEnTary
fetivities (I/D/E/A/). A consortium of twenty-six elementarj
-esenting a

and secondary schools 1in fourteen states repre g

b Jnk: town, and rural
cross-section of inner City. suburban, small
SR g . '
Fach school was surveved twice and
areas was organized. Each s

: N + nts.
involved more than 18,000 S



The significant findings of the first
rs

the following:

1. Children from single—parent homes were

consistently more likely than their two-parent peers

to live in a low-income family:
?

2. Single-parent familieg tended to move more

than two-parent families;

3. Single-parent children on the whole showed

lower achievement in school than their two-parent

classmates;

4. Single-parent children were absent from school
more frequently and visited the school clinic more
than two-parent children;

S. Single-parent children were more than twice
as likely to skip school as were children from two-
parent homes;

6. Single-parent children were more likely to

be referred, but not much more often, than children

from two-parent homes;

| One-parent children were more than twice as

likely to drop out of school than were students

— 880).
from two-parent households (Lazarus, 1 )

o B oy B I .
This current research supports the findings of Kelly
porary i ruption
and Wallerstein (1979) who found that a temporary linter pf
. turn into significant
(divorce) in the learning process maj e his o
; t ¢ 5~ to resume nhls OT
8ademic problems if the child is not able T



~ aqt el 1 6
her attention to learning witp;

h . 1l a reasonable period of time.
The researchers also pointeq
out that chilg
ren in the earliest

stages of mastering reg .
g g ding may be MOSt vulnerable to the

disorganization effects of family dig srupti
S on.

Rubin, et al. (1979) also foung evidence of academic

problems as well as age effects. A sample of children were

divided into four age periods: preschool, early latency

(ages 5-7), later latency (ages 8-10), and adolescence. The

results indicated that the early-latency age group experienced

poor performance.and withdrawal from school. The later-
latency age child's school performance varied. Older
children's school performance was less hindered.

Similarly, Smidchens and Thompson (1978) found students
from two-parent families tend to score higher in achievement
than do students from one-parent families. They cauticned
against generalizing the results for too little is known

regarding the effects of other family organization variables,

i £ 4 1@ a , . 4
l.e., siblings They offered this data only as an attempi

to indicate +he need for classrocm teachers to consider the

. ) re
possible needs of students who reside with one parent.

The findine of NAESP and I/D/E/A are supported by those

tion between dropping out of high

of Shaw (1979). A correla

:1v was found. Various
School and living in 2 one-parent family was 10
I g |
av identified
factor f 1ife in a one-pa arent family have been
- S 0 1ie 1 a one-t
i h : sirls may not com-
as being related to the 1ikelihood that g
factors were: the length of
Plete high school. Amonlg these I
gh sct



ime ever lived in R
© ? One-parent family, jleve;
Ty Sevel of famil
inc educati v
HHREEES onal level of tpe mother, ang
) n the Q“irl's
knowledge of the work worig S

[n contras i
(g to these Studles are the findingS
st reported

by Bammond (1979a). This study attempteq to investj
estigate

differences in self-concept, sSchool behavior and attitud
) uaes.

No q' i icant differenceq 'i. -
N ignif S 1In self concept ing
Oor readin
(=

achievement between children of intact and divorced families

were found. In mathematics achievement boys from divorced

families scored lower, although not to a significant level

There was little difference in mathematics achievement

between girls from intact homes and single parent homes.
Hammond's findings are in concurrence with several other
past studies (Birnbaum, 1966; Wasserman, 1969; Nielson,
1971; Atkinson and Ogston, 1974).

In view of the current findings, the area of the
effects of divorce on children leaves many unanswered
questions for further research. Society is always changing.

Divorce effects today may not be generalizable to children

n . 5 o £
of the future whose parents will divorce because OI the

influence multiple variables and the effects of which are

ancy  family life-

not yet understood (e.g.. teacher expectancy, family life
I ~-ed if schools

styles). Individual needs must be considered 1 C

helping children achieve their

are to reach their goal of

learning potential.
1ienpce on children 1S
Inasmuch as the effect of divorce on 1
nasmuch as L€
wae directed
es study was cirecte
Controversial and compleX, the present



toward further lnvestigation of these efs
= €Cts on school

achievement USing a sample of white
)

o N rural, thirqg and fourth
grade students. SO, the present st
udy sought t i
g 0 determine
the influence of the factors sex and Socioeconomi &
n1C status

and their interaction with divorce. Tq respond to th
0 these

concerns the following null hypotheses were stated
el

1. There will be no difference in the achievement of

elementary age students as a resylt of divorce in the family
household when compared to those living in intact homes.

2. There will be no difference in achievement between
elementary age boys and girls as a result of divorce in the
family household when compared to those living in intact
homes.

3. There will be no differences in achievement between
low socioeconomic status and middle-to-high socioeconomic
status elementary students as a result of divorce in the

family household when compared to these living in intact

homes.



Chapter 2

METHOD

subjects

The population for

the present Study consisted of 96

" i
white, rural, elementary school children ip grades 3-4

The students' ages ranged from 9 Lo 12, and the sample

included 44 males and 52 females. The sample of 29 students

(31.2%) came from a home in which divorce had occurred and
77 students (78.8%) came from a legally intact home.
Excluded from the study were adopted students or students
who had lost a parent due to death.

The socioeconomic status of the community is primarily
lower-middle to middle class according to Title I qualifica-
tions (see Appendix A). Among the students from a divorced
home, 17 students or 58.6 percent came from low-income homes
based on qualifications for the free lunch programs.
Qualifications for the free lunch program are determined by
family size and income. Families of two qualify if their

. . o . - §8,580,
income is under $6,900, families of three under

o o $11 93
families of four under $10,250, families of five under $11,930,

o .aven under S15.280
families of six upder $13,600, families of seven under 3519, )

s 5 o $16 Céo.
and families of eight under $16,9

M\“ aterials
o ex age I test scores was
Info atio l‘l']zt' r To seX, age, B.ld e
rmation ~lating -
O e d tive olders. F&mll:.
e t cumule " folae
011 cted from t he St‘ddeﬂ s' C nulatil

e}



status information wg 10

LS
Collecteq from the Students!

) . enrollmen
cards. Low income informatigp t

which Served as the

. . . basis
for assigning socioeconomic status

Was obtained from the

free lunch program records N
- NO other ingj
lcator of socio-

economic status was used.

The test scores w 1
t S were derived from the Stanford Achieve-

e .
ment Test. Categories analyzed were: reading total, auditory
y ak :/

total, mathematics total, and battery total The test was

administered as a part of the regularly scheduled program
of the testing bureau of the school corporation. The test
was given in the spring of 1981 by the children's regular

classroom teacher.

Procedure

Written consent was given to the researcher for access
to students' cumulative records by the school's principal.
Information on age, sex, and test scores was recorded for
all students in grades three and four. Family status infor-

mation was gathered from the student enrollment cards.

1 ifi 7 's free lunch
Family income level as classified by the school's free lur

E 5 1t was assigned a
program was also recorded. Each student wa g

number to keep the information confidential.



The data w y 1
h Were analyzed by Computer using the multi le
4 p

regression technique. nNgo Significant difference in total
ota

achievement as a result of di vorce o
r intact hom a
ome was foun

. G s :
(F < .1). No significant difference in total achievement

between boys and girls in intact op divorce homes was found
(F < .1). There was a Significant difference in total
achievement between the lower class and middle-to-upper class
students regardless of the home Situation--divorce or intact
(F=7.88; P < .006). Students classified aé middle-to-high
socioeconomic status achieved higher on the total achievement
battery (X=328.25) than students classified as lower socio-
economic status (X=266.83).

In addition, a significant interaction was found between
sex and socioeconomic status regardleés of the family's marital
status (F=3.883; P < .05). Boys in the middle-to-high socio-
economic status achieved higher on the total battery (X=335.38)

than girls classified in the middle-to-high socioeconomic

status (X=321.12). However, girls classified as low socio-

. ! b ; (X=297.28

economic status scored higher on the total battery ( )
" + ~ ;:-:24(,?_71\.

than boys classified as low economic status (: ~

sis di - state that
Although the original hypothesis did not
sxamine ince reading
differenc in reQdng SCOres '.\‘Ollld be t,.\ﬂml."lkd. S (S g
es 1 e S
1 e highly correlated,
and total achievement have peen found tO be ghls
L b Ve

11



the researcher 12

| | ween
socioec ic
reading, s onomic statyg and maritg] stat
ﬂ atus. As would
pe expected from a reviey of the above data sh
Showing a rela-

tionship between achievement opn the total p tt
attery

and socio-
economic status,

p < .00045).

that middle-to-above socioeconomic status students had higher
5

mean scores (X=82.33) than did low Socioeconomic status stu-

dents (X=65.95). The reading scores for boys in the middle-

to-high socioeconcmic status were higher (f=65.52) than
those boys classified as low socioeconomic status (§=60.19).
The reading scores for girls in the middle-to-high socio-
economic status were higher (X=82.78) than those of girls

in the low socioeconomic status (X=72.67). The reading mean
for girls was higher than the mean for boys in both of the
socioeconomic status categories regardiess of the family's

marital status.

The regression coefficient between math achievement and

sex and sociosconomic status was computed also. The relation-

. : " gignificant, and
ship between math achievement and sex was not g

s ~ipeconomic
the relationship between math achievement and socl

55 < 9
status only approached significance (F=2.955; P .089)
: .
In summary, the hypothesis that divorce 1S not a Zlinlll
= Ta Q1 » 3'
cant factor in the achievement of students 1S supporte
s onificat - related to
the above data. The only factor significantly Te
.. <ocijoeconomic status.
achie\;ement in the pl'esent Study 1s bQQlO%L,LUOI



Chapter 4

DISCUsSION

The purpose of the present study was to investigate th
. e

ement Test. Other independent

variables measured were sex ang Socioeconomic status. The

results of the study indicated that the factor of divorce was

b e . ‘
not a significant factor affecting student achievement for

this sample. However, socioeconomic status was a significent

factor, adversely affecting the achievement of students in

both intact and divorced homes.
Although many studies have found divorce to be a con-
tributing factor to poor student échievement, some have

reported conflicting evidence concerning the positive

effects of the nuclear family. In one study, Hammond

(197%) studied self-concept, academic achievement, and
attitudes and found that there were no significant differences

in the self-concept or reading ability between children of

L e i i pa ‘s from
intact and divorced families; in mathematics boys f

ionificantly lower,
divorced homes scored lower, but not significantly 10

; ivor intact
than boys from intact homes. Girls from divorced and 1ir

: : ics achievement.
homes showed no difference 1D mathematics ac 1

. m 978
A study conducted by Smidchins and Thompson (1978)

ily anization within
investigated the effects of family organiza
S ' | )
i hievement. They foun
socd i qata on basic skill achievem
ioeconomic str



3 : 14
that students from intact hop
€S Tended tq ;
obtai

-hievement scores t H
scl han students from divorced hom
es. owever
!

they also found that divorce h
ad a greater j
impact on the
achievement of students ip the lower Socioeconomic 1
1c levels.

Herzog and Sudia (1970) concluded from their review of
) of

the literature that it wag unlikely that divorce alone c d
> cause

poor school achievement and that factors such as socioeconomic
# e Wl O

status and the quality of adult interactions are impacting
~ <Y

factors.

Wallerstein and Kelly (1979) suggested that achievement
may suffer temporarily during the divorce crisis, but that
continued poor achievement usually will be due to other
factors in the children's lives.

These stgdies and the present study suggest a new way of
thinking about the effects of divorce on children. Many
children can successfully cope with the crisis of divorce
without their school achievement being affected. " Low socio-

economic status, among other variables, may be one factor,

' g : : e
among many, overriding divorce and interrupting the learning

process. A significant number of professionals cautioned

=¥ a
against expecting all children and parents to react to

% o . o he 1 ?ndS
divorce in similar ways. Each individual's behavior depe
: i ; 5. and support
on his or her unique personality, experiences,

and Kelly, 1975; Damon, 1979 ) .

Systems available (Wallerstein
the need for teachers,

5 3 i e
The studies reviewed dndeRs 11 ced
i+ children from divorcet
counsel d all those who work with chil
selors, and 2 e



pomes to be aware of person:

children from homes in whjch divorce hag occurred wi
problems with learning ang Social adjustments reA oo
study by Rosenthal and Jacobsen (1968)reporte€ th:fSt ni:ed

up to the expectations of the teacher, which may in j:::;; o

! ibuti
pe a contributing factor to poor school performance of students

from divorced homes.

In concurrence with the
present study's conclusions

concerning the reading scores of the sample, Jantz (1975)

found significant differences 1in reading performance for the

factors of sex and socioeconomic status (P < .01). TFemales

scored significantly higher than males, and high socioeconomic
students scored significantly higher than low socioeconomic
students.

Although the present study found no significant difference
in the achievement of boys from divorced homes, studies have
indicated thazt boys may be more severely affected than girls

from divorced homes. Hetherington (1979) concluded that boys

are the worst vietims of divorce due to expectations for tnem

: ' cterized by gression
to fit the stereotypic male role characterized by agg I

and independence.
. bt o PE ] social

Our society is experienclng & seemingly rapid s
] +i~nchips and family
evolution in terms of interpersonal relationship )

oo
. e :1ieg are constantly
Organization In that new types ol families

icti the
.~k are conflicting,
€volving and the results of research are
s essential.
. +mic area Seems essen
need for further research in thiS aree



Investigations of factors such as the fol
. 1 in WO i
Ollowing would assist

COunselors in working with families experiencj
25 cln

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

()

16

g divorce:
he iv
t effect of divorce on children at varying ages,

the emotional stability and maturity of the parents

in handling the crisis precipitating the divorce

as well as the process;

the number and birth order of the siblings;

the amount of conflict in the home and the length
of time the children have experienced this conflict;
the environmental factors that aid the child in
coping with divorce and instill stability and
resiliency in the children; and

the multiple of other variablés affecting academic
achievement and their possible relationship to

the divorce process.
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APPENDIX A

FAMILY-SIZE AND INCO
ME SCALE Fo
R FREE AND

REDUCED-PRICE MEALS AND FREE MIL
K

This is the income scale used by Ho
Educat'}on *;o determine eligibj_lﬁi]ty ‘éi;c";r%unty Board of
free milk 1n the 1980-81 school year ee meals and

SCHOOL YEAR 1980-1981

Family Size Free Meals & Free Milk Reduced Price Meals
. i Sp230 $ 8,150
2 6,900 10,760
3 8,580 13,380
4 10,250 15,990
5 11,930 18,600
6 13,600 21,220
7 15,280 23,830
8 16,950 26,440

Each additional
family member $ 1,680 $ 2,610

REGULATIONS REGARDING INCOME GUIDELINES

SCHOOL FOOD AUTHORITIES

.
IN APPLYING GUIDELINES. Ol 0¥ DURING THE PAST

MAY CONSIDER BOTH THE INCOME OF THE

- {COME TO
12 MONTHS AND THE FAMILY'S CURRENT RATE 8? éggoNEED 08
DETERMINE WHICH 1S THE BETTER INDICATog T eER, THAT
FREE AND REDUCED PRICE MEALS: DiROVIDE 3
CHILDREN WHOSE PARENTS OR GUAR
BE ELIGIBLE FOR FREE OR REDUCED price VEALS 2P0 0cc or
MILK DURING THE PERIOD OF UNEMPLOYMEE\: VI\II;‘ - THE ELIGIBILITY
INCOME CAUSES THE FAMILY INCOME T0 ?; (‘Tennessee State
CRITERIA OF THE SCHOOL FOOD AUTHORI
Department of Education, 1980-81) -
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