


»

DOCUMENT RESUME

N . - N v .\\ . . v <
' B . .

" ED 236 235 . . . - . TM 830 760

AUTHOR Aronson, Dav1d M.; Baum, Steven K. - :
TITLE - : CRISP-Psychometric Assessment of Postdivorce
. Stress/AdJustmenf in- Ch11dren. o

PUB DATE , *  Aug 83

NOTE -, ~ . 20p.; Paper’ presented at the Annual Meeting of the.
. ‘s American Psychological Association-(91st, Anahe1m,
S CA, August 26-30, 1983).
PUB TYPE 'Speeches/Conference Papers (X50) —- Reports -

Research/Techn1ca1 (143) - - .

o o @

EDRS PRICE 'MF01/PCOl1 Plus- postage. ' ) * . :
DESCRIPTDRS *Divorce; Elementary Education; Emotronal Adjustment
- Measurement Techniques; Parent Participation; K .
*Projecc1ve Measures; Questionnaires; *Separat1on
., Anxiety; Stress Variabies; *Test ConStructlon7 *Test
. .- Reliability; *Test Validity ‘ '
IDENTIFIERS . *Childs Report of Impact of Separat1on by Parents;
S . Lou1sv111e Behavior Check Lisg )
ABSTRACT , . - '
‘ . A new- psychometric 1nstrument for'measur1ng the -
impact of d1voree “on elementary school &Qge childten was developed: *
the Child's Report of the Impact.of Separation by Parents (CRISP).
This structured projective test was specifically designed to assess:
children's postdivorce stress/adjustment. An initial version of the
CRISP was administered to 99 Los Angeles area children. The
postdivorce custodial parent completed a companion measure, the
Parent Questionnaire, and the Louisville Behavior Chéck._List. The
CRISP demonstrated minimal. levels of reliability and validity which
were sufficient to warrant its continued development. Suggestions for
future refinement of this new instrument are made in order to obtain
more truly satisfactory demonstrat1ons of the CRISP's re11ab1l1ty and.
validity. (Author)

~ - . . + . /
. !,
. 3 . ] ' . N o . ) S

Lo ‘ . . ' ) . L

. - N . . : ‘ . ! .

, . S
',5 . ' . o : - - -
. - L . .. . R
.

. oo ° )
4 % S . - ?

s

***********************************************************************

* Reproductlons supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made - §{~
*

* from the original document. -
“**#******************************ﬂ*************************************
8 . R

) AP




C . I . ~ o ' !

R o ) ) . ' - - . ! ' . U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
. ’ , . : " NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

N ’ . < EDUCQ1IONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

j . ** CENTER (ERIC}
. "This document has been reproduced as
. ’ . . - taceived from ‘ho person or orgarization

. . " originating it.
' L1 Minor changes liave been mnde to Improve\u '

« t : reproduction quality. *

' .  Pointsof i d infthia d
e R . : ot not macevstly eprtent ot e+
N\ R oy . . . \" . _ : o position or palicy,
c, N . ' . i A ) ' 3 € . o ’ . ) ‘
NO o .
M . CRISP - ngchometruc Assessment of -
© O\ o ,Postdivqrce Stress/Adjustment in h11dren
Qo ' . : RN ' S ‘

v

David M. Aronson

o ' Capjstrano by the Sea Hospital,. SR R
. . . A . . , ’ - - v
- : Steven K. Baum .
. _ : . ‘ ’
s California ﬁ{hoo1 of Profess1ona1 Psycho]ogy )
N i il 0s Ange]es .
o . - -
~ ' ‘ < - - . E -~ "PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS , °
’ . - 4 O | MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
P . . . - . ‘ N } . D, M , A)-MM e
' ! . s , R o -
’ N . T TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
. . \INFORMAT(ON CENTER (ERIC).”
© - } R - ) /‘ . o - .
& j
. ' i ¢
; ) , .
o e ) . - . . .
] . . . . . . o ‘ ’ . \\ _ ‘ .C
. A;Preqented at 0lst Annual Convent1on of the Amer1can Psycho]og1ca1
o 4 ..+ Association atnAnah/jm CA., August 1983 -
L. : . . \ - ’ . ' e . o . ~ -
. i I . © ° ) ~
Q- B ' -
Q ° [ . .
h - .
Q . ' ) K . . a ] |
R i ' &
Do ) . . . /
N ,‘ .
N - , Co | - .
3 v/ _ , . ’
a
| ' ) 2 i . <
) wr o ° . L .
LS . ” “ i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



b ' ' . Abstract

-

-

A new psychometr1c 1nstrument for measur1ng the 1mpact o‘

N~— _ d1vorce on elementary schoo1 age ch11dren was deve]oped - the .

2

Ch11d sQReport of the 1mpact of Separat1on by Parents (CRISP)L

r

g , b‘This structured orojective test was speﬁifica1]y designed to assess @
\ _ o . .
ch1]dren s postdwvorce stress/adaustment ;An dinitial version of-the

T ? \ CRISP was adm1n1stered to 99 Los Ange1es area ch11dren . The post-
d1vorce custodial’ parent completed a companion. measure, the Parent
Quest1onna1re, and the Lou1sv111e Behavior Check List. The CRISP

demonstrated minimal “levels of re11ab114ty and va11d1ty wh1ch were
suff1c1ent to warrant its cont1nued deve]opment Suggest1ons for o

)’ture refinement of th1s new 1nstrument are made in order to obta1n ,

S more truly sat1sfactory demonstrat1ons of the’ CRISP s re11ab111ty

Q

- -and validity. -

.
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, ./ CRISP-1

_Statemen‘;,/af Purpose: . o o
A major 1mped1ment to research 1nvest1gat1ng “the effects of -
divorce on ch1]dren 1s the great var1ab111ty ‘of the measures used 'ﬁi'
to assess the behaV1ors and att1tudes of ch11dren Research o
typ1ca1]y ut111zes parent-report -and teacher-report measures,
desp1te the high potential for rater b1as (Yarrow, 1963) A 1arge
amount of research data has aTso-been generated by us1ng c]inica]
._1nterv1ew1ng techn1ques with ch11dren (Ke]]y and Wallerste1n,
1976, 1977 Wallerstein and Ke]]y, 1374 1975, 1976 1980). Wh1de'
th1s may -provide . descr1pt1ve1y mean1ngfu1 1nformat1on, the data can
not be used for soph1st1cated quantitative analyses |
| ‘Thus,’ the need ex1sts for a new psychometr1c instrument that
- Ban d1rect1y measure ch11dre%.s postdivorce adjustment. The purPPS?‘
of the present'study was to'tonstruct and'begin emptrica? testinér
on an initial version of a new research tool called the Ch11d s |
-Report of the Impact of Separat1on by Parents (CRISP) It is )
hoped that, u1t1mate1y, deve]opment of the CRISP 1nto a re11ab1e
and valid instrument will faci]itate methodo]ogica]]y super1or
_research in the critical area'of how chiidren'are_efféctedvby ’
divorce. It is also projected that the CRISP cculd'be used to
providea pract1ca1 d1agnost1c tool for use in schoo] and c11n1ca1.
-'sett1ngs in order to- identify a particular chlld_s_vu1nerab111ty e

or adjustment during the’ pqstd1vorce,per1od. | o .7

¢



| - CRISP 2:
A .
'Subjects“ : . ) B :“ TN
A samp]e of ninetyrnine}(Nigé) e]ementary school age chi]dren’
- (6-12 years'old) and their "custbdial parents" (postseperation and/'

: . : R S .
or postdivorce) served as subiects for thjs study. For the purposes

of this'study, "custodial parent" was defined in a non-Tega] sense

P

as being the parent w1th whom the child current]y kived on a regu]ar
< week]y basis and who had pr1mary responsibility for superViSing the

child' s»da11y act1v1ties In order to contro] for the effects of. '
" e

ethn1c1ty, on]y Caucasion subJects were used The investigator
recru1ted‘sub3ects fi'om a- var1ety of communities.throughggt Southerqg -
~Ca11fornia w1th the aim of obtaining a diverse samp]e They were -

so]1c1ted through private schoo]s, menta] health chnicsJ parent
\

(&)

organizations and via 1nforma1 friendship networks Thus the

- sample represented a mixture of primariiy "normai" children (not

in»treatment for any kind of emotional prob]ems) and a smaller

“clinical" group of children (curreht]y 1n treatment)

@

The 1arge maJority of parents had already obtained ‘a fina]

Tegal divorce: (75.8A). The mean number of years that’had e]apsed : .3le e
sincé the parental separation was 3.3 years. Most of the parents - )
in the study were mothers (89 9%) .. There was a fair]& even division
'between female and male children in)the study (54 5% female, 45. 5%
’ male) Over*half of the children were first born (58 6%). and, .
'genera11y had few siblings. |
The samp]e was heterogeneous in re]atiOn to the fo]]ow1ng
hdemographic variables 1). re]igious tradition in which the part- R R
ic1pat1ng parent was raised (Cathoiic 23. 2% JeW1sh 32. 3% Protestant

32.3%, Q;her 12.2%), 2) part1c1pating parent's postseparation socio- - .

' ’
un : a - o :
TS . .

Y
*

-



o T LRISK g

y) . . ‘ . L) .

economic status (Lower m1ddle-c1ass 26. 3%, M1ddle m1dd1e c1ass039 4%,
.Upper middle- c]ass 33 3%),%3) number of years that had passed since
the parenta1~separat1on (Range «0 - 11 years old), and 5) child' s

’

. age at che t1me of test1ng (Range £ 6 - 12 years o1d).

T Procedure Hl L . ' N ‘\ T
There were three distinct prodedural phases in.this study: é

1) Test Deve]opment - pre1iminary/and initia1 test construction and

refihement 2) Data-Co11ection - administration of thedinitial version

-~

- -~ of the CRISP to subJects in order to evaluate re11ab111ty and va11d1ty,

and 3) Test Rev1s1on - mod»f1cat1ons in the 1tems included’ 1n the

A\ ]

CRISP as- a, conseque?ce of the resu1ts obta1ned in Phase 2 above.

-Phases 1, and 2 w111 be d1scussed below, .while Phase 3 will be covered '

g o

~ under the Resu]ts sect1on 4

o 4: Test Deve1opment. A thorough and cr1t1ca1 review of the 11tera-

ture on children of d1vorce suggested that there were-at 1east three
| c\ear1y.1dent1f1ab]e and 1nva:1ant exper1ences for aL] ch11dren whose . .
) parents separate and/or divorce._ These three,cqmpon experiences .
formed the conceptua1‘basis for initially designing three corresponding
scales £6 be /included in the CRISP. They are desordbed beTow: | 2
The RESPONSIBILITY*scaﬁe was designed to measure the degree. to
wh1ch the chw]d fee1s that s/he fias caused the parents to separate -
oy ’ _ Thus, it is an 1ndex of the child' s feeh1ng of guilt vs. other-b]ame
- ) X : The SEPARATION ANXIETY sca1e was des1gned to measure the ch11d S
. C .report of affect1ve and cogn1t1ve responses to the rea11tv or fantasy
- of. the parents phys1ca1 separatnon This scale was, expected to
ref1ect abandonnent fears, feelings of loss and 1one11ness for the . 4
departed parent, fee11ngs of uncerta1nty and 1nsecur1ty ab&ut the |

) ° ) &




'parents separate or divorce This format invoTves the child in

151ngle sentence story endings was constructed to represent respect1ve1y,

-story theme

CRISP 4

future, feelings of p€jection and/or neglect by one or both parents'

51nce the” separation, and feelings of, doubt and 1nsecurity about the» N

child's own 1dentity in the: world and 1in the family in particuiar L

‘ The.LOYALTr CONFLICT scale was designed to measure the}degree
to which‘the‘chiid feels torn between both parents. Thus, there were . 3
items‘reiated to visitation and custody arrangements, in addition to < B
questions regarding the child’ s- general parenta] allegiances.

Finally, P FILLER scale- was included for the purpose of providing
relief and stimulation of a pos;tive nature for the child taking the
test. These stories 1nVo]ved situations which children typically
encounter in everday 1iving, and were frequent]y,humorous or whimsacgj4
in nature. ) ' ‘ ‘ S

‘ A brief "story" format was selected as the most age appropriate S

way of gathering information about the ch11d S experiences when their 9

=respogd1ng to situations 1nvo]v1ng "other" children which, it was

conceptuaiized wou]d help to eiiminate the tendency to "11e infa

soc1a11y desireable manner about one S own parents
) ]

‘This story format prov1des for each test item to con51st of:.
1) a story. stem, which represents a basic theme or 51tuation which 1s

common of children's experiences when their parents separate oﬁ~d1vorce,
v

and 2) a choice of, three one- sentence long story endings. Each of the -

a low, moderate, or.high degree of conflict and stress re]atiég to the -

i s s
-

. The principal author created the stories which constituted the

.

item poo] for subsequent eva]uation by a panel of Judges The panel

of four Judges participated in a two-fold process in order to develop

a ) -
I’ o

e ’ ' * povi ; S, T .
T T et
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. some independent consensus on the substant1ve conte t va)idity of the ":'

. each judge sorted each‘story into its approprlate scale baséd‘solely

. The. story endings were also eval

;

. .
CRISP stories ‘and the three theoretically propose scales., irst, 1", oY
-

—
OO

on writben scale deftnitions. A "No Fiﬁ”~catedory was also 1'nc'llu'ded."r “ .

After comp]et1ng ‘the sorting task, each~oudge was asked to evaluate

how well each story meastired the scale theme using the following

categorjes: 1) Excellent Story, ).Good Story, and 3? Poor.Stoty. _crr
E\ted separate]y regarding the

extent' to which-the 1ntended degree of conflict and/or stress, rela-

e

tive to the story theme, -was being measured 1) Very Adequate]y,

2) Somewhat Adequate]y, and 3) Not Adequate]y ' §

scale stor1es (eight stor1es for each of//he three scales) . and an

'add1t1ona1 8 "filler" stor1es, ‘ . - : \

The pr1nc?pa1 author then deve]oped a set of rules for selecting

those stories. wh1ch would. compr1se the_fRISP fronlamong the 64 stories

] 3
e

wh1ch received pos1t1ve eva]uatjons by the panel of judges. A single -

form of the CRISP waé assembled which inc]uded an equal number of W

/ LN
male and females stor1es in order/to control for poss1b1e gender

,effects Th1s or1g1na1 vers1on of the CRISP conta1ned a tota] of 24

/

-J " \\u,
\

The test was des1gned to be 1nd1v1dua11y adm1n1stered to each‘

~ch11d ine ch11d is: presented w1th Aan answer book]et wh1ch conta1ns ot

.
I s \

on]y the three story endings for each story The examiner s1mp1y

reads the story stem and end1ngs out’ 1oud to thefth”]d who is told

to select the "best“ end1ng S1nce some ch11dren 1n th1s age group _a

’

may haye 11m1ted or no, reading sk1lls, geometr1c symbols are used sc,

.so that concrete phys1ca1 ‘shapes can he]p ‘them- remember the story

- [y

end1ngs by association. Ly

. q
"’3 "‘-.g;

;\;
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/ ' ’\ .

Examp]es of stories from each of t e CRISP scales are presented

below 1n order to convey a d1rect impression of this 1nstrument The
!

numbers 1in parentheses 1nd1cate the ‘scoring key for each story ending,. »,

where 1= Low, 2 = Moderate, and 3 = High degree of conflict and/or

- stress in relation to the stroy theme (stem) . _ \
S ' RESPONSIBILITY ‘
ot ' M |

Dorothy s parents separated. At first, Dorothy was sad
and quiet. Later, she spent a lot of time trying to , -

figure out who was to blape. ‘ [
-ﬁDorotny s decided that it was mainly her own fau]t. '(3) ’
Y --Dorothy decided that both she and her parents were to ‘
blame. (2)
:?i?orothy decided that it was'qainly her.parents; fau]t. v

-~ ’ )
s .

LOYALTY CONFLICT

7 :
Joe's parents separated. When Joe is alone with his’

. . mQther, she sometimes tells him bad things about his
father. But, when Joe is alone with his father, his
father somet1mes tells Joe bad things about th1s mother.

--Joe feels a 11tt1e uncomfortab]e each time this
happens. (2) ,

) T--Jdoe doesn t feel very upset, because he understands
that his parents are still very angry at each other. (1)

, --Jae feels very confused because he doesn't know which
parent to believe. (3) :

’

. - SEPARATION ANXIETY

One even1ng Sally had a dream. In the dream Sally's: ..
parents tell her that they ‘have decided to live in - )
separate homes. Thgg is how Sa]]y felt while she was
st111 dream1ng

--Sa]ly fe]t scared that one, or both, of her parents
'.fwould leave her. (3) ,

a-Sally fe]t worr1ed that sh wouldn't get to spend enough
‘ time with one of her parents) (2) )

~

\'.



' : . CRISP 7

Data Collection. In order to obtain data ten female research

| assistants travelled to the homes of participating subjects and
o _individually administered the CRISP to each child while the parent
‘ ' completed the Parent Questionnaire (a specially designed measure
‘ ' wr1tten by the pr1nc1pa1 author) and the Louisv11\e Behavior Check- § .
oo s 1ist (LBCL) . . )

' o E The: Parent Ouestionna1re cons1sts of three parts. Section One

4

-

includes 24 items which ask the parent to evaluate how they th1nk
the child feels about varying aspects of their divorce. ‘Section Two
conta;n5'24 items which solicit the parent's own herceptidn of the
_' divorce. The items correspond to the three levels'of stress used in
the CRISP itself, and were arranged random]y with an equal number of
0 .positive and negative §tatements. Seetion Three contains demographic
19 data. o
Sections One and Two were. deve]oped as p]anned e]ements of a
- - strategy to demonstrate convergent construct validity for the CRISP
That is, they are parallel.parent vererons of the CRISP in the sense
) - that they.sample from the same domain of Situations related to
° parental separat1on and/or divorce. The format inc]ddee fdur possible
parent responses to each questionnaire, item: Strong]y Agree, Mildly
Agree, M11d1y Dfsagree and Strongly D1sagree Section Three of the

-

- Parent Quest1onna1re was des1gned for two reasons. First, it allowed
for the col]ect1on,of a variety .of demograph1c data in order to'under-
'ustand the specific parameters of the obta1ned samp]e and for: ana1y21ng.
T i any_confound1ng effects of particu]ar demographic variables. Second,
‘ _it permitted the ca]cu]ation.ofjeorrejations betWeen‘the CRISP and

o /various demographic predictor mariab]es.f
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The Louisville Behavior Checklist, Form E2, (Miller. 1967 1%71) "

is a well-known. psychosocial adjustment true-false scale. It has '
/ been shown to have good reliability and validity for elementary age
school children (Humphreys and Ciminero, 19;§)t It was 1ncludeq,1n

an attemr to demonstrate the CRISP's convergent construct validity.

Results -
. Reliability. Initial calculation pf Cronbach's Alpha for the
. ‘ overall CRISP were based on N=24 items since there were eight filler
. stories included.” Coeff1c1ent alpha was unacc;ptably low (r = .43,
- p< .001). Calculation of Cronbach s Alpha for the three theoretically
o .' ' derived scales, each taken separatély. was also disappointing

." (r RESPONSIBILITY = .54; r LOYALTY CONFLICT = .45; r SEPARATION
| ANXIETY = -,35), ' ' .
Item-total correlations were used in order to ihvestigate the
Tow reliability coefficients. Additionally, a factor analysis was "
. employed in order to have ;ore information available for deciding '
1) whetﬁer the items did indééa cluster in ways wﬁ}ch w0uld empirically .
support the construct validity of each theoret1cally pr0posed scale, .

. \and 2) which stories to eliminate tn order to obtain a higher relia-

bil1ty est1tate for the overall CRISP.«

{ The re ults of both the 1nd1v1dua1 1tem ana1y515 and factog
C® . .anh1yt1c techn1ques les to the decision to delete all of the

SEPARATION. ANXIETY stories and the one %ESPONSIBJLITY story which
had a nedétite jtem-test c@rre]ation. This was a pnactictf neces;itxk
for improving the;CRISP‘s réliabi]iti 50 that the p{anned validity
tests could be performed. In.particular, the conceptual basis for

e -

©
J—
[
]
e
.
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‘
’
ks

{ncluding the SEPARATION ANX!ETY stories was not rejected outright

‘(see piscussion). D

There was an {mpressive {ncrease in Cronbach's Alpha for the
recalculated crisp: r = .60, p . 001. Even though the already
ghort test was reduced in tength by more than 33% (ninc 1tems were
deleted), the increase in Cronbach's Alpha was substantial and
sufficient to procede with the validity tests.’

. Both sections of the parent Questionnaire demonstrated adequate
reliability as estimated by the calculation of Cronbac!’s Apha:
section One (Child's perception) T g4, Section Tw: (Aault's.
Perception) r e .78, After the CRISP was. revised, 35 above,

sections One and Two were correspondingly revised by e]iminating the

. SEPARATION ANXIETY 1tems This resulted in N=16 ftems in ‘each

section The obta\“ed.Cronbach s Alpha. for both sections remained

adequate: Section one r = .743 Section Two r= 72

3

validity. The two attempts at demonstrating the recalculated

. CRISP's convergent validity were not fruitfall. The correlat1on of

the recalculated CRISP and the Louisville gehavior:Check List 'was

not sighificant at the p .= .05 level of confidence (r =,-.03$.'

Neither was the corre\at1on of tie reca]cu]ated CRISP and the parent .

Questionna1re - Child's Percept1on (r = .06, pt‘ns) or with the v
Parent Questxonnaire - Adult 3 Percept1on (r = -.02, p<;ns) sxgn1f1\
cant at the p = .05 “evel. - L K

In. contrast, supﬁort for the va\idity of- the ?eca1cu1 ted

CRISP was obta1ned The result of correlating reca]cu]ated CRISP

: scores withTthe.ch11d‘s age at the time of the parenta] separation

was a*Pearson product-momeht corre11at1on coefficient of r = =29, T

whxch was statistica11y sxgnifxcant ( p.( 002). This fxnding'has

Y

12 - -

- w b
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'Ain;the directﬁon'suggested by -current divorcecresearch. ';-'

- . . . ‘ ) Co . . , . . b - .

T - L . Co L . . . . o - .

P90t piseussione | .. R . S
< 1 S I - o o

.. Relisbility. While the réliability cofficient for both the
} ]':““ i_' or1g1na1 and reca]cu]ated CRISP fe]] short of the minimum Teve] oﬁ”
) | . - .70 suggested by Nunna]]y (1978), th1s may have been due to some n
| ser1ous methodoTog1caT shortcom1ngs in the initial stages of test
deveTopment rather than refTect a true conceptua] error'h 0r1g1na]1y'
gn o R ;- the CRISP hpd three scaTes plus. one f111er scaTe.J The theoret1ca11y
. ’ proposed scaTes were formu]ated fo]Tow1ng a thorough rev1ew of the

T1terature wh1ch revea]ed bas1c reactions of. ch11dren to parentaT

si' T - separat1on and d1vorce._ They were: 1) RESP"\NSIBILITY 2) LOYALTY
| CONFLICT and 3) SEPARATION ANXIETY Later, it was” dec1ded that the fﬂﬁm

CRISP was too short an 1nstrEHEnt\tQ\gerlt\sgpi:ate scaTe construct1on I'
“at th1s pre11m1nary po1nt in its cont1nu1ng e pment., The ear]y.

emphas1s on' separate 'scales may. have art1f1c1a]1y Towere coeff1c1ent

%

anha 1nsofar as the different’ scaTes were 1ntended to measure qu1te~\
s

d1fferent th1ngs Interest1ngTy, coeff1c1ent anha improved marked]y

A

at the same.t1me that the totaT test -length was reduced by over one-
R ‘{ th1rd Th1s is 1mpress1ve s1nce reT1ab1T1ty typ1ca11y increases
T S when the Tength of a test is 1ncreased.

o In an effort to. understand what accounted for the negat1ve 1tem—
to»a] test. correlat1ons for all the SEPARATION ANXIETY stor1es the:i;
_content of - each of these stor1es was cons1dered in" some depth It '

- e
L B was concluded that several poss1b1e sourcés of measurement errors

had 1nadverteht]y been operat1ng; F1rst and foremost there was an
A
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OVerTy broad sca]e definition wh1ch 1ntroduced many sources of varlance.

r

That 1s, there was more chance for th1s ,cale than others ‘to reflect

concom1tants and consequences of separat1on anx1ety rather than the o

h

. actual experience of anx1ety by the ch11d reTated to parenta] separa- .
"tion. For examp]e, as theoresuTt of dynam1c, 1nterna1 processes 1n ‘
the child the potent1a1 exper1ence of separat1on anxuety may be den1ed,
transformed into anger, etc. Second the SEPARATION ANXIETY stor1es

- may- actua]]y have been°measur1ng the impact of separat1on exper1ences

| that occurred prior to, and hence were unrelated to, parental.divorce.

“The work of Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980) suggests that separation anxiety

results from experiences’which‘occur throughout the Tifespan and that

‘the specific event of. d1vorce may on]y have a partial., effect

Clearly, there are many ways 1n wh1ch the CRISP. cou]d—be—further —

~J
refined prior tQ readm1n1strat1on in order to establish increased

_ re11ab111ty TheSe 1nc1ude 1) construct1on of some type of 11e scale
to screen out 1nva11deprotoc01$ 2) subm1tt1ng stor1es to pane]s of
children. for judging in addition to adult Judges, 3) generating even

more rigorous criteria for se]etting‘stories, 4) inc]usion of more

stor1e to increase totaT test’ Tength and 5) redef1n1ng and revamping

separat1on anx1ety stor1es so that they wou]d on]y measure the ch11d'
fears of abandonment expT1c1t reJect1on and/or neg]ect by one or both
parents\as d1rect consequences of parenta] separat10n and/or d1vorce

a11d1t The Pearson product-moment correTat1on coeff1c1ent B
___r__dl_

(R = - 30) for. the reTat1onsh1p between the reca]cu]ated CPISP scores .

and the . ch11d s age at the ‘time of the parenta] separat1on was h1gh]y

A s1gn1f1cant (p<.002). * This prov1ded some support for the pred1ct1on, |

based upon previous 1nvest1gat1ons, that within the elementary schooT

/o

t .
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age group of ch1Tdren (6 to 12 years of age ,;yéunger chlldren

genera]]y are morecyuInerabTe to the/1mpact/of payenta] separat1on

v'and/or d1vorce The capac1ty of the recalculated CRISP to d1scr1m-‘ '

'1nate successfu]ly betwe\n_d1ffergnt ages of. chlldren in a way that” '”"”f;f

1s cons1stent w1th the f1nd1ngs of prev10us 1nvest1gators demonstrated

-

\ '»-_

© . a degree of d1scr1m1nant va11d1ty for the new" 1nstrument
Other attempts to demonstrate ev1dence of the va11d1ty of the
CRISP were generaIIy unsuccessfuI The correIatlon of the CRISP
._' f\\rm1th the Parent Quest1onna1re (both Sect1on One and Sect1on Two; '\-'.&ﬁ;ft”.ilj
R N and the Lou1SV111e Behav1or Check11st in order to demonstrate conver- o
| gent construct va11d1ty fa11ed to produce stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant ’
zero order corre]at1ons at the leveI of p= 05 or Iess
S However-*the or1g1na1 des1gn for- demonstrat1ng validity had two
" major 11m1tat1ons wh1ch may have’ accounteo for therfa11ure to produce‘
¢ stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant correIat1ons The most ser1ous shortcom1ng"“"
" was’ the lack of any controI group of ch11dren whose parents had not

separated or d1vorced against which the samp]e of 99 ch11dren couId

) bescompared That is, in ‘order to demonstrate the vaI1d1ty of the :

- R CRISP a more heterogeneous sample w1th respect to the Chh&d s fam11y

‘ b

s1tuat1on should- be used._ ( L >\?\\;) jf'

@

, _ Because of the proaect1ve nature of the CRISP stor1es they can

E be app11ed equaIIy'to ch11dren from aII types of fam11y s1tuat1ons f' '
Thus, future attempts to demonstrate va11d1ty shou]d emp]oy a ‘
samp]e that is d1v1ded 1nto four d1fferent groups accord1ng to the_'."

-0

‘j ch11d.s.fam11y 51tuat1qn. 3 .’ s’f 'A:.' ﬁi'




3 e . CRISP 13,

¢ °

’ - o 1) Children from intact families where . .. X SRR .
4 - .. there is a good parenta] lationship. B .
. ' ) Ch11dren from intact fam111es where |
: there is a bad parental-relationship.
T 3) Children from separated and/or
divorced families where there is a . ‘ A
g good parental relationship. '“‘; T L :
R 4) Children from separated and/or hd :
divorced families-where there is a - : . =
. bad. parenta] re]ationship‘ B 7', Y S
. " x ' The’Use of four groups as desdrxbed above wou]d, of “course, requ1re
the operat1ona1 def1n1t1on of a "go nd a "bad" parental. re]at1on—
7sh1po Th1s m1ght best”be ach1eved through an obJect1ve 1nventory and a
quest1onna1re adm1n1stered to part1c1pat1ng parents 7 R o
Another factor that may have contributed to the d1ff1cu1ty
: i - r3encountered in demonstrat1ng the CRISP's va11d1ty was that 75% of the 3
| parents in the samp]e had a]neady—ebta4ned_a_£1nal_1ega1 d1vorce 'it :
seems probab]e ‘that in most cases there would be 1ess of an acute stress
“in the home where the ch11d 11ves after the parents have forma]1zed
:_ _ _the1r separat1on by obta1n1ng a ]ega] d1vorce, a process wh1sh may often -
} take two to three years. 'In compar1son CRISP scores of ch1]dren who
d o, '1’ ,-are c]oser to the po1nt 1n t1me that the parents f1rst separate m1ght

be’ expected to ref]ect h1gher degrees of stress and/or conf11ct

Therefore, future efforts to eva]uate ‘the CRISP S. va11d1ty shou]d '

;,1nc1ude a samp]e that is mdre even]y d1str1buted w1th regard to the
t1me since the parenta] separat1on SRS ;;c;1 R

Conc]us1on ﬁn final summary, the CRISP demonstrated m1n1ma1 'fg;)'f;s

1eve1s of re11ab111ty andi;a11d1ty which neverthe]ess were suff1c1ent

7]

" to warrant its continued development.’ Ref1nements and’rev1s1ons of




;this new instrument -are
LY . . )
re]1ab1]1ty'est§mates;

methodology emp]oyed in

to prov1de more comp]ete demonstrat1ons of the CRISP's va11d1ty 'n_.:
There is an ‘urgent need for this line of test deve]opment to . e

cont1nue SO that we may be ab1e to measure accurat:ﬂy and obJert1velv

CRISP_14-
© .// :

°\

expected to result 1njmore tre 2y sat1sfactorv’
Improvements in sampling procedures and in the
future 1nvestigat16n5 similarly areueipectéd

14

!

-

»

how the ch11d is fee11ng in the aftermath ‘of parental separation

and/or d1vorce. :
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