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The Detrimental Effects of Parental Divorce and Ameliorating Factors: A Review of 

the Literature 

Holly Farndale 

Abstract 

The impact of parental divorce or separation on children is a major issue of 

contemporary concern. The aim of the present literature review is to discuss the 

associated detrimental effects of parental divorce or separation, whilst also focusing 

on possible ameliorating/mediating factors identified in published literature, and 

outlining recommendations for further research. It can be identified from the 

litfrature that parental divorce or separation is associated with a range of problems 

for children throughout childhood and into adulthood, such as effects on 

psychological, social, cognitive and academic functioning. However what can also 

be inferred from the published literature is that adverse effects may not necessarily 

be a direct or simple consequence of the parental divorce or separation itself, but 

should also be considered in light of other related factors such as parental conflict, 

parent-child relations, peer support, family structure, and the timing of divorce. 

Several theories encompassing these factors are discussed including the spillover 

hypothesis, compensatory hypothesis, scapegoating/detouring, triangulation, role 

reversal, an enhancement of Sullivan's theory of attachment with parents and peers, 

a model building on both the emotional security hypothesis and attachment theory, 

and the Sensitization hypothesis. Anxiety is the most common form of mental 

disorder in children in Australia, and Australian studies have shown that parental 

divorce is associated with psychological distress. Therefore studying anxiety in this 

context may provide further insight into the associated factors and intermediary 

variables. Further research, including all the above mentioned variables in the same 

study, is needed to provide greater insight into which variables (i.e. parental divorce, 

parental conflict, perceived quality of attachment to friends, perceived quality of 

attachment to parents, peer acceptance/rejection, family structure, and the age of the 

child at first parental separation) explain anxiety in adolescents. 



The impact of parental divorce/separation upon children is a major issue of • 

contemporary concern. The aim of this literature review is to discuss the associated 

detrimental effects of parental divorce/separation, whilst also focusing on possible 

ameliorating/mediating factors. 

There are many difficulties that children in divorcing families are likely to face. 

Maughan and McCarthy (1997) described some of these difficulties: ongoing 

conflict between parents; economic hardship and loss of social status; moving house 

and changing schools; distressed parents whose capacity to respond to their 

children's needs may be reduced; and in many cases, subsequent remarriage of one 

or both parents, requiring new relationships with these new partners, and possibly 

with step siblings. 

Research has successfully demonstrated the increased probability for children's 

disorders associated with marital discord, including effects on cognitive, social, 

academic, and psychological functioning (Cummings & Davies, 1994a; Ellis & 

Garber, 2000; Fergussan & Horwood, 1998). Rodgers (1996) perused 26 Australian 

studies that were identified by searching available bibliographic databases and by 

scrutinising the references given in relevant review papers and individual reports. 

He stated that Australian studies have shown that parental divorce is associated with 

many problems in adolescence and adulthood, such as psychological distress, 

depression, suicidal behaviour, poor academic achievement, low self-esteem, 

substance abuse, sexual precocity, delinquency, adult criminal offending, and 

habitual relapses into crime. Much of this type of research is correlational as much 
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as epidemiological research is, thus one should not infer that divorce causes such 

problems. The relationship is likely to be far more complex. 

Children's adjustment problems may be maintained by rigid sets of negative 

beliefs related to parental separation such as beliefs they have the power to influence 

parental reunification, or a belief that abandonment by parents and rejection by peers 

is inevitable (Carr, 2000). The noncustodial parent may become anxious or 

depressed due to fears of losing his/her child, so that he/she sometimes becomes an 

"entertainer". The custodial parent is usually saddled with most of the 

responsibilities of day-to-day child rearing and may become frustrated and 

overwhelmed. 

Maintaining factors for children's post-separation adjustment problems include 

parental conflict, non-optimal parenting styles, a lack of consistency in parental rules 

and routines across custodial and non-custodial households, a lack of clarity about 

new family roles and routines within each household, and confused family 

communication (Carr, 2000). Better post-separation adjustment occurs in youngsters 

who have psychological strengths such as high self-esteem, an internal locus of 

control, realistic beliefs about their parents' separation and divorce, good problem 

solving skills, and good social skills. 

The Interplay of Parental Factors and the Effects upon Child Adjustment 

Wallerstein (1983) commented on an extensive clinical investigation carried out 

by Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) of 131 children and their parents from 60 



predominantly white, middle-class families in Northern California who were 

followed for a five-year period after the decisive marital separation. She found 

adolescents observed that parents are less able to 'parent' during the period of 

separation and the divorce itself. It could be that the poor parenting may be a 

"spillover" effect from the parental conflict, common in these situations, which can 

contaminate or disrupt interactions between parent and child. Coiro and Emery 

(1998) and Erel and Burman (1995) support the "spillover hypothesis" that the affect 

exrerienced and expressed in one relationship system can be transferred or carried 

over to other relationship systems. 

Concepts from family therapy literature including scapegoating, triangulation, and 

boundary dissolution may be useful in understanding the processes by which 

parental conflict, common in divorce situations, may spread to and adversely affect 

the parent-child relationship (Cox, Paley, & Harter, 2001). Scapegoating generally 

involves the child taking on symptoms of the family pathology and is pinpointed by 

the parents as the problematic member of the family system, serving to distract from 

the tension of the marital subsystem, in turn adversely affecting the parent-child 

relationship. Triangulation refers to the pattern of family interaction in which one or 

both parents endeavour to recruit the child into a coalition against the other parent. 

This is likely to threaten the child's relationship with the parent against whom they 

are expected to align. As well, the child may feel resentment toward the parent with 

whom he or she is expected to align, as the expectation is basically to betray the 

other parent (Minuchin, 1974; Kerig, 1995; Lindahl, Clements, & Markman, 1997). 

Marital conflict may also lead to weakened boundaries between marital and parent- 
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child subsystems and disturbances in parent-child relationships when children 

attempt to intervene in their parents' arguments (Cox et al., 2001). There is some 

evidence that children who respond to interparental conflict by involving themselves 

in the conflict display higher levels of maladjustment than children who respond by 

distancing themselves from the conflict (Jenkins, Smith, & Graham, 1989; O'Brien, 

Margolin, & John, 1995). Children who intervene in interparental arguments may be 

at increased risk for parentification or role reversal and be seen as potential 

confidants by parents in a deteriorated marital subsystem. When the marital 

relationship deteriorates, parents are less able to distinguish their own needs from 

those of their children. This situation is often followed by the children assuming 

inappropriate roles or attempting to fulfill spousal or parental functions (Johnston, 

1993). As adolescents presumably have a greater capacity to provide emotional 

• support than younger children, they may more often become involved in 

parentification, as their parents look to them to provide what they perceive to be 

missing from their marriage. Jacobvitz and Bush (1996) found that fathers in 

•emotionally distant marriages sought intimacy and affection from their daughters 

instead of their wives, whereas mothers in conflictual marriages sought intimacy 

from their daughters instead of their husbands. Additionally, if the children fall 

short of their parents' demands for nurturance or support, they may become rejected 

and abandoned (Johnston, 1993; Johnston & Campbell, 1988). 

Some empirical evidence indicates a negative association between marital and 

parent-child relationships (Amato, 1986; Belsky, Youngblade, Rovine, & Volling, 

1991; Brody, Pelligrini, & Sigel, 1986). However, parents' attempts to compensate 
5 



for marital difficulties may more likely result in parentification, triangulation, and 

cross-generational coalitions, than in truly healthy parent-child relationships. 

According to Erel and Burman (1995), the compensatory hypothesis proposes that 
- 

parents may seek fulfilment in the parent-child relationship to make up for 

dissatisfactions they experience in their marriage. However, as mentioned before 

Erel and Burman's (1995) results supported the spillover hypothesis. They 

conducted a meta-analysis of 68 studies to determine whether there is a relationship 

between marital and parent-child relationship quality, and whether this linkage is 

positive (as suggested by the spillover hypothesis) or negative (as suggested by the 

compensatory hypothesis). They did however mention a limitation of their study. 

The link between the marital and the parental-child relationship may be due to the 

impact of parent child relations on the marriage, of the marriage on parent-child 

relations, or of a third factor such as an occurrence of a stressful life event on both 

the marital and the parent-child relationship. Erel and Burman acknowledged they 

tended to use the language of adult-to-child causal model throughout their article and 

affirmed they recognized the other causal models are also quite viable. Because of 

the insufficient number of comparable longitudinal and cross-sectional studies, Erel 

and Burman were not able to distinguish the impact of the marital relationship on the 

parent-child relationship from the impact of the parent-child relationship on the 

marital relationship. 

Further, according to Sessa and Steinberg (1991), diminished parenting is 

characterised by decreased affection, communication and parental control and 



requires increased self-reliance and independence from the adolescent. This is not of 

course an inevitable outcome of divorce. Amato (1996), Amato and Keith (1991) 

and Kelly (1993) have expressed the view that a divorce does not necessarily imply 

poor parenting, and those children who feel close to one or both parents may escape 

any adverse effects of marital dissolution. On the other hand, parent-child relations 

are not necessarily ideal in intact families where for various reasons a child may feel 

unloved and misunderstood. Farndale (2000) found that any effects that may be 

assumed to be associated with parental divorce, should be considered in light of 

other factors, such as perceived poor parental conflict resolution; that is, the effects 

need not necessarily be a direct and simple consequence of the parental divorce 

itself 

Burns and Dunlop (1998) and Hines (1997) found that parental bonding is also a 

factor that needs to be considered when looking at the effects of divorce. Burns and 

Dunlop (1998) explored some processes that might underlie the frequently reported 

finding that the children of divorce have below average success in their own close 

relationships, as indicated by a higher rate of divorce and lower marital quality. 

Particularly, the study considered the proposition that poorer parent-child relations 

might be a major factor in explaining the association, i.e. parental divorce per se is 

not the causal factor affecting the development of offspring, but rather inadequate 

parenting seems to be responsible for offspring not having the emotional stability or 

social skills required for a successful adult relationship. Adolescents from divorced 

families (19 males, 18 females) were recruited in 1981-1982 through letters sent by 

the Family Court of Australia (N.S.W.) to all couples who had filed for divorce over 
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a three-month period at two registries. The couples had been separated for less than 

two years, and had an adolescent 13-16 years of age. Adolescents from intact 

families (22 males, 19 females) were contacted by letters sent via class teachers to 

parents of 13 to 16-year-old students in five high schools chosen to represent a 

matched sample in regard to socioeconomic status backgrounds. Participants were 

interviewed at the time of parental divorce when the children were aged 13 to 16, 

again three years later, and again ten years later. 

Burns and Dunlop (1998) found divorced fathers were seen as less caring than 

nondivorced fathers, however there were no difference in the descriptions of 

divorced and nondivorced mothers on the Care scale. At Time 3 ten years later, 29% 

of participants were married, 14% were cohabiting with a partner, 57% were single, 

and one man from the intact group had divorced. Over half of the still single, were 

in a serious relationship. There were no associations between parental marital status 

and own current marital status. Of the unmarried 81.6% wished to be married at 

some time, with no difference between the intact and the divorce group. There 

appeared to be a trend where the divorce group favoured somewhat later marriage 

than did the intact group, but the difference did not reach statistical significance. It 

is also interesting to note that women in the sample did not wish to marry any earlier 

than did the men. At Time 3, Burns and Dunlop (1998) found weak trends in their 

data showing that intact family groups reported more readiness for intimacy, less 

wariness about relationships, greater satisfaction with their current relationships, and 

less disagreement with their partner, than the participants from divorced families; 

however these trends did not reach statistical significance. An explanation put 
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forward for why these trends were not significant, was that at the time of parental 

divorce — 13 to 16 years — these children were past the age of greatest vulnerability. 

This is in line with Amato's (1996) finding that experiencing parental divorce when 

respondents were 12 years of age or younger was associated with a higher risk of 

divorce in the child generation, as compared to experiencing parental divorce aged 

13-19 years or aged 20years or older. 

Family Structure, Parental Conflict, Parent-Child Relations and Mental Health / 

Anxiety 

Further studies conducted on parent-child relations and anxiety in children by 

Grotevant and Cooper (1986) and Hauser and Bowlds (1990) found that positive 

parentzchild relations and support from the family seems to benefit adjustment and 

emotional well-being of young children and lowers the chances of experiencing 

social anxiety and depression. Anxiety disorders are actually the most common 

form of mental disorder in both children and adults in Australia (Barrett, Webster, & 

Turner 2000). Prior, Sanson, Smart, and Oberklaid (1999) studied participants 

selected from the Australian Temperament Project (ATP), a large-scale, prospective 

longitudinal study of children's development from infancy onwards, which began in 

1983. The initial sample comprised 2443 mostly Caucasian infants from urban and 

rural areas of the state of Victoria, Australian. The authors found that girls tend to 

be more prone to anxiety than boys. 

Further support for the benefits of parent-child relations have been found by Reid, 

Landesman, Treder, and Jaccard (1989) who studied 249 six to twelve-year-old 
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children's perceptions of social support using the "My Family and Friends" 

instrument. They found that the mother's role executes the greatest impact on 

children's development and forms a specific type of buffer in most adverse 

situations. The authors stated that little is known about what happens when the child 

lives with the father and not the mother. However, Spruijt and DeGoede (1997) 

studied the effects of transitions in family structure on psychological health. Four 

family structures were examined using data from the Utrecht Study of Adolescent 

Development (Hart, Meeus & Kox, 1993). They found that changing family 

structures affect adolescents psychologically. This is not a simple additive effect. 

Single parent family structures are the most detrimental to psychological health 

followed by stepfamilies and intact families with high parental conflict. Relative to 

the otlier family structures, adolescents from stable intact families show the best 

psychological health. These effects remained after controlling for family income, 

gender, age, and educational level. Conflict in intact marriages was measured using 

two items with 5-point scales given to the parents. One item consisted of "Have you 

thought seriously about splitting up at any time in the last five years?" (Spruijt & De 

Goede, 1997, p. 901). The other item consisted of "Are you satisfied with your 

marriage" (Spruijt & De Goede, 1997, p. 901). Higher scores indicated higher levels 

of perceived conflict in the parent's marriage. Families with a total score of at least 

8 were designated as "conflict families" while those who scored 7 or less were 

considered to have a stable intact marriage. 

Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1982) and Wallerstein (1984) have reported children 

1 0 



can be expected to normally react to parental separation with anxiety, whilst Kobak 

(1999) acknowledged that children can be expected to also react with uncertainty 

about the continued availability of parents as attachment figures. Research has 

found that children's anxiety may result from parents' rejection, which perhaps is a 

common perception of children of divorce (Doyal & Friedman, 1974). Siqueland, 

Kende11 and Steinberg (1996) assessed differences between families with a child 

diagnosed with an anxiety disorder (n = 17) and control families (n = 27) on self-

report measures of parenting and independent observers' ratings of family 
•4 

interaction. Children rated their parents, and parents rated themselves on the 

parental variables of warmth/acceptance and psychological autonomy/control. 

Similar constructs were rated by independent observers of family interaction. 

Parents of children with anxiety disorders were rated by observers as less granting of 

psychological autonomy than were controls. In addition, control children rated both 

their mothers and fathers as more accepting than children with anxiety disorders 

rated their parents. 

The sensitization hypothesis predicts that prolonged exposure to destructive 

interparental conflict including intense, escalating violent, unresolved conflict, 

engenders progressively more negative emotional reactions in children such as 

anxiety and distress (Cummings & Davies, 2002). Furthermore, a model building on 

both the emotional security hypothesis and attachment theory may help to account 

for the interplay between marital conflict and parent-child relations in affecting 

children's adjustment can be seen in figure 1(Cummings & Davies, 2002). The joint 



influence of destructive interparental conflict and poor parent-child relationships 

compromises children's abilities to preserve emotional security in the context of the 

interparental and parent-child subsystems through multiple pathways. Supporting 

these predictions, children's emotional security in the interparental and parent-child 

systems have been shown to mediate links between marital conflict and children's 

internalizing symptoms even after specifying the effects of the other pathway 

(Harold & Shelton, 2000). 

Figure 1. "The joint influence of interparental and parent-child systems on emotional 

security as a mediator of child developmental outcomes" (Cummings and Davies, 

2002, p. 33). 
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It is postulated that the parenting disturbances associated with marital relations 

increase children's risk for maladjustment by compromising their emotional security 

in the parent-child relationship. In support of part of this pathway, recent studies 
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have demonstrated that dimensions of parental emotional availability (e.g. Warmth, 

sensitivity, support, and hostility) partly mediate the link between marital conflict 

and child-parent attachment security (Frosch, Mangelsdorf, & McHale, 2000). On 

the other hand, as a byproduct of chronic experiences with marital discord, children 

may be prone to developing insecure or insecure-disorganised attachment patterns 

with their parents. Owen and Cox (1997) reported that witnessing parents' 

frightening and frightened behaviour during bouts of destructive interparental 

coflict compromised children's reliance in parents as sources of protection and 

support. 

Divorce and Peer Attachment  

Sullivan (1953) was the first theoretician to study "chumship", the intense close 

friendships that develop between children aged 8.5 — 1 lyears. He credited pre-

adolescent friendship as having a crucial role in promoting individual skills for 

intimate relationships and in protecting mental health in adulthood. Some studies do 

support the hypothesis that peer support and availability protect children from the 

deleterious effects of marital conflict (Rogers & Holmbeck, 1997; Wasserstein & La 

Greca, 1996), whereas other studies have failed to find any moderating effects 

(Jenkins & Smith, 1990). 

Rogers and Holmbeck (1997) suggested that peer availability and the use of social 

supports may buffer children from the deleterious effects of marital conflict. They 

studied 80 children in Grades 6, 7, and 8. Children completed measures of 
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interparental aggression and of cognitive appraisal and coping strategies (including, 

amongst others, a Social Support subscale) reported in response to parents' conflicts. 

Children were instructed that questions regarding "interparental" conflict referred to 

the child's natural parents, stepparents, or adoptive parents, or to the parent's 

significant other living in the home. Children whose families did not fit any of these 

categories (e.g., a single parent without a significant other living in the home) did 

not participate in the research. Three measures were used to assess children's self-

reported emotional and behavioural adjustment (self-worth, externalizing behaviour, 

and depression). Analyses also discovered that less frequent and weak marital 

conflict was associated with fewer adjustment problems for children whilst 

ineffective coping strategies and problematic beliefs about interparental conflict 

were related to greater maladjustment. Significant interaction effects indicated that 

perceived peer availability and the use of social supports may buffer negative effects 

of marital conflict on a child's emotional and behavioural adjustment. Follow -up 

analyses carried out to explore these interactions showed that children in high-

conflict homes who reported less peer avoidance (and greater perceived peer 

availability) had lower externalizing behaviour and depression scores than children 

in high-conflict homes who reported greater peer avoidance. Additionally, follow-

up analyses completed to investigate the found interactions showed that children in 

high-conflict homes who reported greater use of social supports had lower 

externalizing and depression scores than children in high-conflict homes who 

reported less use of social supports. 

14 



Likewise, Wasserstein and La Greca (1996) stressed that peer and friendship 

quality may buffer children from the deleterious effects of interparental conflict. 

They studied 96 children from two-parent homes (whether they be biological, 

adopted, or step-parents) and ethnically diverse backgrounds from fourth to sixth 

grade. Children completed the Social Support Scale for Children and Adolescents 

(Harter, 1985) in their classrooms, and were also interviewed individually regarding 

parental discord using items from the Children's Perceptions Questionnaire (Emery 

& O'Leary, 1982). Teachers rated each student on five items regarding behaviour 

problems (anxiety, depression, conduct problems, attention problems and social 

anxiety). Analyses discovered a significant interaction between friendship support 

and parental discord, indicating that support from close friends may help to moderate 

the negative impact of marital discord on children's behaviour. These findings 

suggest that children's friendship may represent an influential factor in their coping 

with such a life stressor, and have important clinical implications. Clinical and 

school-based interventions that facilitate peer support among children could be very 

useful for helping children cope with difficult home situations, such as parents who 

argue or fight. 

Jenkins and Smith (1990) studied factors that were protective to children living in 

disharmonious homes. The sample was obtained from a representative sample of 

children aged nine to 12 years who took in previous general population study. Unlike 

Rogers and Holmbeck (1997) and Wasserstein and La Greca (1996) who measured 

children's perceptions of parental discord, Jenkins and Smith conducted semi- 
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structured interviews with both parents, to assess the quality of the parental 

marriage. Mothers provided information on children's behavioural and emotional 

difficulties and hypothesised protective factors (general quality of children's 

friendships, presence of a best friend, mother-child relationship, father-child 

relationship, sibling relationships, close relationship with an adult outside the family, 

children's hobbies, and children's positive recognition gained for activities or 

interests). Sixty-two families fell into the harmonious marriage group, whilst 57 fell 

in the disharmonious marriage group. 

Jenkins and Smith (1990) used a two-way analysis of variance with the quality of 

the parental marriage and the hypothesised protective factor as main effects to 

examine each hypothesised Protective factor. Protective factors which interacted 

with the quality of the parental marriage were; children having a relationship with an 

adult outside the family, good sibling relationships, and an activity for which they 

received much positive recognition, and as such are seen to be protective factors for 

children in disharmonious homes. Children with a definite best friendship showed 

significantly fewer problems than children with dubious or no best friendship, 

however the interaction between the quality of parental marriage and the presence of 

a best friend was not significant. Children with poor quality friendships showed a 

significantly higher level of disturbance than children with either fair or good 

friendships, and the factor did not have a significantly different effect in good and 

poor parental marriage groups. 
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Jenkins and Smith (1990) also found children with poor parent-child relationships 

showed significantly more symptoms than did children with good parent-child 

relationships in both harmonious and disharmonious homes. Even though there was 

not a significant interaction between the quality of parental marriage and the mother-

child relationship, there was a slight trend in this direction. In addition, there was 

only one child with a poor father-child relationship in the good parental marriage 

group, compared with 17 in the poor parental marriage group. Because of this, it is 

impossible to reliably estimate the children's mean symptoms score in the poor 

father-child relationship/good parental marriage group. The finding of no significant 

interaction between parental marriage and the father-child relationship might 

actually alter if there were more children in this group. Whilst there was no 

significant association between children's hobbies and their level of disturbance and 

the interaction between the quality of parental marriage and hobby was also not 

significant. 

As mentioned previously, a major difference between the Rogers and Holmbeck 

( 1997) and the Wasserstein and La Greca (1996) studies and the Jenkins and Smith 

(1990) . study is the source of information on parental discord and a child's social 

support. Both studies surveyed in particular children's perceptions in order to arrive 

at this information, whilst Jenkins and Smith (1990) measured parental views. It 

could be argued that measuring children's perceptions is what is important here, not 

what parents think of their marriage or their children's social support. For example, 

if parents become proficient at concealing problems within the parental relationship, 
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perhaps it could be said: "what one doesn't know won't hurt one". In other words if 

children do not perceive problems within their parents' relationship, they may not be 

affected by the problems. 

Armsden and Greenberg (1987) found that high attachment to friends scores were 

related to lower scores on depression and anxiety. They studied 86 undergraduate 

students ranging in age from 17 to 20 years. Nearly three quarters of the sample 

were living away from home. Data were collected from the respondents using 

measures gauging their well-being, affective status, family characteristics, the effect 

of stressful events that have occurred in the past year, and family/friend proximity 

seeking. As hypothesized, perceived quality of both parent and peer attachments 

was significantly related to psychological well-being. Furthermore, undergraduates 

classified as highly securely attached reported greater satisfaction with themselves, a 

higher likelihood of seeking social support, and less symptomatic response to 

stressful life events. 

The importance of peer attachment in terms of psychological adjustment has been 

discussed previously. A similar variable, peer rejection could possibly also help to 

provide further explanation for adolescent anxiety. Peer rejection has been found to 

correlate with anxiety and/or withdrawal (Edelbrock, 1985; Strauss, Frame, & 

Forehand, 1987). Particularly, Edelbrock found that teachers reported more 

frequently that anxious children were disliked by their classmates, preferred younger 

playmates, were teased by others, and had poor peer relations overall compared to 
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other clinically referred children. 

Strauss, Frame, and Forehand (1987) studied 48 children who were identified from 

among 325 second-grade through fifth-grade children attending two public 

elementary schools in rural Georgia. Of the 48, there were 24 children whom 

teachers rated as non-anxious and 24 children whom teachers rated as highly 

anxious. Overall anxiety in childhood tended to be associated with psychosocial 

miladjustment. A battery of measures was obtained to assess teacher, peer and self-

perceptions of anxious and non-anxious children. These measures were also 

gathered for all other children in each classroom so that the participants in the study 

were not singled out in any way. In particular peer popularity/peer perceptions were 

assessed in the following ways: (1) children in each classroom provided names of 

three children with whom they most liked to play and three children with whom they 

liked to play the least; (2) children were asked to nominate a classmate for most shy, 

a classmate for most socially withdrawn, and a classmate for most aggressive; and 

(3) children provided ratings on a 5-point scale to indicate how much they liked to 

play with each classmate. Highly anxious children showed impairment in peer 

relations and in levels of depression, self-esteem, attention, school performance, and 

social behaviour when relative to non-anxious children. Specifically, anxious 

children were found to be significantly less popular than non-anxious children. They 

received fewer "like most" nominations, more "like least" nominations, and lower 

ratings of peer likeability compared to non-anxious children. Nonetheless, similar 

research is needed in the area of the role of peer acceptance/rejection in adolescents' 
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anxiety. 

Parent and Peer Attachment 

Sullivan (1953) attempted to provide .a systematic account of the development of 

companionship and intimacy/emotional support. He proposed a model of social 

development where particular social needs were seen as emerging during certain 

stages of development. The attachment and function of children's relationships with 

par,.4ents and others such as friends, change with age (Sullivan, 1953). The 

characteristic of peer relationships and friendships change drastically during middle 

childhood, such that there is a shift from viewing the parents as the main support 

providers to relying on friends or "chums" to offer emotional support. Furman and 

Buhrmester, (1985) studied 199 fifth- and sixth-grade children who completed 

Network of Relationships Inventories, which assessed 10 qualities of their 

relationships with their mothers, fathers, siblings, grandparents, friends, and 

teachers. Consistent with Sullivan (1953), Furman and Buhrmester found the ratings 

of companionship with friends were greater than those for anyone else, and the 

ratings of intimacy with friends were equaled by only those for mothers. 

Hunter and Youniss (1982) studied three functions of interpersonal relations 

(attempt at behaviour control, intimacy and nurture) in friendship, mother-child, and 

father child relations of 30 students each from 4th, 7th, 10th  grades and from 

undergraduate college programs. Participants rated eight statements that portrayed 

interpersonal interactions for each relationship to indicate how closely the statements 
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described participants' actual interpersonal relations. Hunter and Youniss found: 

intimacy in parent-child relations is higher than in friendship at 4th grade but 

intimacy in friendship surpasses the parent-child relationship level by 10th  grade. 

They also found that nurture increases with increasing age in adolescents' friendship, 

whereas it remains relatively consistent and high across grades for parents. 

Additionally, friends exert less control than parents do across grades. 

It is possible that parental divorce/separation could alter the usual situation with 

adolescents in relation to parent attachment. Perhaps as parents become more 

wrapped up in their own problems adolescents who tend to have a better quality 

communication and trust with their friends may feel even more alienated from their 

parents than is usual in intact families. Katz and Gottman (1996) believe that 

parents who are preoccupied with their own marital problems may withdraw from 

their children, and this withdrawal may be evident in "a lack of 'cognitive room' 

allocated to their children" (p. 74). For example they may be less likely to know the 

names of their children's friends. Additionally, parental withdrawal may be apparent 

in a lack of instrumental caregiving such as not cooking their children dinner. 

Although  a lack of cognitive room and lessened instrumental caregiving may be 

distinct  from emotional unavailability, children may experience these other forms of 

withdrawal from the parent-child relationship as signs of parental rejection, or at 

least a lack of interest. Distress, hostility, and preoccupation resulting from marital 

di fficulties have been demonstrated to carry over into parenting practices, leading to 

impairments in parenting and ultimately child functioning (Jouriles & Farris, 1992; 
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Mahoney, Boggio, & Jouriles, 1996; Kitzman, 2000). 

Timing of Divorce 

Chase-Lansdale, Cherlin and Kiernan (1995) conducted a longitudinal examination 

of the effects of parental divorce during childhood and adolescence on the mental 

health of young adults aged 23. They used the National Child Development Study 

(NCDS), a longitudinal multimethod, nationally representative survey of 17,414 

children born in Great Britain during the first week of March in 1958 (Shepherd, 

1985). Children were followed up at birth and subsequently at ages 7, 11, 16, and 23 

by means of maternal and child interviews, and by psychological, medical, and 

school assessments. In their early twenties, members of the 1958 cohort whose 

parents had divorced were almost 40% more likely than others to score in the 

clinically significant range of a measure of depressive symptomology. However, 

despite the relative increase in risk, only a minority of adults (10-11%) from the 

divorcing families, was affected by depression. Chase-Lansdale et al. also found 

that the children of divorced parents tend to complete less schooling, get worse jobs, 

earn less income, marry early, and establish less gratifying marital partnerships, 

showing that the consequences of childhood divorce may be felt long after childhood 

ends. The significance of the timing of divorce (7-11 yrs vs. 11-16 yrs) was also 

studied: the results implied that later divorces might be more harmful than earlier 

ones. However, Emery (1999) and Wallerstein & Kelly (1980) have found that 

younger children may be particularly at risk for more problematic post-divorce 

adjustments. 
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A limitation of this study by Chase-Lansdale et al. (1995) was that timing of 

. 	- divorce could only be measured as occurring between interviews, and could not be 

pinpointed at a more precise age. Several possible explanations for the finding are 

presented with caution, moreover, since the early versus later divorce coefficients 

were not significantly different from one another. First, it was suggested that the 

closer the proximity of the event of divorce to young adulthood, the greater the 

likelihood of continuing adverse reactions in the aftermath of divorce and 

maladjustment in the early 20s (Sroufe, 1990). A second reason might be that 

divorce during adolescence may be especially troubling, since this is a time of major 

developmental transformations and life choices for youth, involving the 

renegotiation of autonomy and connectedness with the family, the development of a 

sex-role identity, and intimate relationships with others (Cooper, Grotevant, & 

Condon, 1983; Feldman & Elliot, 1990; Hauser, 1991). However, Amato (1993), in 

the United States of America found that children from divorcing families often show 

elevated rates of behavioural and emotional problems, with the most marked 

elevation occurring in the immediate post-separation period, and then becoming 

more diminished with time since the divorce. 

Conclusions  

The literature tells us that parental divorce is associated with a range of problems 

for children throughout childhood and into adulthood, such as effects on cognitive, 

social, academic, and psychological functioning (Cummings & Davies, 1994; Ellis 
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& Garber, 2000; Fergussan & Horwood, 1998). Australian studies have shown 

parental divorce is associated with many problems in adolescence and adulthood, 

including psychological distress, depression, suicidal behaviour, poor academic 

achievement, low self-esteem, substance abuse, sexual precocity, delinquency, adult 

criminal offending, and habitual relapses into crime (Rodgers, 1996). However, 

what can also be inferred from the research is that adverse effects may not 

necessarily be a direct and simple consequence of the parental divorce itself, but 

should also be considered in light of other related factors such as, parental conflict, 

parent-child relations, peer support, family structure, and the timing of divorce. 

Another adverse effect embroiled into the mix of associated results of divorce is 

that of poor parent-child relations. Several theories have been proposed to be useful 

to understand the ways by which parental conflict, common in divorce situations, 

may extend to and adversely affect the parent-child relationship. One explanation is 

that of the "spillover hypothesis", which states that the affect/emotion experienced 

and expressed in one relationship system can be transferred or carried over to other 

relationship systems (Coiro & Emery 1998; Erel & Burman, 1995). Other 

explanations from therapy literature include scapegoating/detouring, triangulation, 

and role reversal. Lastly, another explanation for why parental conflict common in 

divorce situations can extend to the parent-child relationship is that of the 

"compensatory hypothesis". This hypothesis states that parents may endeavour to 

find fulfilment in the parent-child relationship to make up for shortcomings they 

experience in their adult relationship, which may more likely result in 
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parentification/triangulation. A meta-analysis of 68 studies supported the spillover 

hypothesis (Erel & Burman, 1995). 

However, positive parent-child relations appears to benefit children such that they 

may escape adverse effects of marital dissolution (Amato 1996; Amato & Keith 

1991; Burns & Dunlop, 1998; Kelly, 1993). Although research has investigated 

child-mother attachment with older children, little research has investigated child-

father attachment relationships past infancy or toddlerhood (Frosch, Mangelsdorf, 

McHale, 2000). Reid, Landesman, Treder, and Jaccard (1989) found that the 

mother's role has the greatest impact on the development of children aged 6-12, and 

forms a specific type of buffer in most adverse situations. Little is known of what 

occurs when a child lives with the father and not the mother. Sprujt and DeGoede 

(1997) studied family structure and found that single parent family structures are the 

most detrimental to psychological health followed by stepfamilies and intact families 

with high parental conflict. Adolescents from stable intact families show the best 

psychological health, compared to the other family structures. Furthermore, some 

studies have found that peer support and availability protect children from the 

deleterious effects of marital conflict (Rogers & Holmbeck, 1997; Wasserstein & La 

Greca, 1996) whilst other studies have failed to fmd any moderating effects (Jenkins 

& Smith, 1990). 

Sullivan (1953) suggests that the attachment and function of children's 

relationships with parents and others such as friends, change drastically during 
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middle childhood such that there is a shift from seeing the parents as the main 

support providers to relying on friends to provide emotional support. Parental 

divorce/separation could also enhance this shift.. Parents from divorced/separated 

situations might become more wrapped up in their own problems such that their 

confliCts "spill over" into the parent-child relationships and adolescents from these 

parental divorce/separation situations tend to have a better quality of 

trust/communication with their friends and perhaps feel more alienated from their 

parnts than adolescents whose parents are not divorced/separated. It would be of 

interest to investigate such a hypothesis. 

Furthermore, a model building on both an emotional security hypothesis and on 

attachment theory may help to account for the interplay between marital conflict and 

parent-child relations in affecting children's adjustment (Cummings & Davies, 

2002). The joint influence of destructive interparental conflict and poor parent-child 

relationships compromises children's abilities to preserve emotional security in the 

context of the interparental and parent-child subsystems though multiple pathways. 

It is postulated that parenting disturbance associated with marital relations increase 

children's risk for maladjustment by compromising their emotional security in the 

parent-child relationship. 

Furthermore, the sensitization hypothesis predicts that prolonged exposure to 

destructive interparental conflict including intense, escalating violent, unresolved 

conflict, engenders progressively more negative emotional reactions such as anxiety 
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and distress (Cummings & Davies, 2002). Research has found that children's 

anxiety may result from parents' rejection/non acceptance (Doyal & Friedman, 1974; 

Siqueland, Kende11 & Steinberg, 1996). In addition, Armsden and Greenberg 

(1987), Edeibrock (1985), and Strauss, Frame, and Forehand (1987) found that poor 

peer relations (i.e. peer rejection/poor peer attachment) appears to be related to 

anxiety. Anxiety disorders are the most common form of mental disorder in children 

in Australia (Barrett, Webster, & Turner, 2000). It has been said girls tend to be 

more prone to anxiety than boys (Prior, Sanson, Smart & Oberklaid, 1999). 
.1( 

The timing of divorce was studied by Chase-Lansdale, Cherlin, and Kiernan 

(1995), who found that later divorces might by more harmful than earlier ones. This 

study did riot distinguish precise ages, it only being measured as occurring between 

interviews (interviews taken at ages 7, 11, 16, & 23). Amato (1993) found 

behavioural/emotional problems become diminished with time since divorce. It is 

recommended that the age of the child at separation is studied in future 

investigations. 

Directions for Future Research 

As anxiety is the most common form of mental disorder in children in Australia 

today it is of interest to study the associated factors and mediating influences. 

A ustralian studies have shown that parental divorce is associated with psychological 

distress, and studying anxiety in this context may provide further insight into these 

associated factors and intermediary variables. 
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It appears from past research that parental conflict, common in divorce situations, 

is associated with detrimental parent-child relations. However, if the parent-child 

relationship quality is preserved, it has been shown to act as a buffer such that 

children escape adverse effects of marital dissolution. Similar findings have been 

found with peer support, which can protect children from the deleterious effects of 

marital conflict. It is of interest to investigate whether parental divorce enhances 

Sullivan' (1953) proposed shift in the main providers of emotional support in 

adolescence, and adolescents from parental divorce/separation situations have a 

better quality peer attachment and a poorer quality parent attachment than 

adolescents from parents who are not divorced/separated. 

Futhermore, Cummings and Davies (2002) have described their model outlining 

the interplay between marital conflict and parent-child relations affecting children's 

adjustment. The sensitization hypothesis predicts that prolonged exposure to 

interparental conflict engenders emotional reactions such as anxiety or distress. 

Both poor peer relations and parents' rejection have also been found to correlate 

with anxiety. It appears marital conflict, parent-child relations, and peer relations 

(i.e. Peer attachment/rejection) are of interest to study regarding anxiety in 

adolescents. 

Furthermore, the structure of a child's live-in family has been found to be 

associated with psychological health, and may add further explanation to anxiety in 
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adolescents. The timing of divorce has also been studied, with contradictive results 

being found between studies. It would be of interest to examine the effect of the 

timing of divorce amongst anxiety in adolescents. Additionally, gender would be a 

variable of interest when studying anxiety, as it has been said that girls tend to be 

more prone to anxiety than boys. 

Further research, including all the above mentioned variables in the same study, is 

nieded to provide greater insight into which variables (i.e. parental divorce, parental 

conflict, perceived quality of attachment to friends, perceived quality of attachment 

to parents, peer acceptance/rejection, family structure, and the age of the child at first 

parental separation) explain anxiety in adolescents. In particular studying models of 

mediation is of interest, as this type of research, discovering the associated 

mediating variables, can aid in the design of intervention programs for adolescent 

anxiety, and children from divorced/high conflict families. 

29 



References  

Amato, P.R. (1986). Marital conflict, the parent-child relationship, and child self-

esteem. Family Relations, 35, 403-410. 

Amato, P.R. (1993). Children's adjustment to divorce: Theories, hypotheses, and 

-  empirical support. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 155, 23-28. 

Amato, P. R. (1996). Explaining the intergenerational transmission of divorce. 

Journal of Marriage and the Family, 58, 628-640. 

Amato, P. R., & Keith, B. (1991). Parental divorce and the well-being of children: A 

meta analysis. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 110, 26-46. 

Armsden, G. C. & Greenberg, M. T. (1987). The Inventory of Parent and Peer 

Attachment: Individual differences and their relationship to psychological well-

being in adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 16, 427-454. 

Barrett, P, Webster, H., & Turner, C. (2000). Introduction to FRIENDS anxiety 

prevention program. Bowen Hills, QLD: Australian Academic Press. 

Belsky, J., Youngblade, L., Rovine, M., & Volling, B. (1991). Patterns of marital 

change and parent-child interaction. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 53, 

487-498. 

Brody, G. H., Pellegrini, A. D., & Sigel, I. E. (1986). Marital quality and mother-

child and father-child interactions with school-aged children. Developmental 

Psychology, 22, 297-296. 

Bums, A., & Dunlop, R. (1998). Parental divorce, parent-child relations, and early 

adult relationships: A longitudinal Australian study. Personal Relationships, 5, 

393-407. 

30 



Carr, A. (2000). What works for children and adolescents? A critical review of 

psychological interventions with children, adolescents, and their families. 

London: Routledge. 

Chase-Lansdale, P. L., Cherlin, A. J., & Kiernan, K. E. (1995). The long-term effects 

of parental divorce on the mental health of young adults: A developmental 

perspective. Child Development, 66, 1614-1634. 

Coiro, M. J., & Emery, R. E. (1998). Do marriage problems affect fathering more 

than mothering? A quantitative and qualitative review. Clinical Child and 

Family Psychology Review, 1, 23-40. 

Cooper, C., Grotevant, H., Condon, D. (1983). Individuality and connectedness in 

the family as a context for adolescent identity formation and role taking skill. In 

H. _Grotevant & C. Cooper (Eds.), Adolescent Development in the Family (pp. 

43-60). San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

Cox, M. J., Paley, B., & Harter, K. (2001). Interparental conflict and parent-child 

relationships. In J. H. Grych & F. D. Finch= (Eds.), Interparental conflict and 

child Development: Theory, research, & applications (pp. 249-272). NY: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Cummings, E. M., & Davies, P. T. (1994). Children and marital conflict: The 

impact offamily dispute and resolution. New York and London: The Guilford 

Press. Second Printing. 

Cummings, E. M. & Davies, P. T. (2002). Effects of marital conflict on children: 

recent advances and emerging themes in process-oriented research. Journal of 

Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 43, 31-63. 

31 



Doyal, G. T., & Friedman, R. J. (1974). Anxiety in children: Some observations for 

the school psychologist. Psychology in the Schools, 11, 161-164. 

Edelbrock, (1985) June. Teacher 's perceptions of childhood anxiety and school 

adjustment. Paper presented at the conference on Anxiety Disorders in Children: 

Implications for School Adjustment, Cape Cod, MA. 

Ellis, B. J., & Garber, J. (2000). Psychosocial antecedents of variation in girls' 

pubertal timing: Maternal depression, stepfather presence, and marital and family 

stress. Child Development, 71, 485-501. 

Emery, R. (1999). Marriage, divorce, and children's adjustment (2nd  ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Emery, R. E. & O'Leary, K. D. (1982). Children's perceptions of marital discord and 

behavior problems of boys and girls. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 10, 

11-24. 

Erel, 0., & Burman, B. (1995). Interrelatedness of marital relations and parent-child 

relations: A metal analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 118, 108-132. 

Farndale, H. L. (2000). The effects ofparental divorce/separation and perceived 

poor parental conflict resolution on children later in life. Unpublished honours 

thesis, The University of Adelaide at Adelaide. 

Feldman, S. S., Elliot, G. R. (Eds.). (1990). At the threshold: The developing 

adolescent. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Fergussan, D. M., & Horwood, L. J. (1998). Exposure to interparental violence in 

childhood and psychosocial adjustment in young adulthood. Child Abuse and 

Neglect, 22, 339-357. 

32 



Frosch, C. A., Mangelsdorf, S. C., & McHale, J. L. (2000). Marital behavior and the 

security of the preschooler-parent attachment relationships. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 14, 144-161. 

Furman, W., & Buhrmester, D. (1985). Children's perceptions of the personal 

relationships in their social networks. Developmental Psychology, 21, 1016- 

1024. 

Grotevant, H. D., & Cooper, C. R. (1986). Individuation in family relationships: A 

perspective on individual differences in the development of identity and role-

taking skills in adolescence. Human Development, 29, 82-100. 

Harold, G. T., & Shelton, K. H. (2000, March). Marital conflict and adolescent 

adjustment: The role of emotional and parent-child attachment security. In G. T. 

Harold (Chair), Marital conflict, emotional security, and adolescent adjustment: 

A cross-site investigation. Paper presented at the biennial meeting of the Society 

for Research in Adolescence, Chicago, IL. 

Hart, H. 't, Meeus, W. & Kox, W. (1993). Jongeren in Nederland: achtergronden en 

opzet van een nationaal survery. In W. Meeus & H. 't Hart (eds.), Jongeren in 

Nederland. Een nationaal survey naar ontwikkeling in de adolescentie en naar 

intergenrationele overdracht (Youth in the Netherlands);. Amersfoort: 

Academisch Uitgeverij. 

Harter, S. (1985). Manual for the Social Support Scale for Children. Denver, CO: 

University of Denver. 

Hauser, S. (1991). Adolescents and their families: Paths of ego development New 

York: Free Press. 

33 



Hauser, S. T & BowIds, M. K. (1990). Stress, coping, and adaptation. In S. S. 

Feldman, & G. R. Elliot (Eds.), At the threshold: The developing adolescent. (pp. 

388-413). Cambridge, MA, USA: Harvard University Press. 

Hetherington, E. M., Cox, M., Cox, R. (1982). Effects of divorce on parents and 

children. In M. E. Lamb (Ed.), Nontraditional families: Parenting and child 

development (pp. 233-288). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Hines, A. M. (1997). Divorce-related transitions, adolescent development, and the 

role of the parent-child relationship: A review of the literature. Journal of 

Marriage and the Family, 59, 375-388. 

Hunter, F. T. & Youniss, J. (1982). Changes in functions of three relationships 

during adolescence. Developmental Psychology, 18, 806-811. 

Jacobvitz, D. B., & Bush, N. F. (1996). Reconstruction of family relationships: 

parent-child alliances, personal distress, and self-esteem. Developmental 

Psychology, 29, 931-939. 

Jenkins, J. M., & Smith, M. A. (1990). Factors protecting children living in 

disharmonious home: Maternal reports. Journal of the American Academy of 

Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 29, 60-69. 

Jenkins, J. M., Smith, M. A. & Graham, P. J. (1989). Coping with parental quarrels. 

Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 28, 182- 

189. 

34 



Johnston, J. R. (1993). Family transitions and children's functioning: The case of 

parental conflict and divorce. In P.A. Cowan et al. (Eds.), Family, self, and 

society: Toward a new agenda for family research (pp. 197-234). Hillsdale, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Johnston, J. R., & Campbell, L. E. G. (1988). Impasses of divorce: The dynamics 

and .resolution offamily conflict. New York: The Free Press. 

Jouriles, E. N., & Farris, A. M. (1992). Effects of marital conflict on subsequent 

parent-son interactions. Behavior Therapy, 23, 355-374. 

Katz, L. F. & Gottman, J. M. (1996). Spillover effects of marital conflict: In search 

of parenting and co-parenting mechanisms. In J. P. McHale & P.A. Cowan 

(Eds.), Understanding how family-level dynamics affect children's development: 

Studies from two-parent families (pp. 57-76). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kelly, J. (1993). Current research on children's postdivorce adjustment. Family and 

Conciliation Courts Review, 31, 29-49 

Kerig, P. K. (1995). Triangles in the family circle: Effects of family structure on 

marriage, parenting, and child adjustment. Journal of Family Psychology, 9, 28- 

43. 

Kitzmann, K. M. (2000). Effect of marital conflict on subsequent triadic family 

interactions and parenting. Developmental Psychology, 36, 3-13. 

35 



Kobak, R. (1999). The emotional dynamics of disruptions in attachment 

relationships in attachment relationships: Implications for theory, research, and 

clinical intervention. In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of 

attachment: Theory, research, and clinical applications (pp. 21-43). New York: 

Guilford Press. 

Lindahl, K. M., Clements, M., Markman, H. (1997). Predicting marital and parent 

functioning dyads and triads: A longitudinal investigation of marital processes. 

Journal of Family Psychology, 11, 139-151. 
.1 

Mahoney, A., Boggio, R., Jouriles, E. (1996). Effects of verbal marital conflict on 

subsequent mother-son interactions in a child clinical sample. Journal of 

Clinical Child Psychology, 25, 262-271. 

Maughan, B. & McCarthy, G. (1997). Childhood adversities and psychosocial 

disorders. British Medical Bulletin, 53, 156-169. 

Minuchin, S. (1974). Families and family therapy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 

O'Brien, M., Margolin, G., & John, R. S. (1995). Relation among marital conflict, 

child coping, and child adjustment. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 24, 

346-361. 

Owen, M. T., & Cox, M. J. (1997). Marital conflict and the development of infant- 

parent attachment relationships. Journal of Family Psychology, 11, 152-164. 

36 



Prior, M., Sanson, A., Smart, D., & Oberklaid, F. (1999). Psychological disorders 

and their correlates in an Australian community sample of preadolescent 

children. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines, 40, 

563-580. 

Reid, M., Landesman, S., Treder, R., & Jaccard, J. (1989). "My Family and Friends." 

6 to 12 year old children's perceptions of social support. Child Development, 60, 

896-910. 

Rodgers, B. (1996). Social and psychological wellbeing of children from divorced 

families: Australian research findings. Australian Psychologist, 31, 174-182. 

Rogers, M. J., & Holrnbeck, G. N. (1997). Effects of interparental aggression on 

children's adjustment: The moderating role of cognitive appraisal and coping. 

Journal of Family Psychology, 11, 125-130. 

Sessa, F. M. & Steinberg, L. (1991). Family structure and the development of 

autonomy during adolescence. Journal of Early Adolescence, 11, 38-55. 

Shepherd, P. M. (1985). The national child developmental study: An introduction to 

the background of the study and methods of data collection. London: Social 

Statistics Research Unit, City University. 

Siqueland, L., Kendall, P. C., & Steinberg, L. (1996). Anxiety in children: Perceived 

family environments and observed family interaction. Journal of Clinical Child 

Psychology, 25, 225-237. 

Spruijt, E., & DeGoede, M. (1997). Transitions in family structure and adolescent 

well-being. Adolescence, 32, 897-911. 

37 



Sroufe, L. A. (1990) Considering normal and abnormal together: The essence of 

developmental psychopathology. Development and Psychopathology, 2, 335- 

348. 

Strauss, C. C., Frame, C. L., & Forehand, R. (1987). Psychosocial impairment 

associated with anxiety in children. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 16, 

235-239. 

Sullivan, H. S. (1953). The Interpersonal Theory of Psychiatry. New York: Norton. 

Wallerstein, J. (1983). Children of divorce: Stress and developmental tasks. In N. 

Garznezy & M. Rutter (Eds.), Stress, Coping, and Development in Children (pp. 

265-302). Baltimore, MD, USA: John Hopkins University Press. 

Wallerstein, J. S. (1984). Children of divorce: The psychological tasks of the child. 

Annual Progress in Child Psychiatry and Child Development, 263-280. 

Wallerstein, J., & Kelly, J. (1980). Surviving the breakup: How children and 

parents cope with divorce. New York: Basic Books. 

Wasserstein, S. B., & La Greca, A. M. (1996). Can peer support buffer against 

behavioral consequences of parental discord? Journal of Clinical Child 

Psychology, 25, 177-182. 

38 



Empirical Study 

Predicting Anxiety in Adolescents: The Contribution of Parental Divorce, Parental 

Conflict, and Quality of Attachment to Parents and Peers 

:14 



Predicting Anxiety in Adolescents: The Contribution of Parental Divorce, Parental 

Conflict, and Quality of Attachment to Parents and Peers 

Holly Farndale 
Abstract 

The principal aim of the present study was to examine the prediction of anxiety in 
adolescents aged 13-15 years using parental and peer-related factors as 
predictors. The 91 participants for this study were recruited through schools in 
Hobart, Tasmania and the 'Parents without Partners' support group. Each 
adolescent was asked to complete a questionnaire assessing parental 
divorce/separation status, past parental conflict, present parental conflict, peer 
attachment, mother attachment, father attachment, peer acceptance/rejection, the 
age of the adolescent at first parental separation, and anxiety. Multiple regression 
analyses showed that parental divorce/separation status did not make a significant 
cdntribution to explanatory variance in anxiety measures, whilst the examination 
of parental conflict measures revealed that only in anxiety related to social 
concerns / concentration did present parental conflict make an additional 
significant contribution to the explanatory variance. The overwhelming finding of 
the study was the importance of peer acceptance in predicting anxiety. Multiple 
regression analyses showed that poor peer acceptance was by far the prominent 
predictor that figured in all measures of anxiety in adolescents but physiological 
anxiety. The results also indicated that strong father attachment is predictive of 
lower overall anxiety levels, physiological anxiety levels, and 
worry/oversensitivity levels, with mother attachment offering no significant 
additional contributions amongst the other variables. However, with social 
concerns/concentration difficulty scores, father attachment was not evident as a 
predictor, but rather the more time spent with father the lower were social 
concerns and concentration difficulty scores. In between-groups analyses, it was 
found that adolescents from parental divorce/separation situations (n=43) had a 
poorer quality of attachment to their mother and father compared to adolescents 
whose parents were not divorced/separated (n=49), irrespective of gender. By 
contrast, peer attachment was not influenced by parental divorce/separation 
status, but was influenced by gender, with girls having a better quality of 
attachment to peers than did boys. No significant differences in anxiety levels 
were found between adolescents from parental divorce/separation situations. A 
non-significant trend was found showing girls reported higher levels of each type 
of anxiety than boys. The non-significant interaction between peer and parent 
attachment indieated that differences in anxiety between adolescents with high 
and low parent attachment were not affected in turn by high or low peer 
attachment levels. As a result of the study's findings it was recommended that 
when designing intervention programs for adolescent anxiety, that peer 
acceptance, father attachment, and parental conflict be considered. 
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Introduction 

Introduction 

Children in divorcing families are likely to face many difficulties (Maughan & 

McCarthy, 1997). Two such difficulties the present research pays attention to 

include; the ongoing conflict between parents and distressed parents whose capacity 

to respond to their children's needs may be reduced. Research has successfully 

shown the increased likelihood for children's disorders associated with marital 

discord, including effects on cognitive, social, academic, and psychological 

functioning (Cummings & Davies, 1994a; Ellis & Garber, 2000; Fergussan & 

Horwood, 1998). Australian studies have demonstrated that parental divorce is 

associated with psychological distress in adolescence and adulthood (Rodgers, 

1996). Rigid sets of negative beliefs related to parental separation such as beliefs by 

children and adolescents that they have the power to influence parent reunification, 

or a belief that abandonment by parents and rejection of peers is inevitable, may 

maintain children's adjustment problems (Carr, 2000). 

Carr (2000) asserted that maintaining factors for children's post-separation 

adjustment problems include parental conflict, non-optimal parenting styles, a lack 

of consistency in parental rules and routines across custodial and non-custodial 

households, a lack of clarity about new family roles and routines within each 

household, and confused family communication. Better post-separation adjustment 

occurs in children who have psychological strengths such as high self-esteem, an 
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internal locus of control, realistic beliefs about their parents' separation and divorce, 

good problem solving skills, and good social skills. 

Wallerstein (1983) commented that adolescents observe that parents are less able 

to 'parent' during the period of separation and the divorce itself. Further, Sessa and 

Steinberg (1991) stated that diminished parenting is characterised by decreased 

affection, communication and parental control and requires increased self-reliance 

and independence from the adolescent. This is not of course an inevitable outcome 

of divorce. Amato (1996; Amato & Keith, 1991; Kelly, 1993) adopted the view that 

a divorce does not inevitably involve poor parenting, and those children who feel a 

strong bond with one or both parents may escape any adverse effects of parental 

divorce/separation. On the other hand, parent-child relations are not necessarily 

perfect in intact families where for various reasons a child may feel unloved and 

misunderstood. Any effects that may be assumed to be associated with parental 

divorce, should be thought about whilst bearing other factors in mind, such as 

perceived poor parental conflict resolution; that is, the associated effects may not 

necessarily be a direct and simple consequence of the parental divorce alone. A 

hypothesis related to this area is the sensitization hypothesis developed by 

Cummings and Davies (2002), which postulates that prolonged exposure to intense, 

escalating violent, unresolved and destructive interparental conflict provokes 

progressively more negative emotional reactions such as anxiety and distress 

(Cummings & Davies, 2002). 
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Burns and Dunlop (1998) and Hines (1997) found that parental bonding is also a 

factor that needs to be considered when looking at the effects of divorce. Burns and 

Dunlop (1998) explored whether children of divorced parents are themselves more 

prone to relationship breakdowns and whether poor parent-child relations might be 

the cause of intergenerational transmission. They concluded that parental divorce 

per se is not the causal factor affecting the development of offspring, but rather 

inadequate parenting seems to be responsible for offspring not having the emotional 

stability or social skills required for a successful adult relationship. 
,.t 

Furthermore, a model building on both the emotional security hypothesis and 

attachment theory may help to account for the interplay between marital conflict and 

parent-child relations and its influence on children's adjustment (Cummings & 

Davies, 2002). The joint effect of destructive interparental conflict and poor parent-

child relationships compromises children's capacity to maintain emotional security 

in the context of the interparental and parent-child subsystems through multiple 

pathways. Harold and Shelton (2000) have found support for these predictions, 

finding children's emotional security in the interparental and parent-child systems 

mediates links between marital conflict and children's internalizing symptoms even 

after specifying the effects of the other pathway. Perhaps parenting disturbances 

associated with marital relations increase children's risk for maladjustment by 

compromising their emotional security in the parent-child relationship. In support of 

part of this pathway, recent studies have shown that dimensions of parental 

emotional availability (e.g. warmth, sensitivity, support, and hostility) partly mediate 
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the link between marital conflict and child-parent attachment security (Frosch, 

Magelsdorf, & McHale, 2000). On the other hand, these children may be prone to 

developing insecure or insecure-disorganised attachment patterns with their parents, 

as a byproduct of chronic experiences with marital discord. It has been reported that 

witnessing parents' frightening and frightened behaviour during bouts of destructive 

interparental conflict compromises children's reliance in parents as sources of 

protection and support (Owen & Cox, 1997). 

,t 
Reid, Landesman, Treder, and Jaccard (1989) have also looked at attachment and 

found that the mother's role executes the greatest impact on children's development 

and forms a specific type of buffer in most adverse situations. However, little is 

known about what happens when the child lives with the father and not the mother. 

Grotevant and Cooper (1986) and Hauser and Bowlds, (1990) studied parent-child 

relations and anxiety in children and found that positive parent-child relations and 

family support seems to promote better adjustment and emotional well-being of 

young children and lowers the likelihood of experiencing social anxiety and 

depression. Anxiety disorders are actually the most common form of mental 

disorder in both children and adults in Australia (Barrett, Webster, & Turner 2000), 

with girls tending to be more prone to anxiety than boys (Prior, Sanson, Smart, •& 

Oberklaid, 1999). 

There is research which has found that children's anxiety may result from parents' 

rejection, perhaps a common perception of children of divorce, and deficiency in 
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granting psychological autonomy to children (Doyal & Friedman, 1974; Siqueland, 

Kende11 & Steinberg, 1996). Parents who are preoccupied with their own marital 

problems may withdraw from their children (Katz & Gottman, 1996), in terms of 

having less "cognitive room" for their child such as not knowing the names of their 

children's friends, and a decrease in instrumental caring activities such as cooking 

their children dinner. Children may attribute these forms of withdrawal from the 

parent-,child relationship as signs of parental rejection, or at least a lack of interest. 

Jouriles and Farris (1992), Mahoney, Boggio and Jouriles (1996) and Kitzman 

(2000) have found that parental preoccupation, distress, and hostility resulting from 

parental conflict or divorce/separation carry over into parenting practices, leading to 

impairments in parenting and ultimately child functioning. 

Sullivan (1953) maintained that attachment and function of children's 

relationships with parents and others such as friends, change with age, a claim that 

has been supported by later research. Furman and Buhrmester (1985) Hunter and 

Youniss (1982) found that the characteristics of peer relationships and friendships 

change drastically during middle childhood, such that there is a shift from viewing 

the parents as the main support providers to relying on friends or "chums" to offer 

emotional support. It is possible that parental divorce/separation enhances this shift. 

Chase-Lansdale, Cherlin and Kiernan (1995) looked at the timing of divorce (when 

children were7-11 yrs vs. 11-16 yrs) and found that divorces at later developmental 

stages might be more harmful to children and adolescents than at earlier stages. 
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• However, they did not distinguish between precise ages, it only being measured as 

occurring between interviews (interviews taken at ages 7, 11, 16, & 23). Amato 

(1993) found behavioural/emotional problems diminished with time since divorce. 

These studies highlight the importance of considering the age of children at the time 

of divorce when investigating the effects of divorce. 

Poor-quality attachment to friends has been found to be related to 

depression/anxiety. Wasserstein and La Greca (1996) stressed that peer and 

friendship quality may buffer children from the deleterious effects of interparental 

conflict. Some studies do support the hypothesis that peer support and availability 

protect children from the deleterious effects of marital conflict (Rogers & 

Holmbeck, 1997; Wasserstein & La Greca, 1996), whereas other studies have failed 

to find any moderating effects (Jenkins & Smith, 1990). Buhrmester (1992) found 

that adolescents who enjoyed close relationships with peers tended also to be less 

prone to anxiety and depression. Also, peer rejection has been found to correlate 

with anxiety and/or withdrawal (Edelbrock, 1985; Strauss, Frame, & Forehand, 

1987). Research is needed in the area of the role of peer acceptance/rejection in 

adolescents' anxiety. 

Aim and Hypotheses 

Based on the previous discussion of the literature, the principal aim of the study 

was to examine the prediction of anxiety using parental and peer factors. Here the 

question of interest was whether parental divorce/separation per se is the strongest 

45 



predictor of anxiety or whether other more specific factors in adolescents' 

relationships such as the actual perceived level of conflict in their parents' 

relationship (sensitization hypothesis) and the quality of attachment to parents and 

peers have a more important contributory role. These factors might provide a 

buffering effect for adolescents whose parents have separated. 

The exploratory model to be investigated is as follows: 

In terms of predictive relationships between anxiety and a number of variables that 
A 

have been related to it in previous literature, multiple regression analysis will be 

used to test whether divorce vs. intact family or whether perceived conflict between 

parents by adolescents best explains anxiety in adolescents, whilst also testing the 

contributions of perceived quality of attachment to friends, perceived quality of 

attachment to parents, peer acceptance/rejection, and age of the child at first parental 

separation, since little is known about the contributions of these factors relative to 

conflict and divorce in families. 

The present study uses an expansion of Sullivan's theory, postulating that, as well 

as with age, children's relationships with parents and friends, change in quality and 

relative importance, with the family situation, i.e. Divorced/separated vs. intact 

families. It is anticipated that as parents from divorce/separation situations become 

more wrapped up in their own problems, adolescents will tend to have a better 

quality peer attachment and a poorer quality parent attachment than adolescents 

whose parents are not divorced/separated. A further aim of this study was to 
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establish whether differences exist in key measures of attachment, anxiety and peer 

relations as a function of adolescents living in either intact or a separated/divorced 

household. The study also examined whether differences exist in anxiety levels as a 

function of the gender of adolescents as well as investigating the associations 

between attachment and anxiety. 

Specific hypotheses explored in relation to group differences in this study are as 

follows: 

1. Adolescents from parental divorce/separation situations will have higher 

levels of anxiety, a lower quality of attachment to parents, and a higher quality of 

attachment to friends, compared to adolescents whose parents are not 

divorced/separated. 

2. Adolescent girls will report higher levels of anxiety compared to adolescent 

boys. _ 

3. Adolescents with high quality of attachment to parents and friends will report 

significantly less anxiety than either i)adolescents with high quality of attachment to 

parents and low attachment to friends, or ii)adolescents with low quality of 

attachment to parents and high attachment to friends, or iii)adolescents with low 

quality of attachment to parents and low attachment to friends. 
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Method 

Participants  

The 91 participants for this study were recruited through the 'Parents without 

Partners' support group and through schools in the Hobart, Tasmania area. The 

sample comprised 47 female (M= 14.36 years, SD = 0.74) and 44 male (M= 14.05 

years, SD = 0.83) students aged 13-15 years inclusive. There were 42 students 

whose parents were divorced/separated (25 females; 17 males) and 49 students 

lose parents lived together (22 females; 27 males) included. The following table 

outlines the average age and SDs of females and males within groupings of those 

adolescents from parental divorce/separation situations and those situations where 

parents are together. 

Table 1 

Means and SD (in brackets) of Age 

Parental Divorce/Separation Status  
Sex of child 	Together 	Separated/Divorced 

Female 	 14.36 	 14.36 
(0.73) 	 (0.76) 

Male 	 14.07 	 14.00 
(0.78) 	 (0.94) 

A two-way between groups ANOVA was conducted using gender and parental 

divorce/separation status as independent variables and age of the adolescent as the 

dependent variable. The main effect for gender was not significant F(1, 90) = 3.70, 
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p>0.05, indicating that age was not significantly different between boys and girls. 

There was however a trend for girls to be older than boys, but this just fell short of 

being significant (p=.058). The main effect for parental divorce/separation status 

was not significant, F(1,90) = 0.05, p>0.05, indicating that age was not significantly 

different between those whose parents have divorced/separated and those from intact 

families. The gender by parental divorce/separation status interaction effect also was 

not significant, F(1, 90)=.04, p>0.05. 

Design 

This study involved between-groups analyses involving gender and parental 

divorce/separation status effects and high/low parental and peer attachment, as well 

as multiple regression analyses involving the prediction of anxiety using a range of 

family and peer-related variables (see Appendices E, F, G, H, and I). 

Materials 

Assessment of anxiety 

Reynolds and Riclunond's (1978) Revised Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale 

(RCMAS) was used to assess anxiety manifested via internalization, rumination, 

physical expression, problems with attention and others. The scale consists of 37 

items rated on a yes-no basis. An example of one of the items in the scale is "I often 

worry about something bad happening to me". The RCMAS is comprised of four 

subscales labeled Physiological Anxiety (PA), Worry/Oversensitivity (W/O), Social 

Concerns/Concentration (S/C) and Lie. The RCMAS has adequate internal 
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consistency, test-retest reliability (Reynolds & Paget, 1983; Wisniewski, Mulick, 

Genshaft, & Coury, 1987), and construct validity (Mattison, Bagnatto, & Brubaker, 

1988). 

Assessment of perceived past and present parental figure conflict 

Moos' (1974) Conflict subscale of the Family Environment Scale (slightly altered, 

by substituting the area of interest from the "family" to "parental figures") was used 

toreasure adolescents' perceptions of conflict amongst their parental figures. The 

subscale consists of nine items rated on a true-false basis. An example of one of the 

items of the subscale "We fight a lot in our family", was changed to "The parental 

figures in this parent figure combination fight a lot", so that perceived parental 

figure conflict was measured, rather than overall family conflict. Also, so that 

distinction could be made between which parent figure combinations involved the 

greatest extent of conflict, rather than using the true-false rating, a 5-point likert 

scale was used ranging from very untrue to very true, as well as there being a 'don't 

know' rating. Moos (1990) studied 1,067 participants and looked at the internal 

consistency of the Conflict subscale, fmding Cronbach's alpha to be 0.75. In a 

sample of 47, Moos (1990) found the 2-month Test-Retest Reliability of the Conflict 

subscale to be 0.85. In a sample of 35, Moos (1990) found the 4-month stability of 

the Conflict subscale to be 0.66. Moos and Moos (1994) focused on aspects of 

construct validity and stated that Conflict was linked to an index of family 

arguments that is composed of the number of areas in which family members report 

disagreements. 
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Respondents were asked to identify all the parental figure combinations they had 

lived with, identifying who the parental figures were in each parental figure 

combination (ie. biological mother, adoptive father, step-father etc.), outlining a 

time-line (what ages has/was this been the case), and to complete the conflict scale 

for each parental figure combination they have lived in (identifying average days a 

month spent in each household during this time-line). The following is the 

expanation that was given to participants on the questionnaire: "During your life 

you may have lived with many different people, including parents, step-parents, 

grandparents, foster parents, aunties, uncles etc. We would like to know all the 

combinations of adults you have lived with, who have been like parents to you for 

more than one month,  throughout your life. Please answer the set of questions for 

each of these parent combinations. Space for three different parental figure 

combinations has been provided in this questionnaire. Please see the researcher if 

you have lived with more than three different parental figure combinations 

throughout your life". 

Assessment of perceived quality of attachment to parents and friends  

Armsden and Greenberg's (1987) Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA) 

was used to assess perceived quality of attachment to parents and friends. The 

inventory consists of 28 statement items related to the parent, and 25 statement items 

related to friends, which respectively produces three attachment scores for each 

attachment source (trust, communication, alienation). The Trust subscale measured 
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degree of mutual trust, the Communication subscale measured the quality of 

communication, whilst the Alienation subscale measured the extent of anger and 

alienation. Respondents in the present study were asked to indicate on a scale of 1 to 

7 the extent to which each was true for them at that stage. An example from an item 

from Section 1 assessing the quality of attachment to the parents is "I wish I had 

different parents" which was changed to "I wish I had a different mother/father". 

Each of the 28 items was asked for mother and for father, so attachment to the 

m?ther alone, and attachment to the father alone could be examined, rather than only 

an overall parent attachment. Overall parent attachment was gained through 

average of the two separate parent attachment measures. An example from an item 

from Section 2 assessing the quality of attachment to friends is "My friends are fairly 

easy to talk to". The 1PF'A has been found to possess strong test-retest reliability, 

convergent validity (Armsden & Greenberg, 1987) and internal consistency across 

times of measurement (Papini & Roggman, 1992). 

Assessment of peer acceptance and peer rejection 

Bracken's (1993) Social subscale of the Multidimensional Self-Concept Scale 

(MSCS) (altered) was used to assess adolescents' social self-concepts regarding their 

'peers' (ie. assessing peer acceptance/rejection). The regular subscale consists of 25 

statement items, asking about 'people' in general and gives a general social self-

concept score. Each item in this subscale had an acceptance/rejection theme and as 

this measure is required to measure adolescents' self-concepts regarding their 'peers' 

(ie. assessing peer acceptance/rejection), statements were changed such that 
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"people" was substituted with "students in my class", for example a statement such 

as "People avoid me", was changed to "Students in my class avoid me". This altered 

new subscale was aimed at measuring how the adolescent perceives students' 

evaluation of him/her, how students in one's class act towards the adolescent, and 

how the adolescent acts/feels in relation to feeling accepted/rejected, giving a score 

for peer acceptance/rejection. Respondents were asked to rate each statement 

according to how they honestly felt, with either strongly agree, agree, disagree, or 

strongly disagree. This new subscale was used instead of using the usual 

sociometric instruments where all peers in a class rate the person on likeableness for 

two reasons, firstly the perception of the adolescent can be seen as being more 

important than the ratings of those in one's class as if one does not know they are 

rejected, then it is likely adverse affects would not follow, and secondly we did not 

have access to all participants class members (particularly children of Parents 

Without Partners group members) needed for use of such sociometric instruments. 

Using a sample of 2,501 Bracken (1993) examined the internal consistency of the 

MSCS Social subscale and found that the alpha coefficient for the MSCS Social 

subscale was 0.90. The MSCS was administered to 37 eighth-grade students in a 

pretest-postest fashion. The interval between initial and follow-up assessments was 

4 weeks. The stability coefficient on the Social subscale was 0.79. 

Discriminant validity was provided by comparing the MSCS to the theoretically 

related Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept Scale (Piers, 1984) and the Coopersmith 
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Self-Esteem Inventory (Coopersmith, 1984). The Social subscale of the MSCS 

correlated 0.83 and 0.57 respectively, indicating some overlap. 

Assessment of other variables 

Respondents were asked to provide additional information on a demographic 

questio-nnaire including their gender; age; if their parents were not together; how old 

they themselves were when their parents first separated, the proportion of days spent 

in households they live in and who the households are made up of, and number of 

siblings. 

Procedure 

The parents and adolescent were given a separate information sheet explaining the 

study, in order to gain informed consent from parents and the adolescent for the 

adolescent to take part in the study. Each adolescent was asked to fill out the 

questionnaire containing each assessment of each variable. Small groups were 

arranged and lead by the researcher, either in the school or at a locality outlined by 

those adolescents recruited through the Parents Without Partners group, so that 

adolescents could fill in the form independent of parental influence. (Please see 

Appendices A, B, and C). 
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Results 

Collation and Treatment of Data 

The raw data consisting of scores on the various scales and information on the 

demographic described above were collated and modified in order to arrive at the 

variables used in the present analyses. See Table 2 for abbreviations used in the 

Results section and in the data set in appendix F. 

Table 2 
V&riable Abbreviations and Variable Labels 

Variable Abbreviation 	Variable Label 

"divorce status" or "parental" parental divorce/separation status 
"peer accept." or "peeracep" peer acceptance/rejection 
"past conflict" or "pastconf' perceived past parental figure conflict 
"present conf' or "presconf" perceived present parental figure conflict 
"mother attach" or "mas" 	mother attachment 
"mastrust" 	 mother attachment trust score 
"makomm" 	 mother attachment communication score 
"masalien" 	 mother alienation subscale score 
"Father Attach" or "fas" 	father attachment 
"fastrust" 	 father attachment trust score 
"fascornm" 	 father attachment communication score 
"fasalien" 	 father alienation subscale score 
"Peer Attach" or "pas" 	peer attachment 
"pastrust" 	 peer attachment trust score 
"pasconun" 	 peer attachment communication score 
"pasalien" 	 peer alienation subscale score 
"daysspentwitfa"or"daywitfa"proportion of days spent with father 
"RCMAS" or "anxiety" 	RCMAS overall anxiety 
"Phys ANX" or "physanx" physiological anxiety 
"worry/over" or "wonyanx" worry/oversensitivity 
"soc conc/conc" or "socanx" social concerns/concentration 
"dayspentwitmo"or"daywitmo"proportion of days spent with mother 
"age" 	 age in years 
"agesep" 	 age at first parental separation 
c‘paras,, 	 parent attachment 
"paras2" 	 parent attachment high/low 
"pos2" 	 peer attachment high/low 
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In relation to the variables in Table 2: 

• The variable parental divorce/separation status reflects the status of an 

adolescent's biological parents' relationship. If the parents were together a 1 was 

recorded and if the parents were separated/divorced a 2 was recorded. 

• the variable peer acceptance/rejection reflects the peer acceptance/rejection 

raw score which is the summed score of item ratings given to items 

•
t 	the variable perceived past parental figure conflict is a reflection of conflict 

experienced in previous parental figure combinations as perceived by the adolescent. 

For each individual past parent figure combination, the conflict ratings of items 

endorsed were summed and then divided by the number of items endorsed giving a 

mean rating of items endorsed in that past parent figure combination. After 

completing the mean rating of items endorsed in each past parent figure combination 

these mean ratings for past parent figure combinations were summed and divided by 

the total number of past parent figure combinations to give a perceived past parental 

figure conflict score. 

• the variable perceived present parental figure conflict is a reflection of 

conflict experienced in present parental figure combinations as perceived by the 

adolescent. For each individual present parent figure combination, the conflict 

ratings of items endorsed were summed and then divided by the number of items 

endorsed giving a mean rating of items endorsed in that present parent figure 

combination. After completing the mean rating of items endorsed in each present 
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parent figure combination these mean ratings for present parent figure combinations 

were summed and divided by the total number of present parent figure combinations 

to give a perceived present parental figure conflict score 

• the variable mother attachment reflects the mean rating of items endorsed 

in the Mother Attachment Scale found by summing ratings and dividing by the 

number of items endorsed 

• the variable mother attachment trust score reflects the mean rating of items 

endorsed in the Trust subscale within the overall Mother Attachment Scale 

• the variable mother attachment communication score reflects the mean 

rating of items endorsed in the Communication subscale within the overall Mother 

Attachment Scale 

• the variable mother alienation score reflects the mean rating of items 

endorsed in the Alienation subscale within the overall Mother Attachment Scale 

• the variable father attachment reflects the mean rating of items endorsed in 

the Father Attachment Scale found by summing ratings and dividing by the number 

of items endorsed 

• the variable father attachment trust score reflects the mean rating of items 

endorsed in the Trust subscale within the overall Father Attachment Scale 

• the variable father attachment communication score reflects the mean 

rating of items endorsed in the Communication subscale within the overall Father 

Attachment Scale 

• the variable father alienation score reflects the mean rating of items 

endorsed in the Alienation subscale within the overall Father Attachment Scale 
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•• 	the variable peer attachment reflects the mean rating of items endorsed in 

the Peer Attachment Scale found by summing the ratings and dividing by the 

number of items endorsed 

• the variable peer attachment trust score reflects the mean rating of items 

endorsed in the Trust subscale within the overall Peer Attachment Scale 

• the variable peer attachment communication score reflects the mean rating 

of items endorsed in the Communication subscale within the overall Peer 

Archment Scale 

• the variable peer alienation score reflects the mean rating of items endorsed 

in the Alienation subscale within the overall Peer Attachment Scale 

• the variable proportion of days spent with father reflects the proportion of 

time spent living with one's father based on an average number of days per month. 

The aVerage number of days spent living with one's Father in one month was 

divided by 30 to give a monthly average index based on 30 days in a month e.g., 15 

days/30 = 0.50 ( i.e. half one's time spent with father). A similar index was worked 

out for the proportion of days spent with mother. 

• the variable RCMAS overall anxiety reflects the summed score of all 

endorsed items on RCMAS scale except those items of the Lie subscale 

• the variable physiological anxiety reflects the summed score of all 

endorsed items of those items in the RCMAS full scale that make up the 

physiological anxiety subscale 

• the variable worry/oversensitivity reflects the summed score of all endorsed 

items of those items in the RCMAS full scale that make up the worry/oversensitivity 

58 



subscale 

• the variable social concerns/concentration reflects the summed score of all 

endorsed items of those items in the RCMAS full scale that make up the social 

concerns/concentration subscale 

• the variable age in years reflects an adolescent's age in years 

• the variable age at first parental separation reflects an adolescent's age at 

when their parents first separated 

the variable parent attachment reflects the sum of the mean rating of 

mother attachment and the mean rating of father attachment divided by 2. 

• the variable parent attachment high/low was worked out as follows: those 

scores of parent attachment below the median were classed as low and recorded as 1 

and those scores of parent attachment above the median were classed as high and 

recorded as 2 

• the variable peer attachment high/low was worked out as follows: those 

scores of peer attachment below the median were classed as low and recorded as 1 

and those scores of peer attachment above the median were classed as high and 

recorded as 2 

Correlational Analyses  

In order to explore predictive relationships between anxiety and .a number of 

variables that have been related to it in previous literature, multiple regression 

analyses were carried out. This was to test whether divorce vs. intact family or 

whether perceived conflict between parents by adolescents best explained anxiety in 

adolescents whilst also determining the relative contributions of perceived quality of 
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attachment to friends, perceived quality of attachment to parents, peer 

acceptance/rejection, and age of the child at first parental separation, since little was 

knowri about the contributions of these factors relative to conflict and divorce in 

families. 

Simple correlations between variables were conducted and are displayed in the 

following table. 

Table 3 
Pearson's r Intercorrelations Between Variables for 91 Adolescent Girls and Boys 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.Divorce status -.02 .84 .25 -.24 -.32 -.08 -.83 .16 .06 .12 .25 
2.Peer accept. .10 .01 .27 .20 .50 .01 -.46 -.23 -.37 -.59 
3.Past conflict .36 -.30 -.21 .02 -.61 .09 .06 .06 .15 
4.Present conf. -- -.54 -.22 .02 -.13 .16 .22 .00 .22 
5.Mother attach .34 .28 .11 -.30 -.24 -.21 -.34 
6.Father Attach .01 .32 -.38 -.27 -.32 -.37 
7.Peer Attach -- .02 -.22 -.16 -.14 -.28 
8.Daysspentwitfa -- -.17 -.04 -.15 -.26 
9.RCMAS .81 .87 .83 
10.Phys ANX . 	49 .60 
11.Worry/over -- .58 
12.Soc conc/conc 

Note: Coefficients > .21 are significant at the .05 level. 

Stepwise regression analysis was conducted using overall anxiety as the dependent 

variable and parental divorce/separation status, peer acceptance/rejection, perceived 

past parental figure conflict, perceived present parental figure conflict, mother 

attachment, father attachment, and peer attachment as the independent 

60 



variables. Only peer acceptance and father attachment reached the tolerances 

required for the equation. Results are displayed in the following table. 

Table 4 
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the RCMAS 
Overall Anxiety Score (N = 91)  

Variable B SE B 	 fi 

Step 1 
Peeracep -.22 '.05  
Step2 
Petracep -.20 .05  
FAS -1.45 .44  

Note. R2  = .21 for Step 1 (p < .01); A R2 = .09 for Step 2 (p < .01); peeracep = peer 
acceptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father attachment 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Peer -acceptance/rejection was a significant predictor of adolescents' overall 

anxiety and accounted for 21% of the variance at Step 1. Step 2 showed that father 

attachment accounted for an additional 9% of the variance. These results indicate 

that stronger peer acceptance and to some extent stronger father attachment were 

associated with lower levels of overall anxiety, whilst the other variables did not 

provide significant additional contributions. 

It is apparent from the simple correlation matrix that proportion of days spent with 

father is significantly related to father attachment, r = .32, N = 91, p < .01, (two 

tailed test of significance). Because proportion of days spent with father may be a 
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confounding factor it was controlled for in subsequent hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses investigating the prediction of overall anxiety. 

Table 5 
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis Controlling for Proportion of 
Days Spent With Father in the Prediction of Overall Anxiety (N = 91)  

Variable SE B 

Step 1 
Daysspentwitfa -2.57 1.57 -.17 
Step2 
Dasspentwitfa -1.18 1.43 -.08 
Peeracep -.20 .05  
FAS -1.33 .47  

Note. R 2 = .03 for Step 1 (p > .05); A R2  = .27 for Step 2 (p < .01); peeracep = peer 
acceptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father attachment; daysspentwitfa = 
proportion of days spent with father 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Proportion of days spent with father was not a significant predictor of adolescents' 

overall anxiety and accounted for only 3% of the variance at Step 1. Step 2 showed 

that when peer acceptance/rejection and father attachment were added, they 

accounted for an additional 27% of the variance as a whole. Both father attachment 

and peer acceptance were still significant predictors of overall anxiety when 

proportion of days spent with father was controlled for. 

A trend has been found in previous literature that later parental divorces might be 

more harmful in terms of the mental health of offspring than earlier divorces 

(Chase-Lansdale,Cherlin, and Kiernan, 1995), so hierarchical multiple regression 

analyses were -performed to investigate any additional contribution that age at 

62 



parental separation may make to the prediction of overall anxiety in adolescents 

whose parents are divorced/separated, and are displayed in the following table. 

Table 6 
Summ of the Hierarchical Re ession Anal sis for Variables Predictin the 
RCMAS Overall Anxiety Score in Adolescents Whose Parents had Separated (n = 
42) 

Variable SE B 

Step 1 
Peeracep -.16 .07 -.34* 
FAS -1.26 .67 -.27 
Step2 
Peeracep -.16 .07 -.34* 
FAS -1.19 .66 -.26 
Agesep -.28 .20 -.20 

Note. R2  = .21 for Step 1 (p < .05); E R2  = .04 for Step 2 (p > .05); peeracep = peer 
acceptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father attachment; agesep = age at first 
parental separation. 
*p<.05; **p<.01. 

Age at parental separation did not make a significant additional contribution to the 

prediction of overall anxiety in those adolescents from divorced/separated 

households. 

Stepwise regression analysis was conducted using physiological anxiety as the 

dependent variable and parental divorce/separation status, peer acceptance/rejection, 

perceived past parental figure conflict, perceived present parental figure conflict, 

mother attachment, father attachment, and peer attachment as the independent 

variables. Only father attachment reached the tolerances required for the equation. 

Results are displayed in the following table. 
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Table 7 
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the 
Physiological Anxiety Score (N = 91)  

Variable 	 B 	 SE B 

Step 1 
FAS 	 -.50 	 .19 	 -27** 

Note. R2  = .07 for Step 1 (p < .05); FAS = father attachment 
* p < .05; **p < .01. 

A 
Father attachment was a significant predictor of adolescents' overall anxiety and 

accounted for 7% of the variance at Step 1. These results indicate that stronger 

father attachment was associated with lower levels of adolescents' overall anxiety, 

whilst the other variables did not provide significant additional contributions. 

It is apparent from the simple correlation matrix that proportion of days spent with 

father is significantly related to father attachment, r = .32, N = 91, p < .01, (two 

tailed test of significance). Because proportion of days spent with father may be a 

confounding factor it was controlled for in subsequent hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses investigating the prediction of physiological anxiety. 



Table 8 
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis Controlling for Proportion of 
Days Spent with Father in the Prediction of Physiological Anxiety (N = 91) 

Variable B SE B fi 

Step 1 
Daysspentwitfa -.24 .60 -.04 
Step2 
Daysspentwitfa -.28 .62 .05 
FAS -.53 .20  

Note. R2  = .002 for Step 1 (p > .05); A R2 = .07 for Step 2 (p < .05); FAS = father 
attachment; daysspentwitfa = proportion of days spent with father 
*p<.05; **p<.01. 

Proportion of days spent with father was not a significant predictor of adolescents' 

overall anxiety and accounted for only 0.2% of the variance at Step 1. Step 2 

showed that when father attachment was added, it accounted for 7% of the variance 

as a whole father attachment remained a significant predictor of physiological 

anxiety when proportion of days spent with father was controlled for. 

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to investigate any 

additional contribution that age at parental separation may make to the prediction of 

physiological anxiety in adolescents whose parents are divorced/separated and are 

displayed in the following table. 
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Table 9 
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the 
Physiological Anxiety Score in Adolescents Whose Parents had Separated (n = 42)  

Variable SE B 

Step 1 
FAS -.60 .28 -.33* 
Step2 
FAS -.59 .28  
Agesep -.04 .08 -.07 

Note. R2 = .11 for Step 1 (p < .05); A R2  = .005 for Step 2 (p> .05); FAS = father 
attachment; agesep = age at first parental separation. 
* < .05; ** p < .01. 

Age at parental separation did not make a significant additional contribution to the 

prediction of physiological anxiety in those adolescents from divorced/separated 

households. 

Stepwise regression analysis was conducted using worry/oversensitivity as the 

dependent variable and parental divorce/separation status, peer acceptance/rejection, 

perceived past parental figure conflict, perceived present parental figure conflict, 

mother attachment, father attachment, and peer attachment as the independent 

variables. Only peer acceptance and father attachment reached the tolerances 

required for the equation. Results are displayed in the following table. 
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Table 10 
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the 
Worry/Oversensitivity Score (N = 91)  

Variable 	 SE B 

Step 1 
Peeracep 
Step2 
Peeracep 
FAS . 

.02  

	

-.08 	 .02  

	

-.63 	 .24  

Note. R2  = .14 for Step 1 (p < .01); A R2 = .06 for Step 2 (p < .05); peeracep = peer 
acceptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father attachment 

**p<.01. 

Peer acceptance/rejection was a significant predictor of adolescents' 

worry/oversensitivity and accounted for 14% of the variance at Step 1. Step 2 

• showed that father attachment accounted for an additional 6% of the variance. 

These results indicate that stronger peer acceptance and to some extent stronger 

father attachment were associated with lower levels of adolescents' 

worry/oversensitivity, whilst the other variables did not provide significant 

• additional contributions. 

It is apparent from the simple correlation matrix that proportion of days spent with 

father is significantly related to father attachment, r = .32, N= 91,p < .01, (two 

tailed test of significance). Because proportion of days spent with father may be a 

confounding factor it was controlled for in subsequent hierarchical multiple 

regression analyses investigating the prediction of worry/oversensitivity. 
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Table 11 
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis Controlling for Proportion of 

• Days Spent With Father in the Prediction of Worry/Oversensitivity (N = 91)  

Variable SE B 

Step 1 
Daysspentwitfa -1.10 .79 -.15 
Step2 
Dayssiientwitfa -.51 .76 -.07 
Peeracep -.08 .02  
FAS -.57 .25  

Note. R2 = .02 for Step 1 (p > .05); A R2  = .18 for Step 2 (p < .01); peeracep = peer 
acceptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father attachment; daysspentwitfa = 
ploportion of days spent with father 
*p <05  **p <.01. 

Proportion of days spent with father was not a significant predictor of adolescents' 

worry/oversensitivity and accounted for only 2% of the variance at Step 1. Step 2 

showed that when peer acceptance/rejection and father attachment were added, they 

accounted for an additional 18% of the variance as a whole. It is worth noting that 

both father attachment and peer acceptance were still significant predictors of 

worry/oversensitivity when proportion of days spent with father was controlled for. 

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to investigate any 

additional contribution that age at parental separation may make to the prediction of 

worry/oversensitivity in adolescents whose parents are divorced/separated and are 

displayed in the following table. 

68 



Table 12 
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the  
Worry/Oversensitivity Score in Adolescents Whose Parents had Separated (ri = 42)  

Variable SE B fl 

Step 1 
Peeracep -.07 .03 -.28 
FAS -.54 .35 -.23 
Step2 
Peeracep -.07 .03 -.29 
FAS -.50 .34 -.21 
Agesep -.17 .10 -.24 

Note. R2  = .15 for Step 1 (p < .05); A R2  = .06 for Step 2 (p > .05); peeracep = peer 
acteptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father attachment; agesep = age at first 
parental separation. 
* p < .05 ; **p < .01. 

Age at parental separation did not make a significant additional contribution in the 

prediction of worry/oversensitivity to the prediction of worry/oversensitivity 

those adolescents from divorced/separated households. 

• Stepwise regression analysis was conducted using social concerns/concentration as 

the dependent variable and parental divorce/separation status, peer 

acceptance/rejection, perceived past parental figure conflict, perceived present 

parental figure conflict, mother attachment, father attachment, and peer attachment 

as the independent variables. Only peer acceptance, father attachment, and perceived 

present parental figure conflict reached the tolerances required for the equation. 

Results are displayed in the following table. 
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Table 13 
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the Social 
Concerns/Concentration Score = 91) 

Variable B SE B 

Step 1 
Peeracep -.09 .01  
Step2 
Peeracep -.08 .01  
FAS - -.41 .13 -.27** 
Step3 
Peeracep -.09 .01 -.55** 
FAS -.34 .13  
Presconf .51 .23 .18* 

1 
Note. R2  = .35 for Step 1 (p < .01); A R2 = .07 for Step 2 (p < .01); A R2  = .03 for 
Step 3 (p < .05); peeracep = peer acceptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father 
attachment; presconf = present perceived parental figure conflict. 
* p < .05; **p < .01. 

Peer acceptance/rejection was a significant predictor of adolescents' social 

concerns / concentration and accounted for 35% of the variance at Step 1. Step 2 

showed that father attachment accounted for an additional 7% of the variance. Step 

3 showed that perceived present parental figure conflict accounted for an additional 

3% of the variance. These results indicate that stronger peer acceptance and to some 

extent stronger father attachment and to some extent lower perceived present 

parental figure conflict were associated with lower levels of adolescents' social 

concerns / concentration, whilst the other variables did not provide significant 

additional contributions. 

It is apparent from the simple correlation matrix that proportion of days spent 

with father is significantly related to father attachment, r = .32, N = 91,p < .01, 
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(two tailed test of significance). Because proportion of days spent with father 

may be a confounding factor it was controlled for in subsequent hierarchical 

multiple regression analyses investigating the prediction of social 

concerns/concentration. 

Table 14 
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis Controlling for Proportion of 
Days spent With Father in the Prediction of Social Concerns/Concentration (N = 91) 

Variable SE B 

Step 1 
Daysspentwitfa -1.25 .49  
Step2 
Daysspentvvitfa -.86 .39  
Peeracep -.09 .01  
FAS -.26 .13 -.17 
prescotif .48 .23 .17* 

Note. R2 = .07 for Step 1 (p < .05); A R2 = .41 for Step 2 (p < .01); peeracep = peer 
acceptance/rejection raw score; FAS = father attachment; presconf = perceived 
present parental figure conflict; daysspentwitfa = proportion of days spent with 
father 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Proportion of days spent with father was a significant predictor of adolescents' 

social concerns / concentration and accounted for only 7% of the variance at Step 1. 

Step 2 showed that when peer acceptance/rejection, father attachment and Present 

conflict were added, they accounted for an additional 41% of the variance as a 

whole. It is worth noting that father attachment was not a significant predictor of 

social concerns / concentration when proportion of days spent with father was 

controlled for. 
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Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to investigate any 

additional contribution that age at parental separation may make to the prediction of 

social concerns / concentration in adolescents whose parents are divorced/separated 

and are displayed in the following table. 

Table 15 
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting the  
Social Concerns/Concentration Score in Adolescents Whose Parents had Separated 
(n = 42)  

SE B fi 

Step 1 
Peeracep -.07 .02  
Daysspentwitfa -.98 .76 -.18 
Presconf .13 .34 .05 
Step2 
Peeracep -.07 .02 -.54** 
Daysspentwitfa -.85 .76 -.16 
Presconf .41 .38 .17 
Agesep -.10 .07 -.24 

Note. R2 = .29 for Step 1 (p < .01); A R2 = .04 for Step 2 (p > .05); peeracep = peer 
acceptance/rejection raw score; daysspentwitfa = proportion of days spent with 
father; presconf = perceived present parental figure conflict; agesep = age at first 
parental separation. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Age at parental separation did not make a significant additional contribution to the 

prediction of social concerns/concentration in those adolescents from 

divorced/separated households. 
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Between-Groups Effects for Attachment  

A MANOVA was carried out to determine whether there were significant gender 

and parental divorce/separation status effects on three different measures of 

attachment: to mother, father and peers, as well as each subscale of the attachment 

figures (trust, communication, and alienation). There were significant main effects 

for respondents' gender, Wilks' Lambda = .63, F(3, 85) = 3.75,p < 0.01, and 

parental divorce/separation status Wilks' Lambda = .67, F(3, 85) = 3.06, p < 0.01. 

Accordingly the MANOVA was followed by separate two-way ANOVAs for each 

attachment measure. 

Mother attachment 

A two-way between-groups ANOVA was conducted using gender (male; female) 

and parental divorce/separation status (divorced/separated, together) as independent 

variables and mother attachment as the dependent variable. The main effect for 

gender was not significant, F(1, 90) = 0.00,p > 0.05. It was apparent from these 

results that in the present sample girls' attachment to their mothers was no greater 

than that of boys. The main effect for parental divorce/separation status however, 

was significant, F(1, 90) = 5.04,p < 0.05, indicating that mother attachment is 

influenced by parental divorce/separation status. Examination of the means suggests 

that those from parental divorce/separation situations have a significantly lower 

degree of attachment to their mother (M = 4.54, SD = 1.13) compared to adolescents 

whose parents are not divorced/separated (M = 5.08, SD = 1.12). The gender by 

parental divorce/separation status interaction effect was not significant, F(1, 90) =- 

0.04, p > 0.05. From these results it is apparent that any differences in mother 
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attachment across parental divorce/separation status does not depend on the gender 

ni the child. In other words, it is similar for boys and girls. 

Further two-way between groups ANOVAs were conducted using gender and 

1)::rental divorce/separation status as independent variables and each subscale of 

mother attachment as the dependent variable. The main effects for gender were not 

sicmi !Thant for each two-way ANOVA. It was apparent from these results that in the 

present sample girls reports of trust, communication, or alienation within mother 

attachment was no greater than that of boys'. However the main effects for parental 

cli vor 	status were significant in the cases of communication F(1, 90) = 

6. [1, p < 0.05, and alienation F(1, 90) = 4.72, p<0.05, indicating that 

communication and alienation within mother attachment is influenced by parental 

divorce/separation status. Examination of the means suggests that those whose 

parents are not divorced/separated (M = 4.74, SD = 1.14) have significantly better 

quality of communication with their mother compared to adolescents from parental 

divorce/separation situations (M = 4.15, SD = 1.22). In addition, examination of the 

means also suggests that those from parental divorce/separation situations feel more 

alienated by their mother (M= 3.74, SD = 1.21) compared to adolescents whose 

parents are not divorced/separated (M= 3.11, SD = 1.33). The main effect for 

parental divorce/separation status was not significant in the case of trust within 

mother attachment. It was apparent from these results that in the present sample 

reports of mutual trust within mother attachment from those adolescents from intact 

families were not greater than those from divorced/separated situations. The gender 
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by parental divorce/separation status interaction effect was not significant in any of 

these two-way ANOVAs. From these results it is apparent that any differences in 

types of mother attachment across parental divorce/separation status does not depend 

on the gender of the child. 

Father attachment 

A two-way between groups ANOVA was conducted using gender and parental 

divorce/separation status as independent variables and father attachment as the 

dependent variable. The main effect for gender was not significant, F(1, 90) = 1.92, 

p> 0.05, thus father attachment in girls was no different from that of boys. The 

main effect for parental divorce/separation status was significant F(1, 90) = 8.60, p < 

0.01. Thus adolescents' attachment to their father is influenced by parental 

divorce/separation status. Examination of the means suggests that those from 

parental divorce/separation situations have a lower quality of attachment to their 

father (M= 4.09, SD = 1.39) compared to adolescents whose parents are not 

divorced/separated (M = 4.93, SD = 1.19). The gender by parental 

divorce/separation status interaction effect was not significant, F(1, 90) = 0.20, p > 

0.05. These results suggest that the differences in father attachment across parental 

divorce/separation status does not differ for boys and girls. 

Further two-way between groups ANOVAs were conducted using gender and 

parental divorce/separation status as independent variables and each subscale of 

father attachment as the dependent variable. The main effects for gender were not 
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significant for each two way ANOVA, thus trust, communication, or alienation 

within father attachment in girls was no different from that of boys. However the 

main effects for parental divorce/separation status were significant in the cases of 

trust F(1, 90) = 10.79, p < 0.01, communication F(1, 90) = 4.12,p < 0.05 and 

a I ienation F(1, 90) = 8.45, p < 0.01, indicating that trust, communication and 

al ienation within father attachment are influenced by parental divorce/separation 

status.- Examination of the means suggests that those from parental 

divorce/separation situations have a significantly lower degree of mutual trust with 

their father (M= 4.61, SD = 1.67) compared to adolescents whose parents are not 

divorced/separated (M= 5.63, SD = 1.12). Examination of the means suggests that 

those whose parents are not divorced/separated (M = 4.35, SD = 1.41), have better 

quality of communication with their father compared to adolescents from parental 

divorce/separation situations (M = 3.68, SD = 1.50). Additionally, examination of 

the means also suggests that those from parental divorce/separation situations feel 

more alienated by their father (M = 4.07, SD = 1.42) compared to adolescents whose 

parents are not divorced/separated (M = 3.16, SD = 1.32). The gender by parental 

divorce/separation status interaction effect was not significant in any of these two-

way ANOVAs. These results suggest that the differences in trust, communication 

and alienation within father attachment across parental divorce/separation status 

does not differ for boys and girls. 
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Peer attachment  

A two-way between-groups ANOVA was conducted using gender and parental 

divorce/separation status as independent variables and peer attachment as the 

dependent variable. The main effect for gender was significant F(1, 90) = 17.08,p < 

0 01. indicating that peer attachment is different for adolescent boys and girls. 

\ am illation of the means suggests that girls (M = 5.52, SD = 0.91) have a higher 

quality of attachment to peers than do boys (M= 4.68, SD = 1.14). The main effect 

for parental divorce/separation status was not significant, F(1, 90) = 1.93,p > 0.05. 

Peer attachment was therefore not influenced by parental divorce/separation status in 

the current sample. The gender by parental divorce/separation status interaction 

el Feet was not significant, F(1, 90) = 0.25, p> 0.05, indicating that gender 

di Iferences in peer attachment do not vary with parental divorce/separation status. 

Further two-way between groups ANOVAs were conducted using gender and 

parental divorce/separation status as independent variables and each subscale of peer 

attachment as the dependent variable. The main effects for gender were significant 

in the cases of trust F(1, 90) = 10.70,p < 0.01 and communication F(1, 90) = 36.61, 

p <0.01, indicating that trust and communication within peer attachment is different 

for adolescent boys and girls. Examination of the means suggests that adolescent 

girls have a higher degree of mutual trust with their friends (M = 5.88, SD = 0.95) 

compared to adolescent boys (M= 5.19, SD = 1.27). In addition, examination of the 

rrtallti also suggests that adolescent girls have a higher quality of communication - 

\\ :ill their friends (M = 5.66, SD = 1.01) compared to adolescent boys (M= 4.13, SD 
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= 1.49). The main effect for gender was not significant in the case of alienation 

within friendships, indicating alienation within friendships in girls was no different 

from that of boys. The main effects for parental divorce/separation status were not 

significant for each two way ANOVA. Trust, communication, or alienation within 

peer attachment is therefore not influenced by parental divorce/separation status. 

The gender by parental divorce/separation status interaction effects were not 

significant in any of these two-way ANOVAs, indicating that any gender differences 

lypes of peer attachment did not vary with parental divorce/separation status. 

Between-Groups Effects for Anxiety 

A MANOVA was carried out to determine whether there were significant gender 

and parental divorce/separation status effects on the anxiety subscales of the 

RCMAS as well as in the overall RCMAS anxiety measure. Individual follow-up 

ANOVAs with gender and parental divorce/separation status as the independent 

variables and the anxiety subscales and RCMAS scale separately as dependent 

variables were intended to indicate whether adolescents from parental 

divorced/separation situations have higher levels of anxiety, possibly in different 

manifestations of anxiety. However, the main effect for parental divorce/separation 

status was not significant, Willcs' Lambda = 0.91, F(4, 85) = 2.02, p = 0.098, and 

further analysis was not warranted. The analysis also revealed a non-significant 

main effect for gender, Willcs' Lambda = 0.96, F(4, 85) = 0.87 p = 0.487, indicating 

that contrary to the second hypothesis, levels of anxiety were similar in boys and 

girls. 
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It was of interest in the present study to investigate whether adolescents with high 

quality of attachment to parents and peers reported significantly less anxiety than all 

or some of the remaining groups: adolescents with high quality of attachment to 

parents and low attachment to peers; high quality of attachment to peers and low 

attachment to parents; and adolescents with low quality of attachment to both 

parents and peers. In order to investigate this question a MANOVA was conducted 

using high/low parental attachment and high/low peer attachment as independent 

variables and the RCMAS subscales of anxiety and the RCMAS overall scale as the 

dependent variables. The participants were divided into these two groups by using a 

median split method. 

The main effect for level of parental attachment was significant Wilks' Lambda = 

0.83, F(4, 85) = 4.40,p < 0.01, indicating that anxiety was influenced by level of 

parental attachment. Separate follow-up ANOVAs illustrated that this effect was 

consistent for all RCMAS anxiety subscales and the RCMAS overall anxiety scale. 

Examination of the means showed that those adolescents with a high quality of 

attachment to parents reported significantly less general anxiety, physiological 

anxiety, worry/oversensitivity, and social concern/concentration types of anxiety. 

The main effect for peer attachment was not significant, Wilks' Lambda = 0.98, F(4, 

85) = 0.38,p > 0.05, suggesting that peer attachment did not influence anxiety in the 

present sample. The parental-peer interaction effect was not significant, Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.98, F(4, 85) = 0.53,p > 0.05, and thus it can be concluded that the 

79 



differences in the anxiety measures across high/low parental attachment did not 

depend on high/low peer attachment. 
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Discussion 

Predictors of Anxiety 

The major goal of this study was to evaluate whether parental divorce/separation 

status or whether perceived conflict between parents by adolescents best explains 

anxiety in adolescents whilst also testing the contributions of perceived quality of 

attachment to friends, perceived quality of attachment to parents, peer 

acceptance/rejection, and age of the child at first parental separation, since little was 

known about the contributions of these factors relative to conflict and divorce in 

families. It is interesting to note that parental divorce/separation status did not 

contribute significantly to any measure of anxiety relative to other variables in the 

present study. It would seem that those studies finding parental divorce being 

associated with dire outcomes (Rodgers, 1996), are limited due to the lack of 

possible mediating/moderating factors in their research designs. This parental 

divorce/separation status variable is a very broad one, perhaps encompassing more 

subtle effects in a simple dichotomy. 

Another possibility for why parental divorce or separation status did not appear to• 

be a significant predictor of adolescent anxiety, and perceived present parental 

figure conflict between parents only appeared as a predictor for adolescents' social 

concerns/concentration difficulties, could be in the underlying high correlation of 

.84 between the parental divorce or separation status and past conflict variables. 

This multicollinearity might explain why a significant relationship between the 

anxiety variables and either of these variables was not found. Because these two 
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• potential predictors were strongly intercorrelated they appeared to tend to "steal" 

variance from each other and so appeared to basically be in competition in the 

regression equation. 

The overwhelming finding of the study was the importance of peer acceptance in 

predicting anxiety. It was by far the most prominent predictor that figured in all 

measures of anxiety but physiological anxiety, and predicted a very sizeable 

proportion of the variance in anxiety measures (14-35%). This finding tends to 

support what Sullivan has said about the importance of chumships in late childhood 

and early adolescence: that they replace to some extent the family relationships in 

terms of significance in the adjustment and social development of adolescents. The 

correlation in the case of social concerns is particularly strong, indicating that this 

might be the case. It is interesting to note however that peer acceptance (the 

individual's perceptions of how well he/she is accepted) is the strongest predictor for 

overall anxiety symptoms, worry/oversensitivity, and social concerns/concentration, 

whilst peer attachment did not make a significant contribution. The peer acceptance 

subscale was aimed at measuring how the adolescent perceives students' evaluation 

of him/her, how students in one's class act towards the adolescent, and how the 

adolescent acts/feels in relation to feeling accepted/rejected, giving a score for peer 

acceptance/rejection. It would appear from the present results that having peer 

acceptance in one's class as a whole serves as a buffer against anxiety, rather than 

more specific attachment to friends (i.e. trust, communication, and non-alienation). 

Researchers have found that close peer relationships can occasionally compensate 
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for deficiencies in the principal attachment to a parent (Dontas, Maratos; Fafoutis; & 

Karangelis, 1985; Youngblade & Belsky, 1992). 

The results also indicate that strong father attachment is predictive of lower overall 

anxiety levels, physiological anxiety levels, and worry/oversensitivity levels, with 

mother attachment offering no significant additional contributions amongst the other 

variables. However, with social concerns/concentration difficulty scores, father 

attachment was not evident as a predictor, but rather the more time spent with father 

the lower were social concerns and concentration difficulty scores. Both these 

findings appear to challenge Bowlby's (1973) idea of the supreme importance of the 

mother to children's adjustment. Alternately, it is possible that mothers are a 

"given" in parental-child relationships, and, hence it is father attachment or the time 

spent With one's father that may make the additional difference in ameliorating 

children's anxiety. Bowlby suggests that the relationship with the mother is the most 

important, and in line with attachment theory it would be expected that poor mother 

attachment would be more strongly predictive of adolescent anxiety than poor father 

attachment. It may be that the role of fathers has evolved over time, such that they 

have a much more important place in their children's lives nowadays. 

Specifically, stronger peer acceptance, and to some extent father attachment was 

associated with lower levels of adolescents' overall anxiety symptoms and 

adolescents' worry/oversensitivity, whilst the other variables did not provide 

significant additional contributions. Furthermore, peer acceptance does not appear 
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to have predictive ability in relation to physiological anxiety, with only stronger 

father attachment being associated with lower levels of adolescents' physiological 

anxiety, whilst the other variables did not provide significant additional 

contributions. 

Interestingly, stronger peer acceptance and to some extent a greater proportion of 

days spent with one's father in a month and additionally lower perceived present 

mental figure conflict was associated with lower levels of adolescents' social 

concerns/concentration, whilst the other variables did not provide significant 

additional contributions to explanatory variance. The finding of an association 

between parental conflict and anxiety provides some support for the sensitization 

hypothesis (Cummings and Davies 2002). This hypothesis predicts that prolonged 

exposure to interparental conflict engenders progressively more negative emotional 

reactions (anxiety). In the present study, perceived present parental figure conflict 

predicted anxiety in the areas of social concerns and interference with concentration. 

This study's finding of an association between parental conflict and some anxiety 

manifestations also lends support to another model building on both the emotional 

security hypothesis and attachment theory, postulating that parenting disturbances 

associated with marital conflict increase children's risk for maladjustment by 

compromising their emotional security in the parent-child relationship. Other 

studies have also found marital conflict predicts children's problematic social 

behaviour (Cummings & Zalm-Waxler, 1992; Cummings, Hennessy, Roabideau, & 
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Ciechettis, 1994). In addition, Ladd and Le Sieur maintain that family environments 

and the processes that occur within them, impact social competence. However other 

re,carch has found indications that marital conflict and violence predicts child 

outcomes even after controlling for other family and ecological characteristics 

((umMings & Davies. 1994a & 1994b; Fergussan & Horwood, 1998; Fergussan, 

flor\\ ood, & & Lynsky, 1992). Additionally, the present results appear in line with 

Emery (1989) and Katz and Gottman (1995) who reported that a positive parent= 

child relationship can buffer children from many of the negative consequences of 

marital conflict. 

Gender and Family Status Effects in Anxiety and Attachment 

Another aim of this study was to investigate whether adolescents from parental 

divorce or separation situations have higher levels of anxiety, a lower quality of 

atiachment to parents, and a higher quality of attachment to friends, compared to 

adolescents whose parents are not divorced or separated. 

The results for the attachment measures indicate that adolescents from parental 

\ orce or separation situations had a lower quality of overall attachment to both 

their mother and father, compared to adolescents whose parents were not divorced or 

separated, irrespective of gender. In particular, teenagers from parental divorce or 

separation situations had a lower quality of communication with and felt more 

alienated from their mother, compared to adolescents whose parents were not 

di vorced or separated. Additionally, those from parental divorce or separation 
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situations had a lower quality of trust and communication with and felt more 

alienated from their father, compared to adolescents whose parents were not 

divorced or separated. Concepts from family therapy literature including 

scapegoating/detouring, triangulation, and boundary dissolution may be useful in 

understanding these results in the present study. Scapegoating/detouring generally 

involves the child taking on symptoms of the family pathology and basically is 

singled out as the problematic member of the family system, obviously adversely 

affecting the parent-child relationship. Triangulation refers to the pattern of family 

interaction in which one or both parents endeavour to recruit the child into a 

coalition against the other parent. Here the 'enemy' parent-child relationship is 

likely to suffer, as well as the co aligned parent-child relationship where resentment 

is likely to occur due to this parent's expectations of the child. Parental conflict in 

divorce situations may also lead to weakened boundaries between interparental and 

parent-child subsystems and disturbances in parent-child relationships when children 

attempt to intervene in their parents' arguments (Cox, Paley, & Harter, 2001). 

Furthermore, if the children fall short of their parents' demands for nurturance or 

support during the separation process, they may become rejected and abandoned 

(Johnston, 1993; Johnston & Campbell, 1988). A study conducted by Riggio (2004) 

found that parental divorce was associated with lower quality father-child relations, 

yet divorce was associated with significant positive outcomes for quality of mother-

child relationships amongst young adults aged 18-32 years. However, positive 

outcomes were not found for mother-child relationships in the present study in 

adolescents aged 13-15. 
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The compensatory hypothesis suggests that parents may seek fulfillment in the 

parent-child relationship to make up for dissatisfactions they experience in their 

marriage (Erel & Burman, 1995). Some empirical evidence suggests a negative 

association between marital and parent-child relationships (Amato, 1986; Belsky, 

Youngblade, Rovine, & Volling, 1991; Brody, Pelligrini, & Sigel, 1986). However, 

parents' attempts to compensate for marital difficulties may more likely result in 

parentification, triangulation, and cross-generational coalitions, than in genuinely 
3 

healthy parent-child relationships. It is possible that the poorer quality of attachment 

with both father and mother in parental divorce or separation situations such as was 

found in the present study may be a "spillover" effect from the parental conflict 

(comnion in these situations), which can contaminate or disrupt interactions between 

parent and child (Coiro & Emery, 1998; Erel & Burman, 1995). 

In contrast to parental attachment, peer attachment was not influenced by 

parental divorce/separation status, but was influenced by gender, in that girls in 

the present study reported a better quality of attachment to peers than did boys. 

In particular, adolescent girls had a higher quality of trust and communication 

with their friends, compared to adolescent boys. This finding is consistent with 

that of Berndt (1982) and Berndt (1986). The present study examined "trust" and 

"communication", which could be considered to be a part of an intimate 

relationship. Berndt (1982) stated that girls often seem to have more intimate 

friendships than boys do, although the overall pattern of gender differences in 
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friendships is more complex. Perhaps girls and boys may differ in the type of 

intimate friendships they have. Boys may spend less time in conversations about 

their emotions and ideas than girls, but they may acquire a deep understanding of 

each other by spending time together. Berndt stated that boys and girls have 

different patterns of friendships. Berndt conducted several studies, one of which 

examined the responses to a "friendship interview" and ratings of five features of 

friendship of 90 children from the fourth and eighth grades. Girls mentioned the 

intimacy of their friendships more often that did boys; at eighth grade, girls rated 

their friendships as more intimate than did boys. 

The present findings indicate that adolescents from divorced or separated families 
- 

exhibited significantly lower parent attachment with both parents. According to the 

extension of Sullivan's chumship model that supposedly buffers children against the 

effects of adverse family or parental situations, it was therefore proposed that 

adolescents from divorced or separated families would exhibit a higher degree of 

attachment to their peers than would adolescents from non-divorced families. 

However this proposal was not supported in the present study. Past research has 

shown that poorer attachment to parents and peers, may result in anxiety in children 

(Armsden and Greenberg 1987; Doyal & Friedman, 1974; Siqueland, Kendell & 

Steinberg, 1996). Therefore if adolescents from parental divorce or separation 

situations have a poorer quality of attachment with both their mother and father, and 

this is not compensated for by having a better quality of attachment with their 

friends, they may be more susceptible to developing anxiety conditions than would 

88 



adolescents from intact families. 

l'ul thermore, the results from the present study did not support the hypothesis that 

adolccents from parental divorce or separation situations will have higher levels of 

an \ ioty compared to those adolescents whose parents are not divorced or separated, 

finding no significant differences. This finding reflects the lack of a significant 

correlation between parental divorce/separation status and all the measures of 

\ aii ie1v. Hetherington. Cox, and Cox (1982) and Wallerstein (1984) have reported 
..1 

children can be expected to normally react to parental separation with anxiety. 

Perhaps the hypothesis in the present study that this anxiety associated with parental 

ci i rce would extend to quite some time after parental divorce takes place, is a little 

to; simplified. It would appear that adolescent anxiety is better explained by poor 

attachment to one's father, perceived present parental figure conflict, and peer 

rejection, (as previously mentioned). This result also shows us that perhaps parental 

di voice / separation situations don't always result in poor attachment to one's father 

o hi01 perceived present parental figure conflict. If good quality attachment to 

one's lather, low perceived present parental figure conflict, and peer acceptance is 

c I oPed/preserved, these could act as buffers to children of divorce experiencing 

A further aim of this study was to examine whether there were gender differences 

in an \ iety. The results from the present study did not support the hypothesis that 

&kik:scent girls would report higher levels of anxiety compared to adolescent boys, 
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finding no significant differences. However inspection of the means did show a 

trend that girls reported higher levels of each type of anxiety than boys, and perhaps 

more participants may help to increase the likelihood of showing significance. 

A!  Lichinent Differences and Anxiety  

he tinal aim was to evaluate whether adolescents reporting high parental and peer 

at I achment reported significantly lower anxiety levels compared to those reporting 

mv parental and peer attachment. The results from the present study indicate that 

a;:olescents with a high quality of attachment to parents (mother and father 

, mbiiled) reported significantly less general anxiety, physiological anxiety, 

, rry/oversensitivity, and social concern/concentration types of anxiety than did 

a(Iolescents with a low quality of attachment to parents. However in the present 

sindy differences in peer attachment did not significantly influence anxiety with no 

sinifi c ant differences between groups with high and low levels of peer attachment. 

oreover, the non-significant interaction between peer and parent attachment 

indicates that differences in anxiety between adolescents with high and low parent 

aitel -n -nent were not affected in turn by different levels of peer attachment. 

mitations of the. Present Study and Recommendations for Future Research  

(liven the group differences in salient measures found in this study, it would be of 

iiv.L-re:4 for future research to investigate the contribution that different factors such 

as peel acceptance, parental attachment and perceived parental conflict make to the 

pi ion of anxiety in adolescents who are distinguished in terms of their gender 
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and family type (e.g., boys from intact families vs. boys from separated families), as 

well as further investigating if differences exist between the type of family structure 

adolescents spend the majority of their time living in (i.e. single father, single 

no )thel father and stepmother, mother and stepfather, both parents together, etc.) 

Spruijt and DeGoede (1997) found that changing family structures affect adolescents 

ps,chologically. This is not a simple additive effect. Single parent family structures 

arc the most detrimental to psychological health followed by stepfamilies and intact 

families with high parental conflict. Relative to the other family structures, 

adolescents from stable intact families show the best psychological health. It would 

be advantageous to distinguish amongst gender, family type, and family structure 

factors in predicting anxiety because predictors may differ in different groups and 

therefore will increase understanding of the mediators of anxiety for adolescent boys 

and girls in different family situations, perhaps suggesting different interventions for 

different groups. Due to the limited number of participants in this study, the analysis 

required to investigate further subgroupings of the sample was not possible. Future 

research with such groups necessitates more participants. 

\ limitation of the present research is the questionnaire only investigated 

atachrnent to a mother or father figure, and did not request information pertaining to 

hether this figure is a biological parent or stepparent etc. It would be interesting to 

in vestigate attachment to biological parents as well as other parental figures involved 

in adolescents' lives in terms of predicting anxiety. Specifically researching whether 

ho eing a positive relationship with a substitute parent buffers against possible 
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clyiiiimmtal effects of a poor relationship with a biological parent. 

rature research should also include age as a moderator of negative outcomes for 

c1i 1dren of divorced or separating parents. Preschool children from high conflict 

imes may be at greater risk for developing adjustment problems due to their more 

t;.:.:! [111 reactions to conflict (Cummings, Vogel, Cummings, & El-Shielch, 1989; 

Davies Forman, & Lindsay, 1999), propensities to blame themselves for adult 

pi Olems, and evaluations of family arguments as a greater threat to the welfare of 

tlmnselves and their families (Covell & Abramovitch, 1987; Jouriles, Spiller, 

Stephens, McDonald, & Swank, 2000). However, relative to older children and 

adolescents, preschoolers' lower sensitivity to adult problems, briefer histories of 

exposure to interparental conflict, and weaker tendencies to mediate conflicts may 

scr\ e as protective factors that offset this risk. 

\ !though conflict was not a prominent predictor for anxiety in the present study, 

()lily showing significance in predicting social concerns/concentration, it is 

recommended that future studies looking at prediction of psychological problems, 

di:A:mulish between constructive and destructive conflict. Cummings ., Ballard, El-

Sheikh. and Lake (1991) and Cummings and Wilson (1991) suggested that conflict 

is not necessarily a negative event for children, particularly when conflicts are 

re cilved or dealt with constructively. Cummings and Davies (2002) argued that 

di lerLut forms of marital conflict have differing effects on children, with some 

lir tus having negative effects and others having benign or constructive effects. 
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Children identify as expressions of discord parental threats to leave the marriage, or 

expressions of fear during marital conflicts (Laumakis, Margolin, & John, 1998). 

\vever, non-verbal expressions of anger and conflict and marital withdrawal, - 

v. le seemingly subtle, are particularly distressing. (Cox, Paley, Burchinal, & 

1999; Cummings, Ballard, & El-Sheikh, 1991). Children's distress is 

d i in in i shed as a function of whether conflicts are resolved and the degree of 

solu t ion (Cummings, Ballard, E1-Sheikh, & Lake, 1991). Perhaps perceived 

19:rental' conflictresolution would be an informative factor to study also, as 

examining perceived parental conflict alone would appear to be measuring all 

cnnnict whether it is resolved or not, and in the previously mentioned research, 

chilcIren's distress is diminished with resolution. 

lioth mother and father attachment, as well as peer attachment were measured in 

prcsent study, and it appeared that reduced quality in attachment to parents, does 

n necessarily mean an increase in peer attachment. It may be of interest to study 

sibling attachment, and differences of that between divorced or separated vs. intact 

family situations. It may be that a reduction in attachment to parents may be 

sui)stituted by a Stronger quality of attachment to siblings, helping each other 

through the parental divorce or separation. Siblings may play a constructive role in 

chi Idiens coping with parental conflict/divorce. Jenkins, Smith, and Graham (1989) 

nd that seeking contact with a sibling was a commonly used strategy for children 

ith marital conflict. Even the mere presence of a sibling may buffer 

c 	t.rom the effects of parental divorce and family stress (Kempton, Armistead, 
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icrson. & Forehand, 1991; Sandler. 1980). In addition, research should also look 

at \ ■ hether being the recipient of protection and nurturance from a sibling largely 

e \ plains why good sibling relations buffer children from marital conflict and if 

chddn.n incur benefits or psychological burdens from being the provider of 

I. urthermore, a systems framework may be particularly beneficial in progressing 

our understanding of the multiple pathways between marital conflict and parent-

child difficulties, as it suggests that marital conflict, rather than producing one effect 

(for example poor parental attachment) produces a network of effects on the family 

s' ieni that then feed back into the system (Cox, Paley, & Harter, 2001). A systems 

perspective also highlights the importance of investigating how parent-child 

rL'Iationships affect marital relationships. Most of the research cited investigates 

models that assume that marital conflict / dissolution will cause problematic parent-

ch i Id relationships without exploring the ways in which problematic parent-child 

relationships may engender conflict in the marital relationship. Future investigations 

th:if are guided by a systems perspective will ideally involve more comprehensive 

and longitudinal designs that allow for the examination of multiple and reciprocal 

vilways between marital conflict and disturbances in parent-child relationships 

et -  time. Studying the experience that children have with both parents (triads) and 

whole family interactions can provide important information not only about co-

parent i ng and the contextual effects of dyads versus triads on parenting, but also 

allow impor,tant processes such as children's efforts to mediate conflicts and the 
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fo !Illation of coalitions in the family (Cox, Paley, & Harter, 2001). 

C dlci1KOfl  

he present research has uncovered some factors that are significantly related to 

adolescent anxiety. Using the information from the present study, it is 

recommended that when designing intervention programmes for adolescent anxiety, 

the peer acceptance, father attachment and parental figure conflict be considered. 

Perhaps emphasis should be placed on encouraging teachers to help foster peer 

acceptance in the classroom, as well as therapists working with families to help 

rctain iiid strengthen parent-child relationships, as well as inter-parental 

reiutionships even when parents have separated. Particularly, the importance of the 

appears to be a new development of this area of research, and studying it 

her ' ould be of interest. It is also important for longitudinal research to 

vt.stinte what factors operate to ameliorate or exacerbate the social and 

p 	'ogical problems thought to be associated with discord in their parents' 

rL :itionship, so that genuine preventative services can be devised for children in 

tl; :se circumstances. 
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5) List all the people you are currently living with and their relationship to you. 
If the list is identical to the list above, please write "same as above". If you live in 
more than one household, please identify which household each member lives in 
using a number, eg, Household 1, Household 2, Household 1&2. Please do not 
write any names. 

Personal Information 

Please provide the following Information 

1) Your gender (circle): 	Male 	Female 

2) Your age: 	years 

3) If your parents are not together, how old were you when they separated? 
years 

4) Please provide the age and sex of all the people in your immediate family and 
their relationship to you, even if you do not live with them at present. For 
example, if you have a brother aged 13 write "brother male 13" For parents 
write "mother female 37"or "stepfather male 50" for example. For people who 
are in a relationship and are living with your parent, write "mother's partner 
male 42"for example. Please do not write any names. 

Person 	Relationship 	 Gender 	Age 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
etc. 

Person 	Relationship 	Gender 	Age 	Household 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
etc. 

6) If you live in more than one household at present, please write down the 
average number of days per month you spend in each household. 

Household 1 	 Household 2 	 Household 3 	etc. 

FAMILY AND FRIENDS — HOW ARE THEY RELATED TO YOUR WORRIES? 
RESEARCH PROJEC1 QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please do not put your name On this questionnaire 



Living with different parents 

During your life you may have lived with many different people, including parents, 
step-parents, grandparents, foster parents, Lunties, uncles etc. We would like to know 
all the combinations of adults you have lived with, who have been like parents to you 
for more than one month throughout your life. Please answer the set of questions 
for each of these parent combinations. Space for three different parental figure 
combinations has been provided in this questionnaire. Please see the researcher if you 
have lived with more than three different parental figure combinations throughout 
your life. 

Parental Figure Combination 1 

Who were the first parental figures you lived with? Describe the person's 
relationship to you eg, biological mother, biological father, biological mother's 
boyfriend, adoptive father etc. Please do not write any names. 

Parent!: 	 

Parent 2: 	 

What ages did you live with this parental figure combination? Age 	 to age 

What was Parent is relationship to Parent 2 at the time? (eg, husband, wife 
boyfriend, fiance) 

Please write down how many days per month on average you spent in this 
household. 
	days per month 

Please rate the following statements according to what your parental figures seem like 
to you. To mark your answers simply circle the response that corresponds with your 
feelings about the statement. Each statement should be rated as either Strongly Agree, 
Moderately Agree, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Moderately Disagree, or Strongly 
Disagree, or if you Don't Know, circle Don't Know. 

Remember, we would like to know what your parental figures seem like to you. So 
do not try to figure out how other members see your parental figures, out do give us 
your general impression of your parental figures for each statement. 

Do these parental figures still live together? (circle) 	Yes No 
If they still live together please complete Part A only. 
If they do not live together anymore please complete Part A and Part B. Part A 
describes how things are now they are apart. Part B describes how things used to 
be when they were together. 

Part A 
1. The parental figures in this parent figure combination fight a lot. 

	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

2. These parental figures rarely hecon angry. 

1  	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

3. These parental figures sometimes gg so angry they throw things. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

4. These parental figures hardly ever lose their tempeis. 

1 	2  	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

5.These parental figures often criticize each other. 

	3 	 4 	5 	6 
btrongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 



6. These parental figures sometimes hit each other. 	 Parental Figure Combination 1 
Part B 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

7. If there's a disagreement amongst these two parental figures, they firy hard to 
smooth things over and keep the peace. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

8. These parental figures oftentyr to one-up or out-do each other. 

I 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

9. These parental figures believe that they don't get anywhere by raising their 
voice.  

1. The parental figures in this parent figure combination fought  a lot. 

1 	 2 	 3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

2 These parental figures rarely became angry. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

3. These parental figures sometimes got so angry they threw things. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

4. These parental figures hardly ever lost their tempers. 
1 	 2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 	 1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 	 strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 

agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

5. These parental figures often criticized each other. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

6. These parental figures sometimes hit each other. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

7. If there's a disagreement amongst these two parental figures, they tried hard 
to smooth things over and keep the peace. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 



8. These parental figures often tried to one-up or out-do each other. 	 Parental Figure Combination 2 

• 1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

9. These parental figures believed that they didn't get anywhere by raising their 
voice. 

1 	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know  

Who were the next parental figures you lived with? Describe the person's 
relationship to you eg, biological mother, biological father, biological mother's 
boyfriend, adoptive father etc. rime do not write any names. 

Parent 1: 	 

Parent 2: 	 

What ages did you live with this parental figure combination? Age 	to age 

What was Parent l's relationship to Parent 2 at the time? (eg, husband, wife 
boyfriend, fiance) 

Please write down how many days per month on average you spent in this 
household. 
	days per month 



_Please rate the following statements according to what your parental figures seem 
like to you. To mark your answers simply circle the response that conesponds with 
your feelings about the statement. Each statement should be rated as either Strongly 
Agree, Moderarely Agree, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Moderately Disagree, or 
Strongly Disagree, or if you Don't Know, circle Don't Know. 

Remember, we would like to know what your parental figures seem like to you. So 
do not try to figuie out how other members see your parental figures, but do give us 
your general impression of your parental figures for each statement. 

Do these parental figures still live together? (circle) 	Yes 	No 
if they still live together please complete Part A only. 
If they do not live together anymore please complete Part A and Part B. Part A 
describes how things are now they are apart. Part B describes how things used to 
he when they were together. 

Part A 
1. The parental ligures in this parent figure combination fight  a lot. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

2. These parental figures rarely become  angry. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

3. These parental figures sometimes get so angry they throw things. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

4. These parental figures hardly ever lose their tempers. 

1 	2 	 3 	 4 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

5. These parental figures often criticize  each other. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
Strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know  

6. These parental figures sometimes hit each other. 

2 
	

3 	 4 	 5 
	

6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

7. If there's a disagreement amongst these two parental figures, they fly hard to 
smooth things over and keep the peace. 

	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

8. These parental figures often la to one-up or out-do each other. 

	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	• 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

9. These parental figures believe that they don't get anywhere by raising their 
voice. 

2 	 3 	 4 	 5 
	

6 
moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

I  -  
strongly 
agree 



Parental Figure Combination 2 	 8. These parental figures often tried to one-up or out-do each other. 
Part B 

1.The parental figures in this parent figure combination fought a lot. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

2. These parental figures rarely beam angry. 

	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

3. These parental figures sometimes gcA so angry they threw things. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

4. These parental figures hardly ever lost their tempers. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

5. These parental figures often criticized each other. 

1 	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

6. These parental figures sometimes hit each other. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

7.1f there's a disagreement amongst these two parental figures, they tried hard 
to smooth things over and keep the peace. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree . 	disagree 	know  

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

9. These parental figures believed that they didn't get anywhere by raising their 
voice. 

• 
1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 



Parental Figure Combination 3 

Who were the next parental figures you lived with? Describe the person's 
relationship to you eg, biological mother, biological father, biological mother's 
boyfriend, adoptive father etc. Please do not write any names. 

Parent 1: 	 

Parent 2: 	 

What ages did you live with this parental figure combination? Age 	 to age 

What was Parent Is relationship to Parent 2 at the time? (eg, husband, wife 
boyfriend, fiance) 

Please write down how many days per month on average you spent in this 
household. 
	days per month 

Please rate the following statements according to what your parental figures seem like 
to you. To mark your answers simply circle the response that corresponds with your 
feelings about the statement. Each statement should be rated as either Strongly Agree, 
Moderately Agree, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Moderately Disagree, or Strongly 
Disagree, or if you Don't Know, circle Don't Know. 

Remember, we would like to know what your parental figures seem like to you. So 
do not try to figure out how other members see your parental figures, but do give us 
your general impression of your parental figures for each statement. 

Do these parental figures still live together? (circle) 	Yes No 
If they still live together please complete Part A only. 
If they do not  Ilve together anymore please complete Part A and Part B. Part A 
describes how things are now they are apart. Part 13 describes how things used to 
be when they were together. 

Part A 
1. The parental figures In this parent figure combination fight a lot. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

2. These parental figures rarely become angry. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	5 	6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

3. These parental figures sometimes gg so angry they throw things. 

1 
	

2 
	

3 	 4 	 5 
	

6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

4. These parental figures hardly ever hue their tempers. 

1 	2 
	

3 	 4 	 5 
	

6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

5. These parental figures often criticize  each other. 

2 	 3 	 4 	 5 
	

6 
moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

1 	 
strongly 
agree 

!I 



6. These parental figures sometimes i  each other. 	 Parental Figure Combination 3 
Part B 

1. The parental figures in this parent figure combination fought  a lot. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

7.If there's a disagreement amongst these two parental figures, they ky hard to 
smooth things over and keep the peace. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

8. These parental figures often kl to one -up or out-do each other. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

9. These parental figures believe that they don't  get anywhere by raising their 
voice. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know  

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

2. These parental figures rarely became  angry. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

3. These parental figures sometimes got, so angry they threw things. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

4. These parental figures hardly ever lost their tempers. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

5. These parental figures often criticized each other. 

1 	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

6. These parental figures sometimes hit each other. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 

7. If there's a disagreement amongst these two parental figures, they tried hard 
to smooth things over and keep the peace. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 



8.These parental figures often tried to one-up or out-do each other. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	agree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree • 	know 

9. These parental figures believed that they didn't get anywhere by raising their 
voice. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 
strongly 	moderately 	neither agree 	moderately 	strongly 	don't 
agree 	ngree 	nor disagree 	disagree 	disagree 	know 



Attachment to parental noires and friends 	 8. My mother senses when I'm upset about something. 	 II 
Please indicate how true each statement is about the person you regard as your mother 

at the present time. Circle gig number only for each statement. 
	2  	4 	5 	6 	7 

always 	, almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

1. My mother respects my feelings. 

2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 	 9. Talking over my problems with my mother makes me feel ashamed or foolish. 1 	  
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 

always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	6almost never 7never true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	 1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	 

true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 
, 

2. I feel my mother is suCcessful as a mother. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

3. I wish I had a different mother. 

I 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	• 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

4. My mother accepts me as I am. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

5. I have to rely on myself when I have a problem to solve. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

6. 1 like to get my mother's point of view on things I'm concerned about. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

7. I feel it's no use letting my feelings show. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

10. My mother expects too much from me. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

11. I get upset easily with my mother. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

12. I get upset a lot more than my mother knows about. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

13. When we discuss things, my mother considers my point of view. 

	2 	3 	
4 
	5 	6 	7 

always 	almost always often 	sometlmes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

14. My mother trusts my judgement. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	• 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	• 	true 



15. My mother has her own problems, so I don't bother her with mine. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

16.My mother helps me to understand myself better. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

17. I tell my mother about my problems and troubles. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

18. I feel angry with nty mother. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	. almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

19. I don't get much attention from my mother. 

1 	 2 	 3 	4 	5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

20. My mother encourages me to talk about my difficulties. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

21. My mother understands me. 

1 	 2 	3 	4 	 5 	 6 	7 

always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	' almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

22.1 don't know who I can depend on these days. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
. always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

23. When I am angry about something, my mother tries to be understanding. 

3 4 5 6 7 
often sometimes rarely almost never never 
true true true true true 

24. I trust my mother. 

1- 	2 	 3 	4 	5 	6 	 7 
always 	alrnmt always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

25. My mother doesn't understand what I'm going through these days. 

1 	A 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

26. I can count on my mother when I need to get something off my chest. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

27. I feel that no one understands me. 

1 	 2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

28. If my mother knows something Is bothering me, she asks me about it. 

1 	 2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

1 	2 
always 	almost always 
true 	true 



Please indicate how true each statement is about the person you regard as your father 
at the present time. Circle one number only for each statement. 

1. My father respects my feelings. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

2. feel my father is successful as a father. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

3. 1 wish I had a different father. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost ahvays often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

4. My father accepts me as I am. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

5. I have to rely on myself when I have a problem to solve. 

1 	2 	3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
ahvays 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

6. I like to get my father's point of view on things I'm concerned about. 

1 	2 	• 	3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

7. I feel it's no use letting my feelings show. 

1 	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	• sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true  

8. My father senses when I'm upset about something. 

1 	2 	3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

9. Talking over my problems with my father makes me feel ashamed or foolish. 

• 1 	2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

10.My father expects too much from me. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

11. I get upset easily with roy father. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

12. I get upset a lot more than my father knows about. 

1 	2 	3 	 4 	5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

13.When we discuss things, my father considers my point of view. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

14.My father trusts my judgement. 

1 	2 	3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

15. My father has his own problems, so I don't bother him with mine. 

1 	2 	3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 



7 
never 
true 

6 	 
almost never 
true 18.1 feel angry with my father. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

23. When I am angry about something, my father tries to be understanding. 

16. My father helps me to understand myself better. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

17.1 tell my father about my problems and troubles. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	trite 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

1-2 	3 	 
always 	almost always often 
true 	true 	true 

4 	 
sometimes 
true 

5 	 
rarely 
true 

6 	7 
almost never never 
true 	true 

24. 1 trust my father. 

1----2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometlutes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

25. My father doesn't understand what I'm going through these days. 

1-2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

19. I don't get much attention from my father. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

20.My father encourages me to talk about my difficulties. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimet 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	trim 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

21.My father understands me. 

26. I can count on my father when I need to get something off my chest. 

	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

27. I feel that no one understands me. 

1-2-3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often - 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

28. If my father knows something is bothering me, he asks me about it. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	• 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	. 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

	2 	3 	 
almost always often 

; true 	• 	true 

4 	5 	 
sometimes 	rarely 
true 	true 

6 	7 
almost never never 
true 	true 

always 
true 

22. I don't know who I can depend on these days. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 



8. My friends accept me as I am. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

Please indicate how true each statement is about the people you regard as your friends 
at the present time. Circle me number only for each statement. 

1. 1 like to get my friends point of view on things I'm concerned about. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

2. My friends sense when I'm upset about something. 

I 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 5 	 6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

3. When we discuss things, my friends consider my point of view. 

1 	2 	 3 	4 	5 	6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

4. Talking over my problems with my friends makes me feel ashamed or foolish. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	Into 	true 	true 	true 

5.I visk i liad differentfriends. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	Into 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

6. My friends understand me. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

7. My friends encourage me to talk about my difficulties. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

9. I feel the need to be in touch with my friends more often. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	 7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

10. My friends don't understand what I'm going through these days. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	s 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	. true 	true 

11.1 feel alone or apart when I am with my friends. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	• true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

12. My friends listen to what I have to say. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

13.1 feel my friends are good friends. 

1 	2 	3 	 4 	5 	 6 	7 
always 	• almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

14. My friends are fairly easy to talk to. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	i 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

18. When I am angry about something, my friends try to be understanding. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 
always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 
true 	true 	trua. 	true 	true 	true 	true 

• 



5 	 
rarely 
true 

4 	 
sometimes 
true 

always 
true 

5 	 
rarely 
true 

	4 	 
sometimes 
true 

1 	 
always 
true 

7 6 	 
almost never never 
true 	true 

2 	 
almost always often 
true 	true 

5 	 
rarely 
true 

4 	 
sometimes 
true 

1 	 
always 
true 

almost always often 
true 	true 

1 	2 	3 	 
always 
true 

1 	 
always 
true 

3 	 2 	 
almost always often 
true 	true 

5 	 
rarely 
trtle 

4 	 
sometimes 
true 

1 	 
always 
true 

23. It seems as if my friends are irritated with me for no reason. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 

always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 

true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

24. 1 tell my friends about my problems and troubles. 

17. My friends are concerned about my well-being. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 

always 	almost always Often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 

true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

18. 1 feel angry with my friends. 

1 	2 	3 	4 	5 	6 	7 

always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 

true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 

19. 1 can count on my friends when! need to get something off my chest. 

20. 1 trust my friends. 

21.Myfriends respect my feelings. 

4 	5 	 
sometimes 	rarely 
true 	true 

sometimes 	rarely 
true 	true 

6 	7 
almost never never 
true 	true 

6 	7 
almost never never 
true 	true 

22. I get upset a lot more easily then my friends know about. 

7 6 	 
almost never never 
true 	true 

3 	 2 	 
almost always often 
true 	true 

6 	7 
almost never never 
true 	true 

2 	3 	 
almost always often 
true 	true 

6 	7 
almost never never 
true 	true 

3 	 2 	 
almost always often 
true 	true 

5 4 

16. My friends help me to understand myself better. 

25. If my friends know something is bothering me, they ask me about It. 

1 	2 	3 	
4 
	5 	6 	7 

always 	almost always often 	sometimes 	rarely 	almost never never 

true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 	true 



Peer acceptance 	 8. Most students in my class think I am Interesting. 

Please rate the following statements according to how well the statement applies to 
you. There are no right or wrong answers, but it is important that you rate each 
statement according to how you honestly feel. Be sure to be honest with yourself as 
you consider the statement you are rating. To mark your answers simply circle the 
response that corresponds with your feelings toward the statement. Each statement 
should be rated as either Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree. 
Circle one number only for each statement. 

1. Students In my class think I am usually a lot of fun to be with.  

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

9. Students in my class enjoy being with me. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

4 
Strongly Disagree • 

1 	 
Strongly Agree 

 

2Agree 

 

	3 	 4 
Disagree 	Strongly Disagree 

10. Most of the time I feel ignored by students In my class. 

 

  

1 	 2 	 3 	 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

 

4 
Strongly Disagree 

      

2. Students in my class do not seem Interested in talking with me. 

1 	 2 	 3 	4 
Strongly Disagree 

11. I feel desired by members of the opposite sex in my class. 

 

Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 
1 	 2 	  
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

 

	4 
Strongly Disagree 

    

3. Students in my class think I am too shy. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
12. No student in my class seems to laugh at my jokes. 

 

Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 
1 	 2 	 3 	 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

 

4 
Strongly Disagree 

4. Most students in my class like me. 

  

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
	 13. Most students in my class appreciated me just the way I am. 

Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 	
1 	 2 	 3 

	
4 

Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

5. Students in my class avoid me. 

	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

6. A lot of students in my class make fun of me. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

4 
Strongly Disagree• 

7. I am not accepted by students In my class. 

14.1 often feel like I am left out of things in my class. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	• 	Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

15. Students in my class tell lies about me. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree  

16. I have a lot of friends in my class. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 



4 
Strongly Disagree 

18. 1 am never sure how to act when I am with students In my class I don't know 
well. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 	 • 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

19. Students In my class tell me their secrets. 

4 
Strongly Disagree 

17. I spend a lot of time feeling lonely. In my class. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

1 	 2 	 3 	 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

20. Students in my class pick on me. 

Please now turn to and complete the other 
questionnaire. 

Thank-you for your time. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

21. Students in my class do not seem to notice me. 

1 	2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

22. I get a lot of phone calls from students in my class. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 4 
Strongly ,t glee 	Agree 	 Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

23. Many students in my class have a low opinion of me. 

1 	  
2  Strongly Agree 	Agree 

 

3 	 4 
Disagree 	 Strongly Disagree 

 

24. I let students hi my class bully me too much. 

 

1 	2 	 3 	4 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

25. Students in my class have to get to know me before they like me. 

1 	 2 	 3 	 
Strongly Agree 	Agree 	 Disagree 

 

4 
Strongly Disagree 

 



"WHAT I THINK AND FEEL" 
(RcmAs) 

Cecil R. Reynolds, Ph.D., and Bert 0. Richmond, Ed.D. 

Published by 

WESTERN PSYCHOLOGICAL SERVICES 

WPS 12031 Wilshire Boulevard 
, Los Angeles, CA 90025-1251 

 Publishers and Distributors — 

Name: 	  

Age: 	Grade: 	  

Sex (circle one): 	Girl 	Boy 

Today's Date: 	  

School: 	  

Teacher's Name (optional): 	  

DIRECTIONS 

On the back of this 
form, there are some 
sentences that tell how 
some people think and 
feel about themselves. 
Read each sentence 
carefully. Circle the 
word Yes if you think the 
sentence is true about 
you. Circle the word No 
if you think it is not true 
about you. Circle an 
answer for every 
sentence, even if it is 
hard to choose one that 
fits you. Do not circle 
both Yes and No for the 
same sentence. If you 
want to change an 
answer, draw an X 
through your first answer 
and then circle your 
new choice. 

There are no right or 
wrong answers. Only 
you can tell us how you 
think and feel about 
yourself. Remember, 
after you read each 
sentence, ask yourself, 
"Is it true about me?" 
If it is, circle Yes. If it is 
not, circle No. 



- 

Circle one answer for each sentence. 

Yes No 1 I have trouble making up my mind. 

Yes No 2. I get nervous when things do not go the right way for me. 

Yes No 3. Others seem to do things easier than I can. 

Yes No 4. I like everyone I know. 

Yes No 5. Often I have trouble getting my breath. 

Yes No 6. I worry a lot of the time. 

Yes No 7. I am afraid of a lot of things. 

Yes No 8. I am always kind. 

Yes No 9. I get mad easily. 

Yes No 10. I worry about what my parents will say to me. 

Yes No 11. I feel that others do not like the way I do things. 

Yes No 12. I always have good manners. 

Yes No 13. It is hard for me to get to sleep at night. 

Yes No 14. I worry about what other people think about me. 

Yes No 15. I feel alone even when there are people with me. 

Yes No 16. I am always good. 

Yes No 17. Often I feel sick in my stomach. 

Yes No 18. My feelings get hurt easily. 

Yes No 19. My hands feel sweaty. 

Yes No 20. I am always nice to everyone. 

Yes No 21. I am tired a lot. 

Yes No 22. I worry about what is going to happen. 

Yes No 23. Other people are happier than I. 

Yes No 24. I tell the truth every single time. 

Yes No 25. I have bad dreams. 

Yes No 26. My feelings get hurt easily when I am fussed at. 

Yes No 27. I feel someone will tell me I do things the wrong way. 

Yes No 28. I never get angry. 

Yes No 29. I wake up scared some of the time. 

Yes No 30. I worry when I go to bed at night. 

Yes No 31. It is hard for me to keep my mind on my schoolwork. 

Yes No 32. I never say things I shouldn't. 

Yes No 33. I wiggle in my seat a lot. 

Yes No 34. I am nervous. 

Yes No 35. A lot of people are against me. 

Yes No 36. I never lie. 

Yes No 37. I often worry about something bad happening to me. 
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UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 
School of Psychology 
GPO Box 252-30 • 
Hobart 
Tasmania 7001 
Australia 

RESEARCH PROJECT ON: FAMILY AND FRIENDS — HOW ARE THEY RELATED TO YOUR 
WORRIES? 

Dear Student 

My name is Holly Farndale, and I am studying at the University of Tasmania in the School of Psychology. I 
am being supervised by Dr Rosanne Burton-Smith and Dr Lain Montgomery. As part of my Masters 
program we are investigating issues concerned with general worry in teenagers and the different ways that 
parents and peers can affect how teenagers cope with their worries. I want to look at differences in 
teenagers from families where the mother and father are together, and families where there has been a 
divorce or a separation. The results of the study will help us to understand how worrying might be affected 
by different sorts of attachment. It will also help us to understand some of the issues arising from weak or 
strained relationships, and how conflict between parents and children, and peers can be dealt with 
effectively. I will be using questionnaires to look at differences in worry, teenagers attachment to their 
parents and friends, peer acceptance and aspects of parents' relationships. I will also need some personal 
information such as your age and gender, and who is in your family. The questionnaires will take 
approximately 30-45 minutes to complete. 

To ensure confidentiality, all questionnaire sheets will be anonymous. There is no need to add your name or 
any other identifying information other than your age and gender. So it will not be possible to identify you 
or link you with the answers that you give. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may find 
some of the questions personal and might feel uncomfortable answering them. However, you are free to 
withdraw from the study at any time, and you may choose not to answer any question(s) in the study. 
Please know that provisions have been made for professional counselling if needed without charge. Also, 
these questionnaires have been used with young people in previous studies without bad effects. 

You and your parents or guardians will need to fill out a consent form for you to participate in this study. 
Your name is included in this consent form. It will be stored separately from the questionnaire answers, so 
it will be impossible to identify individual participants. 

If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me on 0408687631 (email: 
hollyf@postoffice.utas.extu.au), or either of my supervisors, Rosanne Burton-Smith (03) 62262241 (email: 
R.BSmith@utas.edu.au)  or lain Montgomery (03) 6226 2386 (email: Iain.Montgomery@utas.edu.au),  at 
the Psychology Department of the University of Tasmania, Sandy Bay campus. Furthermore, if you have 
any concerns of an ethical nature or complaints about the manner in which this project is conducted, you 
may contact the Chair (03 62 267 569)) or Executive Officer ( 03 62 262 763) of the University Human 
Research Ethics Committee. This project has received ethical approval from the University Human 
Research Ethics Committee, as well as the Department of Education. You will be informed by letter of any 
significant findings during the course of the study, which might affect participants. If you are interested in 
the outcome of the research, don't hesitate to contact me or my supervisors after December 2002. 
You will be given copies of the information sheet and statement of informed consent to keep. Please know 
that your co-operation nd honesty in responses is greatly appreciated. 
Ypis ,sijcerely 

0 
Holly Farndale 

TRADITIONS OF EXCELLENCE 
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UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 
School of Psychology 
GPO Box 252-30 
Hobart 
Tasmania 7001 
Australia 

RESEARCH PROJECT ON: FAMILY AND FRIENDS — HOW ARE THEY RELATED TO YOUR 
WORRIES? 

Dear Parent/Guardian 

My name is Holly Farndale, and I am studying at the University of Tasmania in the School of Psychology. I 
am being supervised by Dr Rosanne Burton-Smith and Dr lain Montgomery. As part of my Masters 
program we are investigating issues concerned with general worry in teenagers and the different ways that 
parents and peers can affect how teenagers cope with their worries. I want to look at differences in 
teenagers from families where the mother and father are together, and families where there has been a 
divorce or a separation. The results of the study will help us to understand how worrying might be affected 
by different sorts of attachment. It will also help us to understand some of the issues arising from weak or 
strained relationships, and how conflict between parents and children, and peers can be dealt with 
effectively. I will be using questionnaires filled out by your child to look at differences in worry, teenagers' 
attachment to their parents and friends, peer acceptance and aspects of parents' relationships. I will also 
need some personal information such as your child's age and gender, and who is in their family. The 
questionnaires will take approximately 30-45 minutes to complete. 

To ensure confidentiality, all questionnaire sheets will be anonymous. There is no need for your child to 
add their name or any other identifying information other than their age and gender. So it will not be 
possible to identify your child or link them with the answers that they give. Their participation in this study 
is voluntary. Your child may find some of the questions personal and might feel uncomfortable answering 
them. However, they are free to withdraw from the study at any time, and also you are free to withdraw 
consent for your child to participate at any time. Your child may choose not to answer any question(s) in 
the study. Please know that provisions have been made for professional counselling if needed without 
charge. Also, these questionnaires have been used with young people in previous studies without bad 
effects. 

Your child and their parents or guardians will need to fill out a consent form each for the child to 
participate in this study. The parents/guardians and your child's name is included in this consent form. It 
will be stored separately from the questionnaire answers, so it will be impossible to identify individual 
participants. 

If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me on 0408687631 (email: 
hollyf@postoffice.edu.au),  or either of my supervisors, Rosanne Burton-Smith (03) 62262241 (email: 
R.BSmith@utas.edu.au),  or lain Montgomery (03) 6226 2386 (email: Iain.Montogmery@utas.edu.au),  at 
the Psychology Department of the University of Tasmania, Sandy Bay campus. Furthermore, if you have 
any concerns of an ethical nature or complaints about the manner in which this project is conducted, you 
may contact the Chair (03 62 267 569) or Executive Officer (03 62 262 763) of the University Human 
Research Ethics Committee. This project has received ethical approval from the University Human 
Research Ethics Committee, as well as the Department of Education. You will be informed by letter of any 
significant findings during the course of the study, which might affect participants. If you are interested in 
the outcome of the research, don't hesitate to contact me or my supervisors after December 2002. 
You will be given copies of the information sheet and statement of informed consent to keep. Please know 
that your co-operation and your child's co-operation and honesty in responses is greatly appreciated. 
Y scs)ncerely 

Holly Farndale 

TRADITIONS OF EXCELLENCE 



UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 
School of Psychology 
GPO Box 252-30 
Hobart 
Tasmania 7001 
Australia 

RESEARCH PROJECT ON: FAMILY AND FRIENDS — HOW ARE THEY RELATED TO YOUR 
WORRIES? 

Dear Parent/Guardian 

My name is Holly Famdale, and I am studying at the University of Tasmania in the School of Psychology. I 
am being supervised by Dr Rosanne Burton-Smith and Dr lain Montgomery. As part of my Masters 
prop-am we are investigating issues concerned with general worry in teenagers and the different ways that 
parents and peers can affect how teenagers cope with their worries. I want to look at differences in 
teenagers from families where the mother and father are together, and families where there has been a 
divorce or a separation. The results of the study will help us to understand how worrying might be affected 
by different sorts of attachment. It will also help us to understand some of the issues arising from weak or 
strained relationships, and how conflict between parents and children, and peers can be dealt with 
effectively. I will be using questionnaires filled out by your child to look at differences in worry, teenagers' 
attachment to their parents and friends, peer acceptance and aspects of parents' relationships. I will also 
need some personal information such as your child's age and gender, and who is in their family. The 
questionnaires will take approximately 30-45 minutes to complete. 

To ensure confidentiality, all questionnaire sheets will be anonymous. There is no need for your child to 
add their name or any other identifying information other than their age and gender. So it will not be 
possible to identify your child or link them with the answers that they give. Their participation in this study 
is voluntary. Your child may find some of the questions personal and might feel uncomfortable answering 
them. However, they are free to withdraw from the study at any time, and also you are free to withdraw 
consent for your child to participate at any time. Your child may choose not to answer any question(s) in 
the study. Please know that provisions have been made for professional counselling if needed without 
charge. Also, these questionnaires have been used with young people in previous studies without bad 
effects. 

Your child and their parents or guardians will need to fill out a consent form each for the child to 
participate in this study. The parents/guardians and your child's name is included in this consent form. It 
will be stored separately from the questionnaire answers, so it will be impossible to identify individual 
participants. 

If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me on 0408687631 (email: 
hollyf@postoffice.edu.au),  or either of my supervisors, Rosanne Burton-Smith (03)62262241 (email: 
R.BSinith@utas.edu.au),  or lain Montgomery (03) 6226 2386 (email: lain.Montogmery@utas.edu.au),  at 
the Psychology Department of the University of Tasmania, Sandy Bay campus. Furthermore, if you have 
any concerns of an ethical nature or complaints about the manner in which this project is conducted, you 
may contact the Chair (03 62 267 569) or Executive Officer (03 62 262 763) of the University Human 
Research Ethics Committee. This project has received ethical approval from the University Human 
Research Ethics Committee, as well as the Department of Education. You will be informed by letter of any 
significant findings during the course of the study, which might affect participants. If you are interested in 
the outcome of the research, don't hesitate to contact me or my supervisors after December 2002. 
You will be given copies of the information sheet and statement of informed consent to keep. Please know 
that your co-operation and your child's co-operation and honesty in responses is greatly appreciated. 
Yo serely

00 
 Le,  

VON4,14 
Holly Farndale 
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UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 

School of Psychology 
GPO Box 252-30 
Hobart 
Tasmania 7001 
Australia 

UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

I have read and understood the information letter and understand the procedures involved 
with this project. The nature and possible effects of the study have been explained to me. 
I understand that certain questions asked of myself may be personal and I may feel 
uncomfortable answering them. However, I know that I am free to withdraw from the 
study at any time, and I may choose not to answer any question(s) in the study. I am also 
aware that I may withdraw my consent at any time and that my participation in this 
project is voluntary. I understand that all research data will be treated as confidential. I 
have had an opportunity to ask questions and have them answered to my satisfaction. I 
agree that research data gathered for the study may be published provided that I cannot be 
identified as a participant. 

I agree that I, 	 (name), may take part in this project 
and understand that I or my parent/guardian may withdraw consent at any time. 

Name: 

Signature: 	  Date: 	 

I have explained this project and the implications of participation in it to both the 
volunteer and their parent/guardian and I believe that the consent is informed and that 
they both understand the implications of participation. 

Name of investigator: 	  

Signature of investigator: 	 Date: 	 

TRADITIONS OF EXCELLENCE 
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UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 

School of Psychology 
GPO Box 252-30 
Hobart 
Tasmania 7001 
Australia 

UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

I have read and understood the information letter and understand the procedures involved 
with this project. The nature and possible effects of the study have been explained to me. 
I understand that certain questions asked of my child may be personal and they might feel 
uncomfortable answering them. However, I know my child is free to withdraw from the 
study at any time, and my child may choose not to answer any question(s) in the study. I 
am also aware that I may withdraw my consent at any time and that my child's 
participation in this project is voluntary. I understand that all research data will be 
treated as confidential. I have had an opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered to my satisfaction. I agree that research data gathered for the study may be 
published provided that my child cannot be identified as a participant. 

I agree that 	 (name of child), who is under my 
guardianship, may take part in this project and understand that I or my child may 
withdraw consent at any time without prejudice. 

Name of Parent(s) or Guardian: 	  

Signature of Parent(s) or Guardian: 	  Date: 

I have explained this project and the implications of participation in it to both the 
volunteer and their parent/guardian and I believe that the consent is informed and that 
they both understand the implications of participation. 

Name of investigator: 	  

Signature of investigator: 	 Date: 	 

TRADITIONS OF EXCELLENCE .  
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UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 

School of Psychology 
GPO Box 252-30 
Hobart 
Tasmania 7001 
Australia 

UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

I have read and understood the information letter and understand the procedures involved 
with this project. The nature and possible effects of the study have been explained to me. 
I understand that certain questions asked of my child may be personal and they might feel 
uncomfortable answering them. However, I know my child is free to withdraw from the 
study at any time, and my child may choose not to answer any question(s) in the study. I 
am also aware that I may withdraw my consent at any time and that my child's 
participation in this project is voluntary. I understand that all research data will be 
treated as confidential. I have had an opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered to my satisfaction. I agree that research data gathered for the study may be 
published provided that my child cannot be identified as a participant. 

I agree that 	 (name of child), who is under my 
guardianship, may take part in this project and understand that I or my child may 
withdraw consent at any time without prejudice. 

Name of Parent(s) or Guardian: 	  

Signature of Parent(s) or Guardian: 	  Date: 	 

I have explained this project and the implications of participation in it to both the 
volunteer and their parent/guardian and I believe that the consent is informed and that 
they both understand the implications of participation. 

Name of investigator: 	  

Signature of investigator: 	 Date: 	 

TRADITIONS OF EXCELLENCE 



Appendix D: a)Letter Given to Principals, b)Letter Given to Parents Without 

Partners Support Group, c) Example of Advertisement Used 



Dear 

I am writing to request an appointment with you to discuss the possibility of conducting my 
research in your school concerning the issue of anxiety amongst adolescents. 

I have just completed my first year of a Masters degree in Psychology at the University of 
Tasmania and am in the process of completing my second year. The research I would like to 
conduct is part of the requirements for my degree. I am studying the contributory role of 
factors such as the quality of attachment to parents and friends to anxiety and its alleviation 
in adolescents aged 13-15 years. This study follows some preliminary research I conducted in 
South Austrialia. I feel this is an important area of research, given the stresses that young 
people experience today. The proposal for my research has been given approval by the School 
of Psychology University of Tasmania, Southern Tasmania Social Sciences Human Research 
Ethics Committee of the University of Tasmania, and the Departmental Consultative 
Research Committee of the Tasmanian Department of Education. 

In order to recruit participants, my research project will need to be advertised in schools, for 
example in the school newsletter, or by me having an opportunity to speak to students and 
staff about my project. Interested students or parents can then contact me. In this case an 
information letter and consent forms for both students and their parents will be given to the 
students. Once informed consent has been obtained, students will be asked to individually 
complete some questionnaires away from the classroom in a quiet location within the school. 
It might be possible for students to complete the questionnaires in small groups at a 
convenient time during the school day (a maximum of 10 students per group). 

The estimated time for completion of the questionnaires and the introduction and conclusion 
of the administration is 40-60 minutes. It is anticipated that the time of administration will be 
negotiated with the teacher prior to the date, to minimise disruptions and avoid the time 
coinciding with scheduled learning activities. Teachers will not be required to become 
involved in any way in the administration of the questionnaires. 

The topic of my research may be relevant to the curriculum taught in your school, for 
example in school subjects covering health and human development I would be happy to 
become involved in information or discussion sessions related to my research as a service to 
your schooL 

I hope that you can find the time in your busy schedule to meet with me and one of my 
supervisors, Dr. Rosanne Burton Smith. We would like to discuss with you our preliminary 
ideas. We would also be very interested to hear your suggestions that may benefit our 
research. 

I can be contacted by phone (0408687631) or you can e-mail me: hollvf@oostoftice.utas.edu.au .  

Thank you for your time. 

Yours sincerely 

Holly Ferndale 
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Dear 

I am writing to request an appointment with you to discuss the possibility of conducting my 
research, with adolescent children of members of your group, concerning the issue of anxiety 
amongst adolescents. 

I have just completed my first year of a Masters degree in Psychology at the University of 
Tasmania and am in the process of completing my second year. The research I would like to 
conduct is part of the requirements for my degree. I am studying the contributory role of 
factors such as the quality of attachment to parents and friends, peer rejection/acceptance, 
parental conflict, and family structure to anxiety in adolescents aged 13-15 years. This study 
follows some preliminary research I conducted in South Australia. I feel this is an important 
area of research, given the stresses that young people experience today. The proposal for my 
research has been given approval by the School of Psychology University of Tasmania, 
Southern Tasmania Social Sciences Human Research Ethics Committee of the University of 
Tasmania, and the Departmental Consultative Research Committee of the Tasmanian 
Department of Education. 

In order to recruit participants, I would like to advertise my research project in your group's 
newsletter, or by me having an opportunity to speak about my project to your members. 
Interested adolescents or parents can then contact me. In this case an information letter and 
consent forms for both adolescents and their parents will be given to the adolescents. Once 
informed consent has been obtained, adolescents will be asked to individually complete some 
questionnaires. It might be possible for adolescents to complete the questionnaires in small 
groups at a convenient time (a maximum of 10 adolescents per group). 

The estimated time for completion of the questionnaires and the introduction and conclusion 
of the administration is 40-60 minutes. Members of your group will not be required to 
become involved in the administration of the questionnaires. 

The topic of my research may be relevant to discussions held by your group. I would be 
happy to b&ome involved in information or discussion sessions related to my research as a 
service to your group. 

I hope that you can find the time in your schedule to meet with me and one of my 
supervisors, Dr. Rosanne Burton Smith. We would like to discuss with you our preliminary 
ideas. We would also be very interested to hear your suggestions that may benefit our 
research. 

I can be contacted by phone (0408687631) or you can e-mail me: hollyf@postoffice.utas.edu.au .  

Thank you for your time. 

Yours sincerely 

Holly Famdale 
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FAMILY AND FRIENDS - HOW ARE THEY RELATED TO TEENAGERS' 
WORRIES? 

• ANY GUYS AGED 13-15yrs (INCLUSIVE) INTERESTED? 

• WHAT IS THE STUDY ABOUT? 
My name is Holly Farndale and I am a Psychology student at the University of 
Tasmania_ As part of my Master of Clinical Psychology program I am 
investigating issues concerned with general worries in teenagers and the different 
ways that parents and friends can affect how teenagers cope with their worries. I 
have gained about half the amount of needed teenagers to participate, and now 
am looking for males aged 13-15 to participate. 

• QUESTIONNAIRE 
The study involves teenagers filling out a questionnaire individually, amongst a 
group of no more than 10 at a time, in school hours, that will take approximately 
30-45 minutes to complete. The questionnaires will be used to look at differences 
in worry, teenagers' relationships with their parents and friends, peer 
acceptance, and aspects of parents' relationships. The questionnaire answers are 
kept confidential. There is no need to add names or any other identifying 
information other than the age and gender of the teenager and their family 
members. 

• CONSENT FORMS 
To participate in this study, teenagers and their parents need to fill out a consent 
form each, which can be collected from and returned to the school's office. 
Names are included in this consent form, however they are stored separately 
from the teenager's questionnaire answers, so it will be imposAible to identify 
individual participants or their family. 

YOUR HELP WOULD BE GREATLY APPRECIATED! IF YOU HAVE ANY 
FURTHER QUERIES PLEASE DO NOT HESITATE TO CONTACT 

HOLLY FARNDALE ON: 0408687631 
OR EMAIL: hollyf@postoffice.utas.edu.au  
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Appendix E: Classification of the Data Set Variables Requiring Label Values 

GENDER gender 
Value Label 
1.00 Male 
2.00 Female 

PARENTAL parental divorce/separation status 
- Value Label 

1.00 Together 
2.00 Separated/Divorced 

PARAS2 parent attachment High/Low 
Value Label 
1.0 Low 
2.0 High 

PAS2 peer attachment High/Low 
Value Label 
1.0 Low 
2.0 High 
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masters2 data without variable that has FAS=0 

Id gender age parental daywitfa daywitmo peeracep anxiety physanx worryanx 
1 1.00 Male 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 68.00 3.00 2.00 1.00 
2 2.00 Male 13.00 Separat .33 .67 68.00 4.00 2.00 1.00 
3 3.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 77.00 3.00 2.00 - 	1.00 
4 4.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 90.00 2.00 .00 2.00 
5 5.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 72.00 15.00 4.00 8.00 
6 6.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 68.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 
7 7.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 72.00 3.00 2.00 .00 
8 8.00 Female 14.00 Separat .00 1.00 64.00 13.00 2.00 7.00 
9 9.00 Male 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 72.00 11.00 6.00 1.00 

10 10.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 61.00 26.00 9.00 10.00 
11 11.00 Female 14.00 Separat .00 1.00 64.00 25.00 8.00 10.00 
12 12.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 77.00 17.00 3.00 8.00 
13 15.00 Male 13.00 Separat 1.00 1.00 61.00 16.00 5.00 8.00 
14 16.00 Female 14.00 Separat .20 .80 71.00 20.00 7.00 8.00 
15 17.00 Female 15.00 Separat .27 .73 94.00 1.00 1.00 .00 
16 18.00 Female 14.00 Separat 1.00 .00 72.00 10.00 1.00 7.00 
17 20.00 Female 13.00 Separat .53 .00 40.00 19.00 5.00 9.00 
18 22.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 43.00 10.00 1.00 4.00 
19 24.00 Female 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 77.00 5.00 3.00 1.00 
20 26.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 73.00 12.00 4.00 6.00 
21 27.00 Female 15.00 Separat .17 .83 73.00 15.00 5.00 6.00 
22 28.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 73.00 9.00 6.00 .00 
23 29.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 66.00 17.00 5.00 6.00 
24 30.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 75.00 21.00 8.00 8.00 
25 32.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 55.00 19.00 6.00 8.00 
26 33.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 72.00 7.00 2.00 3.00 

6/13/2005 3:04:45 PM 1/12 



masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

socanx agesep pastconf presconf mas fas pas paras paras2 pas2 
1 .00 . .00 1.67 5.89 5.82 4.68 5.9 High Low 
2 1.00 4.00 1.66 2.35 4.89 3.39 5.56 4.1 Low High 
3 .00 . .00 1.89 6.11 6.86 4.92 6.5 High Low 
4 .00 . .00 1.44 5.86 6.07 6.80 6.0 High High 
5 3.00 1.00 .00 1.88 6.07 2.71 4.92 4.4 Low Low 
6 2.00 . .00 1.67 5.89 5.75 6.36 5.8 High High 
7 1.00 . .00 1.78 6.79 5.75 6.72 6.3 High High 
8 4.00 4.00 .00 2.29 5.89 1.72 5.44 3.8 Low High 
9 4.00 . .00 2.89 4.07 6.11 5.76 5.1 High High 

10 7.00 . .00 3.29 4.36 3.43 5.36 3.9 Low High 
11 7.00 2.00 2.00 1.73 6.04 4.54 4.60 5.3 High Low 
12 6.00 5.00 2.00 1.50 5.32 4.46 5.92 4.9 High High 
13 3.00 10.00 3.89 1.22 5.43 1.54 4.56 3.5 Low Low 
14 5.00 2.00 1.44 1.56 4.43 2.11 5.16 3.3 Low High 
15 .00 11.00 2.38 3.78 4.54 5.54 5.88 5.0 High High 
16 2.00 11.00 5.00 4.00 3.54 3.50 7.00 3.5 Low High 
17 5.00 .00 .00 2.26 2.21 4.11 3.20 3.2 Low Low 
18 5.00 . .00 1.71 5.64 5.46 4.12 5.6 High Low 
19 1.00 . .00 2.00 6.36 5.82 5.48 6.1 High High 
20 2.00 . .00 1.44 4.43 4.86 4.80 4.6 High Low 
21 4.00 14.00 3.63 2.75 5.07 4.18 5.60 4.6 Low High 
22 3.00 5.00 2.94 2.78 5.43 3.68 5.08 4.6 Low Low 
23 6.00 12.00 3.94 3.22 4.96 1.64 5.84 3.3 Low High 
24 5.00 .00 .00 2.89 4.61 1.43 6.04 3.0 Low High 
25 5.00 . .00 2.89 2.11 3.04 5.84 2.6 Low High 
26 2.00 . .00 2.56 5.07 3.71 5.60 4.4 Low High 

6/13/2005 3:04:46 PM 2/12 



masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

mastrust mascomm masalien fastrust fascomm fasalien pastrust pascomm pasalien 
1 6.40 5.10 1.75 6.30 5.00 1.75 5.30 3.38 2.71 
2 5.30 4.00 2.50 3.90 3.10 5.63 6.30 4.75 2.57 
3 6.70 5.40 1.75 7.00 6.80 1.25 5.10 4.63 3.00 
4 6.60 5.20 2.25 6.70 5.50 2.00 6.90 7.00 1.57 
5 6.70 5.40 1.88 2.50 2.30 4.50 5.90 4.63 4.14 
6 6.90 5.70 3.13 6.70 5.40 3.00 6.90 6.38 2.43 
7 6.90 6.30 1.63 5.80 5.10 1.50 7.00 6.88 1.86 
8 6.70 6.10 3.38 3.00 1.00 6.50 6.20 5.50 4.00 
9 4.10 4.30 4.25 6.30 6.40 2.25 6.70 5.13 3.00 

10 5.10 4.60 4.88 4.20 3.60 5.75 5.60 6.38 4.50 
11 6.70 4.60 2.75 6.30 3.20 3.13 4.40 4.75 3.29 
12 6.50 4.40 3.00 5.40 3.60 3.63 6.40 5.88 2.83 
13 6.30 4.80 2.88 1.30 1.60 6.25 5.10 4.25 4.67 
14 5.20 4.10 4.13 2.90 1.60 6.25 5.30 6.25 4.50 
15 4.80 4.60 3.88 5.80 5.50 2.75 6.00 6.00 2.29 
16 4.00 3.60 5.50 4.10 3.40 5.13 7.00 7.00 1.00 
17 2.10 2.10 5.75 4.70 3.90 4.38 3.90 2.38 4.83 
18 6.50 4.20 1.63 6.30 3.90 1.63 4.20 4.13 4.00 
19 6.70 6.00 1.63 6.60 5.70 3.00 6.50 5.13 3.57 
20 5.10 4.80 4.13 5.90 4.10 2.88 5.80 5.00 5.17 
21 5.70 4.90 3.50 5.30 3.90 4.88 6.40 5.75 3.83 
22 6.00 5.50 3.38 3.70 3.00 4.50 5.70 5.25 4.17 
23 5.30 4.50 2.88 1.50 1.40 5.88 6.10 6.00 2.83 
24 5.40 4.50 4.25 1.60 1.00 6.25 6.60 6.63 3:43 
25 2.30 1.50 5.38 4.10 1.00 3.75 6.20 5.38 2.14 
26 5.60 4.50 2.88 4.20 3.20 4.25 6.00 5.63 3.00 
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masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

id gender age parental daywitfa daywitmo peeracep anxiety physanx worryanx 
27 34.00 Female 13.00 Separat .00 1.00 72.00 19.00 7.00 6.00 
28 35.00 Female 13.00 Separat .87 .13 96.00 15.00 9.00 3.00 
29 36.00 Female 1.3.00 Together 1.00 1.00 77.00 18.00 9.00 7.00 
30 37.00 Female 14.00 Separat 1.00 .00 62.00 10.00 1.00 7.00 
31 38.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 73.00 18.00 5.00 8.00 
32 39.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 70.00 15.00 3.00 6.00 
33 40.00 Female 14.00 Separat 1.00 .00 84.00 15.00 6.00 6.00 
34 41.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 75.00 2.00 1.00 .00 
35 42.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 81.00 19.00 5.00 11.00 
36 43.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 73.00 5.00 1.00 2.00 
37 44.00 Female 15.00 Separat .20 .80 95.00 3.00 2.00 .00 
38 45.00 Male 13.00 Separat .17 .83 54.00 8.00 1.00 2.00 
39 46.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 83.00 8.00 3.00 4.00 
40 47.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 79.00 8.00 3.00 2.00 
41 48.00 Female 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 89.00 12.00 1.00 9.00 
42 49.00 Female 14.00 Separat .53 .47 71.00 11.00 2.00 5.00 
43 50.00 Female 13.00 Separat .00 1.00 92.00 6.00 .00 5.00 
44 51.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 72.00 10.00 4.00 4.00 
45 52.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 92.00 10.00 2.00 7.00 
46 53.00 Female 15.00 Separat .93 .07 88.00 11.00 5.00 3.00 
47 54.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 92.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 
48 55.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 .00 91.00 13.00 3.00 5.00 
49 56.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 67.00 17.00 3.00 8.00 
50 57.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 53.00 14.00 3.00 5.00 
51 58.00 Male 15.00 Separat .20 .80 71.00 7.00 3.00 .00 
52 59.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 86.00 5.00 2.00 2.00 
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masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

socanx agesep pastconf presconf mas fas pas paras paras2 pas2 
27 6.00 4.00 3.30 2.72 5.64 4.32 5.76 5.0 High High 
28 3.00 12.00 4.22 2.93 5.39 3.89 5.56 4.6 Low High 
29 2.00 . 100 1.89 6.29 6.11 6.04 6.2 High High 
30 2.00 7.00 4.20 2.26 5.64 6.64 4.52 6.1 High Low 
31 5.00 . .00 3.56 3.00 2.79 5.84 2.9 Low High 
32 6.00 1.00 2.56 1.44 4.93 3.68 6.52 4.3 Low High 
33 3.00 7.00 4.67 4.04 1.64 5.96 6.52 3.8 Low High 
34 1.00 . .00 2.11 4.79 5.14 6.00 5.0 High High 
35 3.00 . .00 2.33 3.54 3.86 4.60 3.7 Low Low 
36 2.00 . .00 3.00 3.29 3.46 4.56 3.4 Low Low 
37 1.00 13.00 4.22 3.72 3.96 5.89 6.24 4.9 High High 
38 5.00 9.00 2.44 2.28 5.89 5.86 4.28 5.9 High Low 
39 1.00 . .00 1.33 6.79 5.00 7.00 5.9 High High 
40 3.00 . .00 2.00 5.00 2.14 5.40 3.6 Low High 
41 2.00 . .00 2.00 5.82 5.68 6.12 5.8 High High 
42 4.00 9.00 1.78 2.26 4.46 4.75 4.56 4.6 Low Low 
43 1.00 .00 2.86 2.61 4.68 5.86 6.56 5.3 High High 
44 2.00 .00 2.00 5.71 5.68 5.96 5.7 High High 
45 1.00 3.00 4.50 2.33 4.75 3.82 5.84 4.3 Low High 
46 3.00 4.00 4.89 2.83 2.25 3.14 4.84 2.7 Low Low 
47 1.00 . .00 1.22 6.39 6.14 6.52 6.3 High High 
48 5.00 .00 3.02 1.84 3.71 5.29 3.04 4.5 Low Low 
49 6.00 . .00 2.22 3.89 3.93 5.72 3.9 Low High 
50 6.00 . .00 3.00 3.54 3.57 5.00 3.6 Low Low 
51 4.00 12.00 3.80 4.75 2.46 4.82 4.84 3.6 Low Low 
52 1.00 . .00 2.22 4.36 4.64 4.20 4.5 Low Low 
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masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

mastrust mascomm masalien fastrust fascomm fasalien pastrust pascomm pasalien 
27 6.60 5.30 3.13 5.40 4.40 5.13 6.60 5.75 3.43 
28 5.60 5.50 3.00 4.10 3.80 4.25 6.00 6.13 4.00 
29 6.50 6.00 1.63 6.40 5.80 1.88 6.10 5.88 1.88 
30 6.10 4.70 1.75 6.60 6.70 1.38 4.13 4.13 3.14 
31 2.80 2.40 4.00 3.50 2.10 4.88 6.40 5.88 3.00 
32 5.50 5.20 4.13 4.10 3.50 4.63 6.90 6.75 2.29 
33 1.80 1.20 6.00 6.70 5.50 2.38 7.00 7.00 2.71 
34 5.40 4.10 3.13 5.90 4.30 2.75 6.30 6.00 2.43 
35 4.80 3.40 5.13 5.70 2.30 4.50 5.20 4.63 4.29 
36 3.10 3.20 4.38 5.00 1.70 4.25 4.50 5.88 4.86 
37 4.00 4.10 4.25 6.00 6.00 2.38 6.60 6.13 2.14 
38 6.10 5.80 2.13 5.60 6.00 2.00 5.20 2.63 3.14 
39 6.30 7.00 1.13 5.40 4.20 2.50 7.00 7.00 1.00 
40 5.80 4.90 3.88 2.40 1.70 5.63 5.80 6.50 3.43 
41 6.50 5.40 2.50 6.40 5.00 2.38 6.60 6.25 2.71 
42 5.50 3.60 3.75 5.40 4.40 3.63 4.80 4.63 3.86 
43 5.30 4.30 3.63 6.90 4.50 1.75 7.00 6.50 2.00 
44 5.80 5.40 2.00 6.50 4.90 2.25 6.00 6.75 3.00 
45 5.50 4.30 3.63 4.40 3.60 4.25 5.70 5.50 2.43 
46 2.50 1.90 5.50 2.80 4.20 5.75 6.00 4.38 4.29 
47 6.60 6.20 1.63 6.60 5.50 1.63 6.70 6.13 1.29 
48 4.70 3.70 5.50 6.30 5.00 3.63 4.10 3.00 6.43 
49 5.20 3.50 5.25 5.00 3.90 5.38 6.50 6.25 4.00 
50 3.80 3.30 4.50 4.00 3.60 4.75 5.30 5.13 3.57 
51 2.20 2.25 4.38 5.00 4.00 2.38 5.60 3.13 2.29 
52 4.40 3.70 3.13 5.20 3.60 2.75 5.40 3.00 3.50 
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masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

Id gender age parental daywitfa daywitmo peeracep anxiety physanx worryanx 
53 60.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 45.00 16.00 3.00 9.00 
54 61.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 74.00 5.00 3.00 2.00 
55 62.00 Male 13.60 Together 1.00 1.00 69.00 13.00 4.00 8.00 
56 63.00 Male 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 84.00 10.00 3.00 5.00 
57 64.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 51.00 26.00 9.00 10.00 
58 65.00 Male 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 45.00 10.00 3.00 2.00 
59 66.00 Male 14.00 Separat .00 1.00 68.00 8.00 1.00 6.00 
60 67.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 75.00 1.00 .00 1.00 
61 69.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 77.00 8.00 4.00 4.00 
62 70.00 Male 14.00 Separat .17 .83 40.00 23.00 7.00 10.00 
63 71.00 Male 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 65.00 6.00 2.00 2.00 
64 72.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 69.00 11.00 3.00 4.00 
65 73.00 Male 15.00 Separat .50 .50 68.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 
66 74.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 69.00 6.00 3.00 1.00 
67 76.00 Male 15.00 Separat .07 .93 69.00 16.00 4.00 9.00 
68 77.00 Male 14.00 Separat .33 .67 53.00 15.00 4.00 6.00 
69 78.00 Male 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 72.00 12.00 1.00 7.00 
70 79.00 Female 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 82.00 5.00 2.00 2.00 
71 80.00 Female 15.00 Separat .00 1.00 90.00 7.00 2.00 4.00 
72 81.00 Female 14.00 Separat .00 1.00 82.00 23.00 7.00 11.00 
73 82.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 66.00 9.00 2.00 5.00 
74 83.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 50.00 13.00 1.00 7.00 
75 84.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 84.00 13.00 3.00 7.00 

76 85.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 54.00 14.00 3.00 8.00 
77 86.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 96.00 8.00 4.00 4.00 
78 87.00 Male 15.00 Together 1.00 1.00 96.00 3.00 2.00 .00 
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masters2 data without variable that has FAS=0 

socanx agesep pastconf presconf mas fas pas paras paras2 pas2 
53 4.00 . .00 2.22 5.00 5.18 1.92 5.1 High Low 
54 .00 . .00 2.22 4.86 6.57 4.20 5.7 High Low 
55 1.00 . .00 1.78 5.57 5.00 4.08 .  5.3 High Low 
56 2.00 .00 2.29 6.54 6.50 6.04 6.5 High High 
57 7.00 . .00 2.22 3.00 3.00 2.96 3.0 Low Low 
58 5.00 9.00 4.00 3.11 2.75 4.04 3.68 3.4 Low Low 
59 1.00 14.00 3.89 2.00 3.36 1.68 4.44 2.5 Low Low 
60 .00 . .00 1.00 5.54 5.46 4.84 5.5 High Low 
61 .00 . .00 1.78 5.11 5.50 6.64 5.3 High High 
62 6.00 7.00 2.78 3.00 4.18 4.96 3.48 4.6 Low Low 
63 2.00 4.00 3.00 1.52 5.46 2.43 6.64 3.9 Low High 
64 4.00 . .00 3.00 5.68 6.21 6.32 5.9 High High 
65 1.00 13.00 1.56 2.89 4.04 5.00 3.64 4.5 Low Low 
66 2.00 . .00 1.44 4.71 4.61 3.88 4.7 High Low 
67 3.00 2.00 4.00 1.26 5.18 5.39 5.40 5.3 High High 
68 5.00 13.00 1.89 2.67 3.36 5.64 2.00 4.5 Low Low 
69 4.00 6.00 2.71 1.91 5.75 5.11, 4.72 5.4 High Low 
70 1.00 . .00 3.00 5.25 2.54 5.08 3.9 Low Low 
71 1.00 15.00 2.67 2.56 5.32 4.64 5.76 5.0 High Low 
72 5.00 7.00 4.57 3.69 3.57 2.04 5.44 2.8 Low High 
73 2.00 . .00 2.44 3.96 4.00 5.08 4.0 Low Low 
74 5.00 . .00 2.33 4.96 3.86 5.84 4.4 Low High 
75 3.00 . .00 1.11 6.79 6.71 6.12 6.8 High High 
76 3.00 . .00 1.88 4.54 4.75 5.84 4.6 High High 
77 .00 . .00 2.88 5.39 4.50 6.72 4.9 High High 
78 1.00 . .00 3.11 6.64 4.11 5.92 5.4 High High 
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masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

mastrust mascomm masalien fastrust fascomm fasalien pastrust pascomm pasalien 
53 6.40 4.10 3.63 6.40 4.50 3.50 2.40 1.13 5.86 
54 5.20 4.70 3.38 6.80 6.50 1.63 4.80 3.38 3.71 
55 6.50 5.00 . 2.63 6.00 4.00 2.63 5.70 2.88 4.86 
56 6.70 6.30 1.38 6.80 6.40 1.75 6.40 6.00 2.43 
57 4.00 2.50 5.63 3.50 2.50 5.00 4.10 3.38 5.14 
58 2.70 2.80 5.25 4.20 5.00 5.38 3.60 3.75 4.29 
59 4.00 2.30 4.13 1.60 1.00 5.38 5.00 3.75 3.57 
60 6.10 4.90 2.38 6.30 4.70 2.63 5.20 4.38 3.14 
61 6.10 4.10 2.88 6.60 4.10 2.13 7.00 7.00 2.29 
62 5.10 4.40 5.25 6.30 3.90 3.38 3.80 3.75 5.29 
63 6.00 6.63 3.00 1.60 1.60 3.50 7.00 7.00 2.29 
64 6.10 5.40 2.50 6.60 5.80 1.75 6.80 6.13 2.14 
65 5.30 2.40 3.50 6.50 2.70 2.00 4.30 1.88 3.29 
66 5.30 4.10 3.25 5.30 4.00 3.50 4.30 3.13 3.86 
67 6.60 4.00 3.13 6.80 4.90 3.75 5.80 5.13 2.86 
68 4.70 3.20 6.13 6.70 6.00 4.13 1.00 1.13 3.57 
69 5.70 5.50 1.88 4.70 5.40 2.75 5.20 4.13 3.29 
70 5.40 5.60 3.38 2.70 2.30 5.38 4.90 5.13 2.71 
71 5.70 5.00 2.75 5.80 4.00 4.00 6.20 5.75 2.86 
72 3.60 4.10 5.13 2.40 1.40 5.63 5.80 5.38 3.00 
73 4.20 3.80 4.13 5.10 3.10 4.25 5.60 4.50 3.00 
74 6.20 4.10 4.00 5.70 3.10 5.50 6.40 5.50 2.57 
75 6.90 6.50 1.38 7.00 6.30 1.13 6.40 6.25 2.43 
76 5.30 4.20 4.00 5.80 3.90 3.50 6.30 5.75 2.71 
77 5.00 5.80 2.63 4.90 4.10 3.50 6.90 6.63 1.43 
78 7.00 6.30 1.38 5.50 3.30 4.63 6.70 5.38 2.57 
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masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

id gender age parental daywitfa daywitmo peeracep anxiety physanx worryanx 
79 88.00 Male 13.00 Separat .93 .07 57.00 14.00 5.00 3.00 
80 89.00 Male 13.00 Separat .04 .96 88.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 
81 90.00 Male 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 67.00 13.00 8.00 1.00 
82 91.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 89.00 1.00 1.00 .00 
83 92.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 67.00 7.00 2.00 3.00 
84 93.00 Male 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 72.00 10.00 4.00 4.00 
85 94.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 79.00 9.00 1.00 8.00 
86 95.00 Male 14.00 Together 1.00 1.00 76.00 18.00 8.00 6.00 
87 96.00 Male 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 79.00 8.00 2.00 4.00 
88 13.00 Male 13.00 Separat .13 .87 59.00 25.00 8.00 11.00 
89 14.00 Male 13.00 Separat .80 .20 82.00 2.00 .00 .00 
90 19.00 Male 15.00 Separat .20 .80 67.00 5.00 .00 4.00 
91 21.00 Female 13.00 Together 1.00 1.00 46.00 27.00 9.00 11.00 
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masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

socanx agesep pastconf presconf mas fas pas paras paras2 pas2 
79 6.00 6.00 3.17 2.78 5.18 3.68 .3.28 4.4 Low Low 
80 .00 2.00 3.50 2.41 4.36 4.61 4.20 4.5 Low Low 
81 4.00 . .00 ' 	2.25 4.50 5.68 3.68 . 	5.1 High Low 
82 .00 . .00 1.44 5.82 6.71 5.52 6.3 High High 
83 2.00 . .00 2.33 4.79 4.71 3.60 4.8 High Low 
84 2.00 . .00 2.11 4.93 5.36 4.60 5.1 High Low 
85 .00 . .00 2.11 5.96 5.36 4.04 5.7 High Low 
86 4.00 . .00 1.78 5.36 5.54 3.84 5.5 High Low 
87 2.00 . .00 2.44 6.11 5.07 4.44 5.6 High Low 
88 6.00 5.00 2.44 2.82 4.86 4.29 4.44 4.6 Low Low 
89 2.00 .00 2.00 1.63 5.54 5.36 4.48 5.5 High Low 
90 1.00 4.00 1.43 1.48 4.18 4.25 5.56 4.2 Low High 
91 7.00 . .00 2.78 3.32 4.18 3.76 3.8 Low Low 

6/13/2005 3:04:53 PM 11/12 



masters2 data without variable that has FASO 

mastrust mascomm masalien fastrust fascomm fasalien pastrust pascomm pasalien 
79 6.50 3.80 4.00 4.60 3.30 5.00 2.70 3.25 3.86 
80 5.40 3.10 3.38 5.10 4.00 3.25 5.40 1.38 2.29 
81 5.80 4.30 4.88 6.10 5.80 3.00 4.60 2.88 4.57 
82 6.10 5.40 2.00 7.00 6.60 1.50 6.20 4.88 2.71 
83 4.70 4.30 2.50 5.40 3.50 2.63 4.50 2.63 4.57 
84 6.00 4.80 4.25 5.80 4.90 2.63 4.90 4.00 3.14 
85 5.70 5.90 1.63 5.50 5.40 2.88 4.10 3.88 3.86 
86 6.00 4.90 2.88 6.70 4.90 3.13 4.00 3.88 4.43 
87 6.80 5.50 2.00 5.40 5.00 3.25 5.20 2.88 2.86 
88 5.50 5.30 4.50 4.80 4.50 4.63 4.60 4.88 4.29 
89 6.50 4.10 1.50 5.80 3.90 1.38 4.90 3.25 2.71 
90 4.80 2.80 3.00 5.60 2.90 3.75 5.90 5.63 3.00 
91 4.00 3.90 6.25 5.10 4.20 5.00 3.40 5.25 5.43 
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Appendix G: Statistical Procedures Involved in Participant Information 
Reporting 
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Vand Male 
Female 
Total 

Frequen. 
27 
22 
49 

I N 	Valid 	I 	49 
I 	Missinq 	0  

DOSUiPtill/1 Statisti. 

Msamurn Maximum 
	

Mean 
	

Std. Deviation 

Age in Years 
6304 970500302) 44 

13.00 15.00 14.0455 .83400 

      

Descriptives - Gender = 2 (Female) 

Descripthe Statist. 

  

Maim. maximum Mean Std. 0009001111 

Age In Years 
%/acid N (tstwise) 

47 
47 

13.00 15.00 14.3617 .71501 

     

Frequencies - Parental Divorce Status = 1 (Together) 

... 

Descriptives - Gender = 1 (Male) Univariate Analysis of Variance 

Eletween-Subbrds Factors 

1/308 13004 N 
Gender 1.00 

dill 

44 
2.00 47 

751211121 
Diverce/Separaten 

1.00 

200 
49 

Status 42 

0..iPrive Statistics 

Dependent Variable Age in Years 

Gender 	P.m. Mean Std. Deviation N 
Male 	Together 140741 18082 27 

Separaled/Divorced 14.0000 .91541 17 
To. 1433455 .83400 44 

Female 	Together 14.3636 .72673 22 
Separated/Divorced 14.3E00 .75719 25 
Total 14.3617 .73501 47 

Total 	TO011071. 14.2041 .76321 49 
Separated/Divorced 142143 .84205 42 
Total 14.2086 .79605 91 

Levenes Test of Equality of Emsr Variances. 
Gender 

Dependent VarLsble: Age in Years 

Cumulate. dfl 012 	j Dis 
Percent Vabi Percent Percent 1.124 	3 	87 1 	.344  

55.1 55.1 551 
Tests the nue hypothesis that the error variance 04 588 dependent variable Is equal across groups. 

44.9 
1005 

44.9 
100.0 

100.0 
a. Design: Intece745000NDER4P40ENTAL4GES8,IER • PARENTAL 

Frequencies - Parental Divorce Status = 2 (Separated/Divorced) 

Statistics 

8872005 I 

Gender 

0  

Gender  

Frequency Percent Vallit PerceN 
Cianulative 

Percent 

Valid 	Male 
Female 
Total 

17 
25 
42 

40.5 
59.5 

1000 

40.5 
59.5 

1000 

40.5 
100.0 

Tests of Between-Subjects Ethers 

Dependerd Variable: Age in Years 

Type 01 Sum 
a/ Squares dr Mean Square F Sto. 

Part. Eta 
Squared I nth ,c 87 

ET-2
4
 4
 E •  

4uH
. 

'akfi.4 

91 
90 

Pages 	 ff990  

Teats of Setween-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Venable: Age in Years 

Scarce 
Noree08, 

P41051,185 
Observed 

Po-we 
C01111ded Model 3.706 

AM
 4  

Intercept 28296 822 
GENDER 3.701 
PARENTAL .053 
GENDER • PARENTAL ma 
Error 
Total 
Corrected Total 

a. Cornputed usim alpha e .05 

0.5 Squared • .041 (Adjusted R Squared e .005) 

1 56 
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Appendix H: Statistical Procedures Used in Correlational Analysis 
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Correlations 

Parental 
Divorce/Separ 
ation Status 

PP. 
acceptance 

raw Past cOntlict 

1 	
111  .1. ill Father 

Artactsnent 
Score 

physiological anxiety 	Pearson Correlation .059 .055 .223 

519. (24•2.4) .579 .028 .807 533 .025 .010 

N B1 01 01 91 91 01 

wonyfoyerSensilMly 	Pearson Correlation .120 .055 .002 -.208' 

Sip. artalled) .258 .000 .602 .982 .045 .002 

N 91 91 91 91 91 91 

social 	 Pearson Correlation .248.  .140 .223* -.341 

concerns/concentration 	sig. (2-tepee) .018 .000 .159 .033 .001 .000 

to 91 91 51 S1 Si ill 

Page 2 

Correlations 

Correlations  

Parental 
Dlyorce/Separ 
et. Status 

oser 
acceptance 

raw Pest confect 
Present 
001491 

Mother 
Atlacisnent 

Scare 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 
Parental 	 . Pearson Correlation 1 .839" .248.  
Divorce,Separation Status 	Sig. (2-taliern . .837 .000 .019 .024 CO2 

91 91 91 01 01 91 
peon ecceptance raw 	Pearson Correlation -.022 1 .102 .010 272" .195 

Sig. (2-called) .337 . .335 .920 .009 .084 
N 91 91 91 01 91 91 

Past conflict 	 Pearson Correlation .835.  .102 1 -.256" 
Sig. (2-tailed) COO .333 .045 
N foi oi 91 Or Sr 91 

Present conflict 	 Pearson Correlation .246' .010 1 
Sig. (24alled) .019 .929 .000 .000 .030 
N 91 91 01 91 91 91 

Mother Attachment Score 	Pearson Conetation 1 .338' 
619. (2.1.1 .024 .009 .001 
N 91 Bi 01 fit 91 Or 

Famer Artsrtsnent Score 	Pearson Correlation .195 -.211' -.217' .335" 
Slo. (2•Miled) 
xi 

.002 
111 Bi 

.045 
91 

.039 
91 

.001 
91 

.  
91 

Peer (Friend) Attachment 	Pearson CarelatIon -.075 .498" .018 .024 .007 
Score 	 Sip. (24a8e0) 477 .000 .882 .824 .007 .948 

N 91 91 91 91 91 01 
Day. spent Mel Fa as • 	Pearson Correlation -.631 .  .011 -.612" -.130 .107 .322.  
Proportion of Otos spent 	Sip. (2-tailed) 
with Mo end Fa 

01 
.916 

91 
.000 

91 
.218 

93 
.314 

91 
.002 

91 
Days spent with Mo as a 	Pearson Correlation .023 -.030 
Proportion of Days spent 	Big. (2-paved) .000 .840 .013 .001 .713 wch Mo end Fa 	 N 9i 91 91 Di 91 91 
00005 enslety raw score 	Pearson Correlation .159 .094 .155 

Sig. (2.talled) .133 .000 .378 .144 .000 
N 91 91 91 91 91 91 

Corietallons 

Dam smint 
wen Fa as • 
proportion of 

Days spent 
wan 1.4o as • 
proportion of 

Peer (Friend) 
Attachment 

Days spent 
Wan Mo and 

Days spent 
with MO and 

RCMAS 
.110103 300 phystoloOcal 

Score Fa Fe score anxiety 
phygologIcal anxiety 	Pearson Correlation -.164 -.042 -.019 .613" 1 

Sip. (24alled) .119 .693 .859 .000 
N 91 91 91 91 

wonyfoyersenetisity 	Pewson SOrtetation -.144 -.147 .026 .492" 
Sig. (2.1alled) .173 .185 .308 .000 .000 
N 01 91 91 91 01 

scelai 	 Pearson Correlation -.283" -.087 .832.r  .604.  
concems(usneentratton 	sig. (24.W) .007 .012 .412 .000 .000 

N 91 91 91 91 DI 

Page 4 

Completions 

Peer (Friend) 
Attachment 

Soso 

Days spent 
with Fa as • 
proportion of 
Deys sp. 

vAth Mo and 
Fe 

Days spent 
with Ma as • 
P.P.*. 0t 
Days epent 
with Mo and 

Fa 

COMAS 
anxiety ran,  

score 
Ph.19199 1. 

anxiety 
Parental 	 Pearson Correlation 
13.4ce/Separation Stat. 	512. (2.talled) 

-.075 
.477 

-.531" 
.000 .000 

.150 

.133 
.050 
.679 

N 91 DI 01 91 Or 
pear acceptance raw 	Pearson Correlation .011 -.021 -.230.  

Sig. (2-098ed) .000 .918 .840 .000 .028 
91 91 91 91 91 

Past conflict 	 Pearson Correlation .016 -.612" -.494" .094 .055 
Sig. (24alled) .882 .000 .000 .376 .607 
N 91 91 91 91 91 

Present conflict 	 Pearson Correlation .024 -.130 -.269.  .155 .223' 
Sig. C2-telerg .1524 .210 .013 .14e .033 
N 91 91 91 91 91 

Mother .  Attachment Score 	Pearson Corratotion .107 .345. -.299-1  
siv. (24•11.) .007 .314 .001 .025 
N 91 91 91 91 91 

Father Attachment Score 	Pearson Correlation .007 .322" -.039 -.376.1-  -.238 .  
Dig. (2-ta0od) 446 .002 .713 .000 .010 
N 91 91 91 91 91 

Peer (Friend) Attachment 	Peerson Correlation I .021 .101 
Score 	 Sig. (24..) . .640 .085 .035 .119 

N 01 vi fit gt 91 
Days spent with Fa as a 	Pearson Correlation ,021 1 .023 -.171 -.042 
proponion of Ds. spent 	Sig. (2-890e6) .840 .827 .105 493 
witiOdo and Fa 	 N 91 91 91 91 91 
Days spent with Mo es a 	Pearson Correlation .181 .023 1 -.021 -.019 
proportion of Days spent 	Slo. (24a11.) 085 .827 .543 .859 
with Igo and Fe 	 N 91 91 

• 
91 91 91 

RCMAS anxiety raw score 	Pearson Correlation -.221 .  -.171 -.021 I .513. 
Sig. (2-1a11e0) .035 .105 .843 . .000 
N 91 gi 01 Ni Si 
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Correlation 

wonytover. 
ensitMty 

tOcial 
concerns/con 

centratIon 
physiological anxiety 	Pearson Correlation 

06. 12-008001 .000 .060 
N 91 91 

wonyrovarsensitMly 	Pearson Correlation I .5791  
MO (24101e0) . .000 
N 91 91 

social 	 Pearson Correlation 
concerns/concentration 	619. (28538.8) .000 . 

nO 91 91 
11 . Correlation is $ignificant al the 0.01 level (24.1160). 

1 . Correlation is signiricant at 9a005 level (2-0a0e0). 

Regreseion 

Descriptive Statistiot 

Mean Std. Deviation N 
Roams vides raw aura 
Parental 

,0.IeoS 6.68073 

m 

Divorce/Separetion Status 1.4815 .50128 

Peer acrAptance raw 72.0549 1346135 
Peel conflict 1.3070 1.88151 
Present conflict 2.3292 .72720 
Mother Attachment Score 4.8378 1.15124 
Father Ahachmenl SCAte 4.5442 1.34884 
Pear (Friend) Attachment 
Score 5.1143 1.10422 

Pape 

Correlations  

worry/overs 
ensilMty 

social 
conCernsicon 

centration 
Parental 	 Pearson Correlation .120 .2481  
Divorce/Separation Status 	mg, (2.53808) .250 .018 

N 81 91 
pear euemance raw 	Pearson Correlation -593' 

Sig. (24alted) .000 .000 
N 91 95 

Past conflict 	 Pearson Correlation .055 .149 

519. 1249580 .602 .159 
14 01 91 

Present conflict 	 Pearson Correlation .002 2231  
Sig. (2-100e0) .982 .033 
N 91 91 

Mother Attacnment Score 	Pearson Correlation -.2081  
019. 12.501180) .048 .001 
N 91 91 

Father Attachment Score 	Pearson Correlation 
Sig (2-5a84o0) .002 .000 
N at 91 

Peer (Friend) Attachment 	Pearson Correlation -.144 -.2831  
Score 	 Sig. (2-1a11e0) .175 .007 

01 91 
Days spent with Fast. 	Peamon Correlation -.147 -.2041  
proportion or Ds* simia 	Sig. (2401100 .165 .012 
with Mo and Fa 	 N 91 91 
Days spent with Moos. 	Pearson Correlation .028 -.087 
ProPonion of Days spent 	Sig. (24311441) .00$ .412 
with Mo aral Fa 	 N et 91 
005365,501011 raw score 	Pearson Correlation .gam. 1321  

Sig. 12-5011e01 .000 .000 
N 91 91 

Correlations 

Father 
60.0000,000 

Score 

Peer (F(iend) 
AnarArnent 

Score 
Pearson Correlation 	 ety raw score 

*dental 
-.221 

Divorce/Separatlon Status -.075 

pew acceptanu nnv .496 
Past contact .018 
Present.conScr .024 
Mother Atlachnut Scant .281 
Father Attachment Sure .007 
Peer (Friend) Marian*a 
Score 1.000 

S19. (1-talled) 	RCMAS anxiety raw score .000 .018 
Parental 
DIvarce/Senenbon SW.. .001 .239 

P., 00009031009 5900 .032 
Past conflict .022 .441 
Pratte* conflict .020 .412 
Mother Mtarnment Score Am .004 
Father Attachment Score . 474 
Pur (Friend) Attadonent 
Score 474 

N 	 RCMAS anxiety raw sorra 

G  

Parental 
DivorcarSuirmun Stun 
um aueptanca raw 
Past conflict 
Present conflict 
Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attacionent Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachnunt 
Score 

Pages 

Correlations 

RCMAS 
anxiety raw 

score 

Parental 
Divorce/Separ 

@lion Maws 

peer 
eau/Moos 

raw Past contact 
*Imam 
conflict 

Mother 
Attachment 

Scc'e 
Pearson Correlation 	SCUPS moiety raw score 1.000 -.458 .155 -.299 

Parental 
Dlurce/Separation Status .t59 -.022 .246 ..238 

pear acceptance raw ..458 1.000 .010 .272 
Past eanflid .094 .102 .383 .256 
Presentconnict .155 

-
  

V  .010 1.000 
Mother .  Attachment Score -.299 .272 .144 1,000 
Father Attachment Sure ..375 .195 -217 .336 
Pear ((riend) Attachment 
Score -.221 4513 .024 .281 

Sig. (*ailed) 	RCMAS enelety raw mare . Asa .072 
Parental 
Divorce/Separallon Status .088 .000 .000 

Pear acceptance raw .000 .109 .484 
Past conflict .188 . .000 
Present conflict .072 .000 . 
Mother Attachment Score .002 002 .000 
Father Attachment Score .000 .022 .020 
Peer (Friend) Altulafle. 
Scare .018 .441 .412 

51 	 RCM,* anxiety raw scon 
Parental 
Divorce/Sepanation Status 
pear 800090a006.33w 
Put conflict 

01 000005 

Z.'  g, 

Mother Attachment Sorra 
Fattier Atrachanut Score 
Paw (Friend) AttaOhmut 
Score 

Page 7 
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a 
\c) 

ANOVA°  

MOdel 
Sum of 
Poulos. 01 Mean Square a 015 

I 	Repression 

RaNdual 
815526 

3068502 

t 

a 
80.026 

34.489 
23832 .000° 

Total 3554527 90 
2 	Regrenion 1147.095 2 871549 18 438 .0090 

Residual 2737.429 DB 31.107  
Total 3004 527 90  

a. Predictors, (COnNant), peer icceplanCe raw 

b.

 

Predictor.: (Constan ), peer acceptance raw, Father Attathrnent Score 

. Dependent Variable: RCmAS armlety raw wor. 

Coefficients° 

Model 

Unstandardixed 
i 	CotAndents 

Standardted 
CoeMeients 

1 S(g. 
95% Confidence Interval for 6 

0 Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 	(COnstan)) 27.273 3.370 8.062 .000 20.576 31969 

peer acceptance raw -.224 .045 -.458 -4.881 .000 -.315 -.132 
2 	(Constant) 31.629 1491 8117 .000 24.891 38.757 

Peer acceptance raw -.165 .045 ..400 -4.304 .000 -.284 -.107 
Father Attachment Seem .1452 444 -205 -3207 .002 -2.335 -505 

P685 70 

Variable. Entered/Removed° 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 Stepwlati 
(Coiled.: 

Peer 

Probability 
.8F-to-en 
ter ire 

acceptance 
raw .056 

P100abill0 
-o8F-to.re 
move .. 
.100). 

2 SteovAm 
(Criteria: 
Probability 

Father -ofiFitoien 

Anachment ter v. 
.050. Score Probability 
-ol.F.10ra 
move .• 
100). 

a. Dependent Variable RCMAS anxiety raw wore 

Model Summary 

Adpntad R Std. Error of 
Change Statistics 

R Scum 
Modal R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dfl .12 Sig. F Change 
1 .455° 110 .201 597271 .210 21632 1 89 
2 .5430  .295 .279 587738 WM 10 675 1 56 002 

a. Pred clors: (Constant), peer acceptance new 
b. Predictors: (Constant), peer acceptance row. Father Attachment Score  

Coefficient Correlations' 

mode, 

peer 
acceptance 

IMW 

Fathw 
Allac.en1 

Seem 
Correlations poor acceptance raw 1.000 
Covadancas peer acceptance raw 2.105E-03 

2 Correlations peer ...Mance raw 0.000 -.195 
Father Attachment SCOre -.195 1.000 

. Covariances pear acceptence ray 1.683E433 4556E433 
Fether Attachment Score -1556E-03 195 

• . Dependent Variable .. RCMAS anxiety raw score 

Regression 
Descriptive Statistics 

Mean Std. Devtation N 
physiolopital anal.% 3.4816 2.48685 

re
 S

  
;

0
0

0
0

 0
 

Parental 
DIvorCWSeporatIon Status 1A615 .50128 

peer acceptance raW 72.0549 13.48135 
Past conflict 1.3070 1.69151 
Present conflict 2.3292 .72720 
Mother Attachment Scone 4.6378 1.15124 
Father Attadonent Saes 4.6442 1.34854 
Peer (adme) altadynart 
Scare 

5.0 , 43  
1.10422 

Page 12 

Coefficients° 

Model 
Correlations 

Zero-older Penial Pan 
1 	(Constant) 

peer !acceptance raw -.458 -.455 -455 
(Constant) 
peer aCCal5anae 154,  ...se -.423 -.392 
Father Attachment SOON •376 -.329 -.292 

a. Dependent Variable: RCMAS am ety raw score 

Excluded Variables° 

Model Beta In t Sig. 
• partial 
Correlation 

Co!linearity 
Statistics 
Tolerance 

1 	Parental 
DivorceISeparallon Status .14e 0893 .t 15 . 

Pest conflict .142* 1.505 .135 .159 .990 
Present conflict .1594 1.704 .092 .179 1.000 
Mother Attachment Score -.185. -1.949 .054 -.203 .926 
Father Attachment Score -.2994 .1287 .002 -.326 .962 
Peer (Friend) Atinlvnerd 
Score .0013'  .072 .942 .005 .754 

2 	overlie' 
Divorce/Separation Status • .06e .854 .515 .070 .895 

Peet conflict .077° 827 .410 .oie .934 
Pre•ent conflict .0990  1076 .285 .115 .950 
Mother Attachment &ore t• 108°  -1.087 .280 -.118 .542 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score -.028°  -1135 .760 .746 

a. Predictore both. Model: (Constant) peer acceptance raw 

O. Predictor. in the Modal: (Constant) peer acceptance raw. Father AttaChrnant Store 

8 Dependent Variable .. RCMAS enzlety row score 

Page 11 
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Adjusted R 	SW. Error of 
R 	R Square 	Square 	the Estimate 

.268. 	072 	062 	240502 

ors (Constant). Father Attachment Score 
M odel  

5. Prod 

    

Change Statistics  

dfl 	012 
89 

 

R Square 
Change 

072 

 

F Change 

 

Sig, F Change 
010 

 

6.912 

 

Correlations 

Father 
Attaffiarnent 

Score 

Peer (Friend) 
Attachment 

Score 
Pearson Correlabon 	physiological anxiety -.MB -.184 

Parental 
Divorce/Segarallon Status ..317 -.075 

Peer acceptance raw .195 .496 
Past conflict -.211 .016 
Present conflict 	• -.217 .024 
Mother Attachment Score .338 .251 
Father Attachment Score 1.000 .007 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score .007 1.000 

Gig. (14a0ed) 	Physiologic& anxiety .005 .080 
Parental 
Divorce/Separellon Status . 
Pear acceptance raw .032 .000 
Past conflict .022 .441 
Present conflict .020 .412 
Mother Attachment Score .001 .004 
Father Attachment Score . .474 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 474 

N 	 phyleOlopical anxiety 
Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status 

Offiffi °cc... n.• r.w 
Past conflict 
Present conflict 
Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 

Page 14 

Correlations  

physiological 
society 

Parental 
Dhrorce/Separ 

Idiom Status 

peer 
acceptance 

raw Past conflict 
Present 
conflict 

Mother 
Attachment 

Score 
Pearson Correlation 	physiological an8417 1.000 .059 -.230 .055 .223 .235 

Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status .059 1.000 -.022 .839 .246 .238 
Peer acceptance raw .230 -.022 1.000 .102 010 .272 
Past conflict 055 .839 .102 1.000 253 -295 
Present conflict 	. .223 .248 • .010 .363 1.000 -.544 
Mother Attachment Score -.235 -.236 .272 1.000 
Father Attechment Score -.268 -.317 .195 -.211 .217 .338 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score -.184 -.075 .495 .018 .024 .281 

Sig. (Walled) 	physiological anxiety . .289 014 .304 .017 012 
Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status 269 . .415 .000 .009 .012 
peer acceptance raw .014 .415 . .159 .484 .005 
Past conflict .304 .000 .169 .000 .002 
Present conflict 017 .009 .484 .000 . .000 
Mother Attachment Score 012 .012 005 .002 .000 . 
Father Attachment Score .005 .001 .032 .022 .020 .001 
Pear (Friend) Attachment 
Score 060 .235 .000 .441 .412 .004 

N 	 physiological snidely 
Parental 
Divorce/Separation Statue 
peer acceptance raw 
Pe& COnflict 
Present conflict a 

Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
So.. 

Coefficients.  

Unstandardlesd 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 95% Confidenc 	Interval for B 

Model t Sig. 8 	Std. Error Seta Lower Bound Upper Bound 
(Constant) 5.711 	992 6402 .000 3938 7.484 
Father Attachment Score .495 	180 -208 -2629 .010 -.869 -.121 
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Variables Enterod/Removed• 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variable. 
Removed Method 

Stepwise 
(Criteria: 
Probability 

Father .of-F-to.en 
Attachment ter a• 

.060. Score Probability 
-of-F-to-re 
move .4 
.100) 

a. Dap meant Variable PhyNalOgical acciety 

Model Summary 

ANOVA. 

odel 
Sum of 
0.ueres Of Maent.u.na  F Si. .  

egress on 
Residual 
Total 

40,115 
515 500 

I 
89 

40.115 
5.803 

5.910 010. 

• Predictors. (Con.tan ). Father Attachment Score 
S. Dependant Variable: physiological anxiety 

Pegs 19 
Page 13 



Descr(pUve Statistics 

Mean Std Deviation N 
worryiaversonNIINN 
Parental 

4.7592 3.27304 

Divrce/SeparatiOn Status o 1.4815 .50128  
peer acceptance raW 72.0549 13.46135 
Past conflict 1.3070 1.89151 
Present conflict 2.3292 .72720 
mother Attachment Score c8375 1.15124 
Father Attachment Score 4.5442 I 34884 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 51143 i r0422 
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Coefficients. 

Correlations 
Model 	 Zero-order 

	
Partial 
	

Part 
1 	(Constant) 

Father Aitechment Score 	• 268 
	

-.266 
	

-268 
a. Dependent Variable: physiologica ander 

Excluded Varieblese 

Model Retain t Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation 

Collineerity 
Statistics 
Tolerance 

1 	Parental 
ONorce/SeperatIon Status -.029'  -.287 .790 -.025 .000 

peer acceptance raw -.184. -1.794 078 ..188 .982 
Past conflict -.002* -.020 .904 -.002 .958 
rf011eni conflict A73. 1.572 .098 .175 .953 
Mother Attachment Score -.1133. •1.514 .134 -.159 A86 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Scare -.163*  -1.606 .112 -.169 1000 

a. Predictors in the Model (Constant) Father Attachment Score 

S. Dependent Variable: physiological nviety 

Coefficient Correlations .  

Father 
Attachment 

Model 
	

Score 
Correlations 	Father Attachment Score 

	
1.000 

Covariances 	Father Attachment Score 
	

1545E-02 
11. Dependent Variable: physiological anxiety 

Regression 

Correlations 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

Peer (Friend) 
Attachment 

Score 
PeersOn Correlation 	wonyffiverseheitffity -.319 -.144 

Parental 
Lemma/Separation Status -.317 -.075 

peer acceptance raw .195 .496 
Past conflict -211 .018 
Present conflict -.217 .024 
Mother Attacffinent Scare .338 181 
Father Attachment Score 1.000 007 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score .007 1.000 

Sig (14ailed) 	wony/oversensitivity 001 .088 
Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status .001 .239 

peer acceptance raw 032 .000 
Past conflict .022 .441 
Present conflict 020 .412 
Mother Attachment Score .001 .004 
Father Attar:tenant Score . .474 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 474 

N 	 wonyloversensillvity 
Parental 
Divercarsepa(ation status 
Peer acceptance raw 
Pest conflict 
Present radial 
Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 

Page 20 

Correlations 

worry/over. 
ensitivity 

Parental 
Driorce/Sapar 

ation Status 

pear 
acceptance 

raw Past conflict 
Present 
conflict 

Mother 
Attachment 

Score 
Pearson Correlatan 	woffiffiversensievity .120 -.369 .055 .002 .205 

Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status 1.000 -.022 .539 .245 -.235 

peer acceptance raw -.022 1.000 .102 .010 .272 
Peat conNct .039 .102 1.000 .363 -.295 
Present conflict 

7, S
 .246 .010 • .363 1.000 -.644 

Mother Attachment Score .272 -.296 -.544 1.000 
Father Attachment Score -.317 .195 •.2 , 1 -217 .338 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score -.075 .498 .018 .024 .251 

Sig. (1-ta9ed) 	worry)Svereensilivity . .129 .000 .301 .491 
Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status 
peer acceptance raw 

.12 9 

.000 

. 

.419 

.415 

. 

.009  .000 

.189 .484 
Past conflict 201 .000 .169 . .000 
Present conflict .491 .009 484 POO . 

-
  

S 

Mother Attachment Score .024 .012 .005 .002 .1700 
Father Attechrnent Score P01 .001 .032 .022 .020 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Scare PM .239 .000 .441 .412 

N 	 wony/overseralthely 
Parental 
Divorceffieparation Status 
peer acceptance raw 
Past conflict 
Present conflict 

a 

Mother Attachtnent Score 
Father Attechrment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 

Page 19 
Page 17 



ANOVA. 

Model 
Sum of 
Squares di Mean Square F Si. 

I 	Regression 131,034 1 131,034 13.998 .00  0. 
Residual 633.120 89 9.381 
Total 964.154 90 

2 	Regression 192.462 2  90231 10.874 moo,,  
Residual 771.692 66 8.769 
Total 961.154 80 

a. Predictors: (Constan ), peer emplane!, reW 
b. Predictors, (Constan ), pear acceptance raw. Father Attachment Score 
c Dependent Variable, wonyloversensitivity 

Coefficients. 

Unstandardixed 
CoeM lent, 

Standardized 
Coefaclents 95% Confidence interval fore 

Model B Std. Error Beta I Bic Lower Bound Upper Bound 
I 	(Constant) 11.228 1.756 6.305 .000 7.739 14.717 

peer acceptance raw 49964E-02 .024 -.369 -3.741 .000 -.137 
2 	(Constant) 13 158 1.654 7.114 .000 0.504 16 671 

Peer acceptance raw -7.7445-02 .024 -.319 -3.278 .002 -.124 430 
Father Attachment Score .920 235 -157 -2647 010 -1.094 - 156 
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Vatlablee Entered/Removed. 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 

2 

p eer 
acceptance 
raw 

Father 
Attachment 
Score 

Stepwise 
(Criteria, 
Probability 
4ol-F-to-en 
ter 4. 
050, 
Probability 
-of-F-to-re 
move sx,  
.100). 
Stepwise 
(Criteria. 
Probability 
-of-F-IC-en 
ter 4. 
.050. 
Probability 
-Of.F-to-re 
move a• 
1091. 

Dependent Variable. worry/oversensitIvIty 

Model Summary 

Adjusted R Std. Error of 
Change Statistics 

R Square 
Change F Change dfl 612 Sift F Change Model R R Square Square the Estimate 

.3694  .136 .126 3.05858 .136 13.998 1 89 .000 
447° .200 .101 296126 064 7 005 1 86 010 

a. re c ors. ons an peer acceptance raw 
b. Predictors, (Constant), peer ecceptance raw. Father Attachment Score  

Coefficient Correlations. 

Model 

Pear 
acceptance 

Illw 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 
1 Correlations peer acceptance raw 1.000 

Covariances peer acceptance raw 5.740E-04 
2 Correlations peer acceptance raw 1.000 -Ags 

Father Attachment Score -.195 1.000 
Covariances peer acceptance row 5.580E-04 -1.067E-03 

Father Attachment Score .-1 0877-03 5.5131E-02 
a. Dependent Variable, wonyievemenSfildh/ 

Regression 

Descriptive Statistics 

Mean Std. Deviation 14 
social 
concerns/concentration 2.9231 2.07220 
Parental 
DIvorce/SeperetIon Status 1.4615 .50126 
peer acceptance raw 72.0549 13.46135 
Past conflict 1.3070 1.69151 
Present conflict 2.3292 .72720 
Mother Attachment Saxe • .5378 1.15124 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 

• .54.42 1.34864 

Score 5.1143 1.10422 
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Coefficients.. 

Model 
Correlations 

Zero-order Partial Pad 
1 	(Constant) 

peer acceptance raw -.369 -.389 -.369 
(Constant) 
pear acceptance raw -.369 -.330 -.312 
Father Annan/lent SCOre -319 - 272 - 212 

a. Dependent Variable, worry(ovent nallIvIty 

Excluded Variables. 

Model Beta in t SM. 
Partial 

Correlation 

CoIltnearlty 
Statistics 
Tolerance 

Parental 
Divorce/Separallon Steed .,,e 1.136 .259 .120 1.000 

Pest conflict .094. .948 .347 .100 .990 
Present conflict .005. .059 .953 .006 1.000 
Mother Attachment Score -.116* -1.138 .259 -120 .926 
Father Attachment Score -.257. -2.647 .010 -.272 .062 
Peer (Friend) Attadvnent 
Score 051' 451 153 .048 .764 

2 	Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status .035'  .345 .731 .037 .1598 

Past conflict 036. .380 .719 .039 .934 
Present conflict -.0538  -.539 .591 -.056 .950 
Mother Attachment Score -.OM. -.390 .697 -.042 .942 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score .021 0  .189 .850 .020 .748 

a. Predictors in the Model, (Constant) peer .cceptance raw 
b. Predictors In the Midst (Constant) peer anceptance few, Father Attachment Score 
c. Dependent Variable: worry/event, althety 
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Correlations 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

Peer (Friend) 
Attachment 

Soon,  
Pearson COrreialion 	social 

concerns/concentration .170 -.283 

Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status -.317 -.075 

peer acceptance raw .105 .405 
Past conflict .0113 
Present conflict -.217 .024 
Mother Attachment Scare .335 .281 
Father Attachment Score 1.000 .007 
Pear (Fdend) Attachment 
Score 

.007 1.000 

Sig. il.laihni) 	social 
concerns/concentration .000 .003 

Parental 
Divorce/Separation Status .001 .239 

Peer acceptance raw 532 .000 
Past conflict .022 .441 
Present conflict .020 412 
Mother Attachment Score .001 .004 
Father Attactunent Score . .474 
Peer (Friend) Attechment 
Score 

.474 

I. 	 social 
concernshoncentretion 

;
 
;
 .
 m

 a
, m

 .
 e:  

Parental 
Divorce/SeparatiOn Status 
Peer acceptance raw 
Past conflict 

;
 

-
  

Present conflict 
Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 
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Correlations 

social 
concerns/con 

untration 

Parente/ 
Divorce/Separ 

mien Sinus 

Peer 
acceptance 

raw Past conflict 
Present 
conflict 

Mother 
Attachment 

Score 
Pearson Correlation 	social 

concerns/concentration 1.000 .248 -.593 .149 .223 

Perereal 
DIvor  u/Separation Stetue .248 1.000 -.022 .839 .245 -.235 

Pear ecceptance raw •503 •.022 1,1300 .102 .010 .272 
Past conflict . 	.140 .839 .102 . 	1.000 .363 -.290 
Present 0005161 .223 .248 .010 .353 1.000 -.544 
Mother Attachment Score -.341 -.238 .272 -.296 -.544 1.000 
Fether Attachment Score -.375 -.317 .195 -.211 -.217 .335 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 

-.283 -.075 .498 .016 .024 .281 

Sig ft-hued) 	eocial 
concerns/concentration 0 09 .000 .000  .080 .017 

Parental
SeoaratIon Status Divorc  e/ .009 .413 .000 .009 .012 

Peer acceptence raw .000 .418 . .159 .484 .005 
Pest conflict .080 .11130 .189 . .000 .002 
Present conflict .017 .009 .404 .000 . .000 
Mother Attachment Score .000 .012 .005 .002 .000 . 
Father Attachment Score .000 .001 .032 .022 .020 .001 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score .003 .230 .000 . 	.441 .412 .004 

N 	 social 
concerneconcentretIon 91 

Perentel 
Divorce/Separation Status 
peer liC“ptance raw 

97 

91 
Peat conflict 

a 

-

 

a 

-

 

a _ 91 

a 

-

 

Preeent conflict 95 
Mother AttacIvnent &ore 01 
Father Attachment Score 01 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 01 I 

Pops 25 

Model Summary 

Change Stall tins 
Adiusted R Std. 911001 0? R Square 

Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dll d12 Sig. F Change 
1 5935  .351 .344 1.87857 .351 40.159 I 89 .000 
2 .647° .419 405 159758 .087 15215 1 88 .002 
3 .13700 445 430 ¶50360 031 4.087 I 87 530 

a. Predictors: (Constant). Peer ec.Ptance raw 

b. Predictors: (Conn nt.), peer acceptance raw, Father Attachment Score 

c. Predictors: (Coral nt), peer acceptance raw, Father Attachment Score, Present conflict 

ANOVA.  

Model 
000 05 

Square* dl Mean Square F Sig. 
1 	Regression 135 594 1  135354 48.159 .oco• 

Rendus] 250.757 65 2.653 
Total 385.462 90 

1 	Regression 181.777 2 80.889 31.681 .000° 
Residual 221.684 ea 2.553 
Total 386.482 90 

3 	Repression 173.600 3 57.894 23871 .000. 
Residual 212.760 87 2.445 
Total 336 452 90 

e. predIctom (constent). peer soceptence Iwo 

b. Predictors: (Constant), peer acteptanCa raw. RUN:, AttaChment Score 

S. Predictor.: (Constant). peer aoceptance raw. Father Attachment Score. Present conflict 
d. Dependent Va01551e:1=W concerneconortnuatIon 

Paps 25 

Variables Entered/Removed. 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 Ste-se 
(Criteria: 
ProbabiPly 

Peer 
acceptance  

•of-F-to-en 
ter •r• 

raw Probability 
-of-F4o-rs 
MOW] a• 
.100). 

2 Stepwise 
(Criteria: 
Pmbability 

Father •ol•F•to-en 

Attachment 
Score 

ter <= 
.050. 
Probability 
-or•F•to•rs 
move °. 

3 
.100). 
Stepwise 
(Criteria: 
Probability 
-of-F-lo-en 

Praeant 
conflict 

tar n. 
.050, 
Probability 
-0aa-trara 

1001 
e. Dependent Venable socIsl conceinskenuntration 

P096 27 



Coefficients. 

Model 
Correlations 

Zero-order Peril% Part 
(Constant) 
peer acceptance raw -.593 -.593 -.593 

2 	(COnstent) 
peer *Centeno! raw -.593 -.571 -.531 
Father anaNment Score -.370 -.323 -.250 

3 	' 	(Constant) 
peer acceptance raw -.593 -.588 -.539 
Father Atlachrnent Score -.370 -.277 -.214 
Present conflict .223 .230 .170 

a. Dependant Variable: aulal concerns/concentration 

Coefficient Correlations. 

Made 

Pew 
seceptance 

raw 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 
Present 
ccaffiet 

1 Correlations peer acceptance raw 1.000 
Covariances peer acceptance raw 1.72138-04 

2 Correlations peer acceptance raw 1.000 -.195 
Father Atlacl001e01 Score -.195 1.000 

• 
Covertness peer acceptance raw 

Father Attachment Store 
1.827E-04 

4.185E-04 
-3.185E-04 
1.821E-02 

3 Correlations peer acceptance raw 1.000 -.202 -.054 
Father Adadlirnant Sox. -.202 1.000 .223 
Present confect -.054 .223 1.000 

Covarianns pear acteplance raw 1.583E-04 -3.224E44 -1.570E-04 
Feiner Attachment Score -3.224E-04 10340.02 8.619E-03 
Present conflict -1.670E-04 56050-03 6 407F-02 

a. Dependent Variable: social concerns/concentratio 
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Coefficients.  

Modal 

Unstandenned 
Coefficients 

Standardised 
Coehlden% 

1 515. 
95% ConIklenc, Interval for 13 

Upper Bound 13 Std. Error Bete Lower Bound 
1 	(COnstent) 9.4011 453 9.857 .000 0.692 11.410 

peer acceptance raw -9122E-02 .013 -.593 4.940 .000 -.117 -.045 
2 	(000s100t) 10773 1.000 10.770 .000 8.785 12.780 

peer acceptance raw 4127E42 .013 -.541 -8.528 .000 -.109 -.OH 
Father Attachment Score -.407 .127 -.285 -3.198 .002 -An -.154 

3 	' 	(Constant) 9.400 1.180 8.103 .000' 7.094 11.706 
Peer neoprene raw 41.47110-02 .013 -.551 4.779 .000 -.110 -.080 
Father Atlachrnent Score .128 -.224 -2.892 .009 -.090 
Present conflict 513 233 180 2205 030 .061 975 

Pepe 32 

Excluded Variables. 

Modal Beta In I Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation 

CoEngulf, 
Steellice 
Tolerance 

1 	Puente! 
Divorce/Separation Status .23e 

I  5  :2 F  
n

i ni  v.1  rj 

.292  .005 1.000 

Past conflict .211. .013 .281 .990 
Present conflict .2200 .007 .254 1000 
Mother Attachment Score -.1900 .028 -.232 .928 

• Father Attachment Score -.2800 .002 -.323 .982 
Peer (Friend) Attachnun 
Score .015•  .879 .018 .754 

2 	Parental 
Divorce/Separation Statue .170b  2.018 .047 .211 .508 

Past conflict .150 1.910 .059 .201 .934 
Present conflux .1802  2.208 .030 .230 .950 
Mother Attachment Score -.1245  -1.413 .181 -.150 .642 
Peer (Friend) Atlachenanl 
Score -.017'  -.175 .881 ,.019 .748 

3 	Parental 
DIvorce/Separalion Slants .13e 1.1353 .102 .175 .888 

Past conflict .111 0  1.274 .208 .138 .834 
Mother Attachment Score -030° -.291 .772 -.031 .597 
Peer (Friend) arfachment 
Sc.'. 

-.018'  -.178 .8131 -.019 .748 

a. Predictors In the Model: (Constant) peer ecuptanee raw 
b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant) pear acceptance raw. Father Atlecivnent Score 
c. Predictore In the Model (Constant) peer acceptance raw. Father Attachment Score, Present conflict 
4. Dependent Variable: social concerns/concentration 
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Vagsbles Entered/Removed.  Coefficients.  

Modal 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed mem. 

Days spent 
with Fa as 
a proportion 
of Days 
spent with . 

Enter 

A% and Fa 

2 Peer 
acceptance 
raw. Father 
Attach/bent 

Enter 

Score 

Model 

codstations 
Zero-order Partial Part 

o 	(Constant) 
Days spent with Fa as • 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

-.171 -.171 -.171 

2 	(Constant) 
Days spent with Fa as s . 
proportion of Days spent 
With Mo end Fa 

peer accelbancerm 

-.171 

-.458 

-.069 

-.425 

.074 

-.396 

Father Attachment Score -.376 -259 -.252 

a. All r quested arab as entered. 

b. Dependant Vertable RCMAS anxiety raw score 

a. Dependent Variable: RC1A 4 S anxiety raw sure 

Excluded Variables 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 
Adiusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

Chen. Statistics 
R Square 
Change F Change df 1 dr2 Sig. F Change 

1 
2 

.171 
548° 

.029 
301 

018 
277 

6 50939 
5.58701 

.029 
272 

2876 
16.900 

1 
2 

8 
87 

.105 
OM 

a. Predictors: (Const nt), Days spent .rn F• as • proportion of Day. spent with Me and Fa 

b. Predictors! (Const nt), Days spent with Fs as. proportion of Daye spent vrith Ma and Fa. peer acceptance raw, Father Attachment Score 

Page 2 

Regression 

Dam Iota. Satisfies 

Mean Std. DastatIOn N 
RCAAAS anxiety raw score 

11.1845 6.58973 91 

Days spent vAth Faces 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 
peer acceptance raw 

.613513 

72.0549 

.43895 

. 	13.48135 

91 

91 
Father Attachment Scent 41442 1,34884 91 

CorrelatiOne 

RCMAS 
anxiety raw 

Moro 

Days spent 
with Fa as a 
proportion of 
Days spent 
with Mo and 

Fa 

peer 
aueptance 

faW 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

Pearson Correlation 	RCIAAS anxiety raw score 
1.000 -.171 -.455 -.378 

Days spent with Fade 
proportion of Day. spent 
with MO and Fa 
pear acceptance aw 

-.171 

-An 

1.000 

.011 

.011 

1.000 

.322 

.105 

Father Attachment Score -.378 .322 .195 1.000 

Sib (1-tolled) 	RCMAS anxiety raw score 
.053 000 .000 

Days spent with Face. 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 
peer acceptance raw 

.053 

.000 .455 

.458 

. 

.001 

.032 

Father Attachment Score .000 .001 .032 
11 	 RC1AAS anxiety raw score 

91 91 91 91 
Days spent Mth Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

peer acceptance raw 

91 

51 

01 

91 

91 

91 

01 

91 
Father Attachment Score 91 91 91 91 

Collinear% 
Statistics 

Model Beta In t Slq. 
Partial 

Correlation Tolerance 
1 	peer acceptance raw -.4561  -4.900 .000 -.463 1.000 

Father Attachment Score .515 .3415 001 -.344 898 

a. Predictors Sr the Model: (Carsten ), Days spent with Fa as a proportion of Days spent with Ms and Fe 

b Dependant Variable: SIGMAS anxiety raw scone 

Page 4 

ANOVA° 

Model 
Sum of 
Squares di Moen Square F 515. 

1 	Regression 113.404 I 113.404 2.576 .105. 

Residual 3771.123 59 42.372 
Total 3854 527 90 

Regression 11813 664 389.521 12477 

Residual 2715 953 31.219 

Total 

b. Predictor.: (Constan Days spent with Fa as a proportion of Days spent with 84o and Fa 

b. Predictor.: (Constar I. Days spent with Face a proportion of Days spent with Mo and Fa. peer acceptance raw. Father AttaUvnent loose 

c. Dependent Variable: NOMAD anxiety raw score 

Coin. le ate . 

Model 

Unstandarand 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t SM. 

95% Confidence Interval for B 

B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound 

1 	(Constant) 12.875 1.248 10.314 10.395 15355 

Days spent with Fees. 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

-2.5139 1.670 -.171 -1.638 .105 -5.559 .551 

2 	(Constant) 32.185 3.624 9.134 .000 25.151 3o.lep 
Days spent with Fe as • 
proportion of Days spent -1.183 1426 -.079 -129 .409 -4.017 1.852 
with Mo and Fa ' 

peer acceptance raw -.197 .045 -A04 -4.415 .000 -256 -.105 

Father Attachment Score -1.325 471 -.272 -2517 Doe -2 251 .266 
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Collinearay 
Statistics Partial 

Correlation Si- Tolerance Bete In Model 
Father Attachment Score -270 895 -2 626 010  

Correlations 

physiological 
anxiety 

Days spent 
with Fa as a 
proportion of 
Days spent 
with Mo and 

Fa 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

Pearson Correlation 	phystologmal anxiety 1.000 • 042 -265 
Days spent with F. as a 
proponion of Days want -.042 1.000 .322 
vAth Mo end Fa • 
Father Attachment Score -.268 .322 1.003 

Sig. ( 1 -tailed) 	physiological anxiety .346 .005 
Days spent with Fa as a 
proponlon of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

.346 .001 

Father Attachment Score .005 .001 
N 	 physiological anxiety at 91 91 

Days spent with Faust 
Proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

91 91 91 

Father attachment Score 91 01 9t 

Variables Entered1Ramoved. 

model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

Days spent 
with Fe.. 
a proportion 
of Days 
spent with . 

Enter 

Mo and Fa- 

2 Father 

'PCO'reYn'r4 
Enter 

Is All r quested variables entered. 

b. Dep ndent Variable physiological anxiety 

Page 6 

ColefIclent Correlations.  

Model 

Days Spent 
04th Fa as a 
proportion of 
Days spent 
with MO and 

Fa 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 
1 Correlations Days spent mill Fa as a 

proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

1.000 

• Covadance. Days spent with Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
won Mo and Fa 

2.468 

2 Correlations Days spent with Fe as • 
proportion of Day. spent 
with Mo and Fa 

1.000 .056 .226 

Pear acceptance raw .056 1000 -.202 
Father Attachment Score -.326 -.202 1.000 

Covarlancas Days spent with Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fe 

2.034 3530-03 -.219 

peer aCuentnce raw 3519E-03 1.9960.03 -4.2510-03 
Father Attachment Scora -215 4 251E-03 222 

a. Dependent Variable. RCMAS anstaty raw score 

Regression 

Des Spore Statistics  

Mean Std. Deviation N 
phyawbgloat anNety 3.4615 2.48889 91 
Days spent with Fa as a 
Proportion of Days Spent 
with Mo and Fa 

.68513 43695 91 

Father Attachment Score 40442 1 341184 91 

Coefficlants.  

Model 
cornmations 

Zero-order Partial Part 
i 	(Constant) 

Days spent with Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 
(Constant) 
Days spent with F. as a 
proportion of Day. spent 
vitth Mo and Fa 
Father Attachment Score • . t • • 

a. Dependent Variable: physiologica anxiety 

Excludad Variables.  

. PreMCIOM In the Model: (Consta Days spent WO Fa as a proportion of Days spent with Mo and Fa 

0. Dependent Variable: physlologiu anxiety 

Pages 

Model Summary 

a. Predictor. (Constant). Days spent with Fa as a proportion of Days spent with Mo and Fa 

b. Predictors: (Constant). Days spent with Face a proportion or Days spent with Mo and Pa. Father AttachMent Score 

ANOVA° 

Model 
Sum of 
Squares dl Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression .17131 1 181 .157 •693. 
Residual 555.635 89 6.243 
Total 555615 90 

2 	Regression 41.350 2 20.575 3131 .033T 
Residual 515.266 et 5.555 
Total 556 815 90 

Predictor. (Constan ). Days spent wig) Fa as a proportion of Days spent with Mo and Fa 
b. Predictors: (Constan I. Days spent with Fa as • proportion of Days spent with MO and Fa. Father Attachment Score 

0. Dependent Variable: physiological anxiety 

Coefficients.  

Model 

Unstandardisad 
CoefAcJents 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

I Slit 
95% Confidence interval tons 

p Upper Bound B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound 
(000stant) 3 621 .479 7.557 .000 2569 4.673 
Days spent with Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

-.239 .503 -.042 -.396 .693 -1.437 .959 

2 	(Constant) 5.657 104  6259 000 3 651 7.453 
Days spent with Fa as a 
propoctIon of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

.283 .617 .050 .455 1347 1.509 

Father Attachment Scare -.325 209 -.284 2.528 010 -522 -.12a 
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Correlations 

worry/overs 
ensitivity 

Days spent 
with Fa es a 
proportion of 
Days spent 
with Mc and 

Fe 

pear 
acceptance 

raw 

Father 
Attachment 

Scone 

Pearson Correlation 	worryroverseneitivIty 1.000 -.147 -.389 -.319 

Days spent Mth Fe as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with MO and Fa 
peer acceptance raw -.369 

1.00 

.011 

.011 

1.000 

.322 

.195 
Father Attachment Score -.3t9 .322 .195 1.000 

Sig. (1.1alled) 	wortyloversenallivIty .083 .000 .001 

Days spent with Pease 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mc and Fe 
peer acceptance raw 

.83 

.000 .450 

.458 

. 

001 

.032 
Father Attachment Score .001 001 .032 . 

Id 	 wohyroventeneldvity Si 91 fil 91 
Days spent with Fa as • 
proportion of Days spent 
with MS and Fa 
peer acceptance raw 

91 

91 

91 

91 

91 

91 

91 

91 
Father Attachment Score 91 91 91 91 
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Coefficient Correlations° 

Model 

Days spent 
with Fa es a 
proportion of 
Days spent 
with Mo and 

Fa 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 
1 Correlations Days spent with Fa as a 

proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fe 

1.000 

Covariances Dayl spent with Fees. . 

proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

.363 

Correlations Days spent 04th Fe m a 
proportion of Days stunt 
with Mc and Fe 

1.000 -.322 

Father Attachment Score ..322 1.000 
Covariances Days spent wall Fees • 

proportion of Days *Pent 
with Mo end Fa 

.380 -3.972E-02 

Father Attachment Score 1,972E12 32920-02 

a. Dependent variable: physiological anxiety 

Regression 

Des dative Statistics 

Mean Std. Deviation N 
worryroversensitlyily 4.0692 327304 Si 
Days spent with Peace 
proportion of Days spent 
with MO and Fa 

peer acceptance raw 

.6656 

720549 

.43895 

13.45135 

91 

91 
Father Attachment Score 41442 034604 Si 

ANOVA° 

moom 
Sum of 
starer. dt mean square mg 

Regression 20271 1 20 771 l000 .185. 
Residual 943.383 89 10.600 
Total 964 154 90 

2 	RegressiOn 198 377 3 83.455 7417 .000° 
Residual 767.777 87 6.825 
Total 964 154 _ 	99 

a. Predictors. (ConNant), Day. surd with Fa as a prOacelico of Days spent will Mro end Fa 

b. Predictors: (Constant, Days spent with Fan a proportion of Days spent with Mo and Fe. pee acceptance raw, Father Attachment Score 

S. Dependant Vadable: wonyfoversensitivity 

Coefficients° 

Model 

Unatandardlud 
Coefficients 

StandardOed 
Coefficients 

t Ste 
15% Confidence Infrovai for B 

B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound 1 Upper Bound 
1 	(Constant) 5.501 .624 1811 .000 4.261 6.742 

Days spent with Fe es a 
proportion of Days spent 
with MO and Fe 

-1.099 .755 -.147 , -1.400 .105 -2160 .451 

2 	(Constant) 13.339 1.974 7.120 .000 1816 17063 
Days spent with Fa as a 
Pf OPON011 of Days spent 
with mo and Fa 

.A05 255 .507 -2012 1.002 

Peer acceptance raw -7.832E-02 024 -.322 .0297 .001 ..120 -031 
Father Attechment Score ..570 259 -.235 .2.276 225 .1088 ..002 
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Variables EntaradrRemoved°  

Modal 
Vedables 
Entered 

VeriaNes 
Removed Method 

1 

2 

Days spent 
with Fees 
a proportion 
of Days 
spent with . 
Mo end Fa 

peer 	' 
acceptance 
raw, Father 
Mtactinent 
Score 

Enter 

Enter 

• Alit quested variables entered. 

S. Dependent Variable: worryroversensItivity 

Model Summary 

Adjusted R Std. Error of 
Change Statistics 

R Square 
Model R R Spume Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 d12 Sig. F Change 

1 .147 .022 .011 325573 .022 1180 1 89 .165 

2 451 0  204 176 2,97069 182 1949 2 87 .000 

a. Predictor,: (Constant), Days spent with Fa Sea proportion of Dam spent with Mo and Fa 

S. Predictors: (Constant). Days Nun! with Fe as a proportion Sr Da e spent vAth Mc and Fa. peer acceptanu raw, Father Attachment Score 
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Coefficient Correlations. Variables Entered/Removed' 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

Days spent 
with Fa as 
a proportion 
of Days 
spent with. 

Enter  

Mo and Fa 

2 Pur 
acceptance 
(Ow. 
Present 
conflict, Enter 

Father 

ttt.arrxelinent 

Model 

Days spent 
with Fa as a 
Proportion or 
Days spent 
with Mo end 

Fa 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 
1 Correlations Days spent with Feces 

proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

1.000 

Covariances • Days spent with Fees. 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fe 

117 

2 Correlations Days spent with Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

1.000 .058 -.326 

peer acceptance raw 050 1000 -.202 
Father Attachment Score -.3213 -.202 1.000 

Covariances Days spent with Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

.575 1.001E-03 -8.200E-02 

peer acceptance raw 1.001E-03 1842E-04 -1.202E-03 
Father Attachment Score 0200E-02 -1 202E-03 13.272F-02 

e. Dependent Variable: worty/oversensitivity 

Regression 

OoricrIptIvs Stall•11. 

Mean Std. Deviation N 
social 
concerns/concentration 2.9231 2.07220 

r. 	
az; 

Days spent with FS SS a 
proportion others soon, 
with Mo and Fa 
peer ecceptance raw 

.6966 

72.0549 

.43895 

13.46135 
Father AUSChMent 550111 4.5442 1.34864 
Present conflict 03282 .72720 

a. At requested variables entered. 

b. Dap ndent Variable social concurs/concentration 

Model Summary 

Adjusted R Std. Error of 
Change Statistics 

R Square 
Change F Change df1 d12 51g. F Change Model R R Square &ware the Estimate 

2 
.284. 
us',  

.89 
470 

.059 
455 

2 01011 
L53030 

.08. 
400 

8 en 
21 514 

1 
3 

119 
00 

.012 
nO0 

a. redIctors. (Constant). Days spent with Feces proportion of Days spent with Mo and Fa 
b. Predictors: (Constant). Days spent with Pease proportion of Days spent with Mo and Fa. peer acceptance raw. Present conflict. Father Attachment Score 
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Coefficients. 

Model 

Correlations 
Zero-order Partial Part 

I 	(Convent) 
Soya spent with Flee s 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fe 

-.147 -.147 -.147 

2 	(Constant) 
Days spent with Flees 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 
peer accepter,. raw 

-.147 

-.369 

-.071 

-.333 

• 
-.064 

-.315 
Father Attachment Score - 319 -237 -216 

s. Dependent Variable: worry/oversensitIvIty 

Excluded Variables 

Model Beta In 1 Sig. 
Patel 

Correlation 

Coillneadty 
Statistics 
Tolerance 

1 	peer acceptance raw 
Father Attachment Score 

-.367 
-,304. 

-3146 
-2149 

000 
000 

-.371 
-291 

1.000 
.898 

e. Predictors in the Model: (Constant). Days spent with Fa as a proportion of Days spent with MO end Fa 

b. Dependent Variable: worry/overs neitivity 

Correlations 

social 
concems/con 

ceMmtiFn 

Days spent 
with Foss. 
Proportion of 
Days spent 
with Mo and 

Fa 

peer 
acuptance 

raw 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 
Present 
conflict 

Pearson Correlation 	social 
conc  erns/concentration r000 -.264 -.693 -.370 .223 

Days spent Mt Fa as a 
proportion ot Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 
peer acceptenu raw -.593 

' 1.000 

.011 

.011 

1.000 

.322 

.195 

-.130 

.010 
Father Attachment Score -.370 .322 .195 1.000 -.217 
Present conflict .223 -.130 .010 -.217 1000 

Sig. (1-toted) 	Social 
concerns/concentration .008 .000 .000 .017 

Days spent with Fe as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with MO and Fe 
peer acuptance raw 

.006 

000 .45e 

.456 

. 

.001 

032 

.109 

464 
Father Attachment Score .000 .001 .032 . 020 
Present conflict .017 .109 .484 .020 

N 	 Social 
concerns/concentration 91 91 

Days spent with Feces ' 
' 

proportion of Days spent 
Ott Mo and Fa 
peer acceptance re. 

g gi 

91 

g 91 

Si 
Father Attachment Score 91 91 
Present conflict 91 91 
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Coefficients. 

Model 
Correlations 

Zero-order Partial Part 
1 	(Constrain 

Day. spent with Fa as a 
proportion of Day. spent 
with Mc and Fa 

.264 -.284 -.264 

2 	(Constant) 
Day. spent alth F• as a 
Paffiartion or Days aim. 
with Mx and Fa 

.264 -.231 -.171 

Peer accaptence raw -.593 -.604 
Father Attaffiment Score -.370 -.205 -.151 
Present conflict 223 222 184 

a. Dependant Variable: soda ,  concemsdoncantration 

Excluded Variables 

C*U."'4  
Statistics 

Model Sete In t Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation Tolerence 
peer acceptance taw -.592' -7245 .000 .111 1.000 
Father Attachment Score -.318. -3.085 .003 -.312 .896 
Pro-tent conflict 192' 1 691 082 196 953 

• Predictors in Ma Modal. (Constan I. Diky. spent with Fa •• • poportion al Days spent with NM and Fe 
S. Dependent Variable social conc. neconcentration 

Regression 
Descriptive Statistics 

Mean Std. Deviation N 
RCMAS Nudely raw score 

peer acceptance raw 
Father Anschmant Score 
Age at First Parental 
Separation 

12.2857 

71.7381 
4.0555 

6.4045 

6.51155 

14.28418 
1.39272 

4.64369 

42 

42 
42 

42 

Correlations 

RCIAAS 
arodety raw 

score 

peer 
acceptance 

rew 

Fatter 
Affect/tient 

Score 

Ape at First 
Parental 

Separation 
Pearson Correlation 	RCIAAS anxiety raw score 

1.000 ..371 -.310 -217 

Pee,  acceptance raw ,371 1.000 .119 
Father Attachmant Scare -.310 .119 1.000 .070 
Age at First Panffital 
Separation -217 .070 1.000 

Sig. (Mailed) 	RCMAS eluded raw score 
. 508 .023 .0114 

peer acceptance raw .005 . .226 .490 
Father Attachment Score 
Age at First Parental 

.023 .228 .329 

Separation E54 .490 .329 

N 	 RCMAS ended raw tore 
42 42 42 42 

Peer acceptance raw 42 42 42 42 
Father Attacffinent Score 42 42 42 42 
Age al RIM Parental 
Separation 42 42 42 12 
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Coefficient Correlations. ANOVA. 

Model 
Sum of 
Squares dl Mean Square F 515...e  

1 	Regranian 2E852 26.552 6.646 

Residual 359009 59 4.041 
Total 388.462 90 

2 	RapreSSIOn 185042 4 46.261 19.752 .000 
Rasidual 2131.418 85 2.342 
Total 356 462 90 

e. Predictors: (Constan );Days spent with Fa as • proportion of Days spent wIth MO and Fa 

S. Predictors: (Constant. Days Bawl with Fees. proportion of Say spent with MO end Fe. pee acceptance raw. Present conflict. Father Attachment Score 

. Dapandent aerial*: social cencemsdancentrallon 

CoottIclenta•  

Model 

Unstan ardded 
Coefficient, 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

1 SM. 
95% Confldencq interval for 13 

B Std. Error Bete Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 	(Co-Mann 3.756 .385 0.742 .000 2.989 4.521 

Days Spent with Fa id a 
proportion of Days .pant 
WOO MO end Fa 

-1.250 .485 -.264 -2.676 .012 .2.214 -.257 

2 	(00001a01) 9.743 1.148 1503 7.465 12021 
Days spent with Fe in a 
PmPOnion ol Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 
peer acceptance raw 

-.582 

4517E-02 

.391 

.012 

-.182 

-.560 

.2.203 

-7.033 

.030 

.000 

-1.640 

-.111 482 
Father Atteffiment Score -.255 .131 -.166 -1.940 .056 -.516 .006 
Present conflict 462 226 169 2 112 038 026 FM- 

Model 

Days spent 
with Fs as • 
proportion of 
Days pent 

with Ms and 
Fa 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 
Present 
conflict 

Father 
Attaffiment 

Score 
Correlations 	Dap spent with Fa es a 

proportion of Days loam 1E00 
With Mc and Fe 

Covariances 	Days spent with Fa as a 
acoportion et Days spent 
with fflo and F. 

.235 

2 	C...difit°05 	Offim Vent with Fa as a 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fe 
peer acceptance mu 

1.000 

.052 

.052 

1.500 

.063 

-.051 

-.308 

-.205 
Present contact .053 -.051 1.000 .102 
Father Attachment Score -.308 -.208 .182 1.000 

Covariance. 	Days spent with Fa as • 
PffiPortion of Days ffient 
with MO and Fa 
peer mffiffiance raw 

.153 

2.604E-04 

2.504E434 

1.501E44 

5.558E-03 

-1.412E-04 

-1.584E-02 

4.346E-04 
Presant conflict 5.556E-03 -1.412E-04 5.199E-02 5.761E-03 
Father Attaffirnent Score •1.584F-02 -2346E-04 5 761E-03 1.7201-02 

• endant Variable: social concernshioncentretion 
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Variables Entered/Remoyed. 

Made/ 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed leelhad 

I Father 
Attachment 
Score, peer 
acceptance 
reed 

Enter 

2 Age at First 
Parental 	. 

Separation 
Enter 

a. All requested variables entered. 

b. Dap ndent Variable RCMAS ansi ty raw score 

Model Summary 

Adtusted R Std. Error el 
Change Stathtics 

5804410 
Model 14 12 Square Square the Estgnale Change F Change 511 512 Sig. F Change 
1 .458 .210 .160 5.93815 210 5.189 2 39 610 
2 499.  249 190 5.85009 .040 2.018 1 38 .164 
a. Predictors, (Constant). Father Attechtnent Score, pear acceptance raw 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Father Attachment Score, peer acceptance raw. Age at Fint Parental Separation 

AmovA. 

Model 
EUM of 

Squares 51 Mean Square F Sig. 
1 	Regression 364.2125 2 162.148 0165 .010. 

Residual 1374.2713 30 35.2311 
Total 1755.57t 41 

2 	Regression 431627 3 144.542 4205. .012i' 
Residual 1304.944 39 34.341 
Total 1736 571 41 

a. Predifiors: (Constan ). Father Attachment Score peer acceptance raw 

b. Predictors: (Constar I. Father Attachment Score peer acceptance raw. Age at First Parental Separation 

4. Dependent Variable: RCMAS anxiety raw Icor@ 

Page 2 

Regression 

Descriptive StaUstica 

Mean Std. Deviation N 
RC1AAS anxiety raw SCOre 

Peer acceptance raw 
Father Attachment Score 
Aga at First Parental 
Separation 

12.2857 

7,7381 
4.0855 

44048 

8.51185 

t4.25/16 
1.39279 

4134365 

42 

42 
42 

42 

C meted ns 

RCMAS 
anxiety raw 

Beare 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

Age at First 
Parental 

Separation 
Peareon ConeLawn 	RCHAS anxiety raw score 

1.000 .171 -.310 -.217 

Peer acceptance raw .171 1.000 .119 ..004 
Father Attachment Score ..310 .119 1.000 .070 
Age at First Parental 
S.P.1.5211 

 
.217 .070 1.000 

Sig. (Mailed) 	RCMAS anxiety raw score 
. .008 .023 .084 

peer acceptance raw . .225 .450 
FaMar Attachment Score .023 .225 .329 
Age at Fiat Parental 
Separation .0a4 .490 .329 

N 	 RCMAS anxiety raw score 
42 42 42 42 

Peer acceptance raw 42 42 42 42 
Father Anadvnent Score 42 42 42 42 
Age at Fiat Parental 
Separation 42 42 42 42 

Page 1 

Coefficients° 

Model 
_Correlations 

Zero-order Penis! Part 
(Constant) 
peer acceptance raw -.371 .154 -.337 
Father Attachment Score -.310 .238 -.268 

2 	(Constant) 
peer acceptance raw -.371 -.364 039 
Father AtUrclvnent Scare -.310 -.280 -.253 
Aga at Fint Perental 
Separation -.217 -.226 -200 

a. Dependant Variatdc RCMAS anxiety raw more 

Excluded Variables. 

Model Beta in 1 Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation 

Collinearity 
Statistics 
Tolerance 

1 	Aga at First Parental 
Separation -.200.  .1.421 .184 -.225 .995 

a. PredIctors Ar the Modal. (Con tent). Father Attachment Score, poor acceptance raw 
b. Dependent Variable: RCIAAS englety raw score 

Page 4 

Coefficients. 

model 

UnstandardMed 
Coefildento 

Standardtmd 
Coenlciente 

t Sig. 
95% Confidence !marvel tons 

B Std. Error Beta Lager Bound Upper Bound 
1 	(Constant) 25.541 5.227 5.460 .000 17.968 39.113 

per acceptance raw -,155 .065 -.339 .2.364 .023 -.287 -.022 
Father Anaelvnent Score -1.261 670 -.270 -1.981 .067 -2.617 .095 

2 	(Constant) 30.145 5.252 3.707 .000 19.453 40.839 
peer acceptance raw ..155 .065 -.342 .2.412 .021 -.257 -.025 
Pother Attachment Scor■ •1.194 .654 -.265 ' 	.1.799 .080 .2.137 '.158 
Aga et First Perental 
Separation -.251 .108 .100 -1421 .164 ..681 .119 
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Bata in Model Sig 
Partial 

Corretation 

CollinearIM 
Statistics  
Toieranu 

-.467 .943 
Aga at First Parental 
Separation -.075 .995 

Correlations 

physioMpleal 
anxiety 

Father 
Attachment 

Snore 

Age at First 
Parental 

Separation 
PearlOn Correlation 	physiological anxiety 1.000 -.325 -.093 

Father Attachment Score -.325 1.000 .070 
Age at First Parental 
Separation 493 .070 1.000 

514. (1.taiied) 	physiological anxiety . .015 .279 
Father Attachment Score .01a .329 
Age at First Parental 
Separation .279 .329 

14 	 physiological anxiety 42 42 42 
Father Attachment Score 42 42 42 
Age at First Parental 
Separation 42 42 42 

Variables Entered/Removed. 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

Father 
terc,:ynent Enter 

2 Age at First 

Z:Zon. 
Enter 

a. As requamed yarlabies entered. 

b. Sep ndent Variabla physiological anxiety 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 
Affiusted R 

Square 
Std Enwrap 
the Estimate 

Change Statistic. 
R Square 
Change F Change df1 d12 Sio F Change 

.036 1 .325. .105 083 2.45700 .105 4.710 1 40 
2 .3320  110 .065 246137 .005 .218 I 39 643 

a. Predictor. (Const nt). Father Attachment Score 

b. Predictors: (constant), Father Attachment Score. Age at First Parental Separation 

Page 6 

Coefficient Correlations. 

modal 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 

Age at First 
Parental 

Separation 
1 Correlations Father Attachment Score 1.000 -.119 

peer acceptance raw -.119 1 000 
Covarlanom Father Attachment Score .449 -5.243E-03 

peer acceptance raw 0.243E-03 4.285E-03 
2 Correlations Father Attachment Score 1.000 -.120 -.071 

peer acceptance raw -.120 1.500: .012 
Age at First Parantal 
Separation -.071 .012 1.000 

Coyanances Father Attachment Score .440 -5.148E03 4.357E-03 
peer acceptance raw -5.146E-03 4.177E-03 1.685E-04 
Age at First Parental 
Separation -9.357E-03 1.555E-04 3.904E-02 

a. Dependent Vadabic RCMAS anxiety raw score 

Regression 

DincrIptIve Statistics  

Mean Std Deviation 14 
physiological anxiety 3.100 2.56574 42 
Father Attachment Score 4.0859 1.39279 42 
Age at First Parental 
SeParatIon 8.4048 4.64368 42 

Coafficlants.  

modei 
Correlations 

Zero-order Partiat Part 
(Constant) 
Father Attachment Score -.325 -.325 -.325 

2 	(Constant) 
Father Attachment Score -.325 -.320 -.319 
Age at First Parental 
Separation 	 • -.093 -076 

a. Dependent Variable'. phyalological anxiety 

Excluded Variables. 

a. Predictors In the Model: (Constant). Father Attachment Scare 

b. Dependent Venable: physiological anxiety 

CoeffIclant CorralatIons. 

Model 
An=ent 

Score 
Ittn7:7' 
Separation 

1 Correlations Father Attachment Score 1.000 
Covariances Father Attachment Score 7.690E-02 

2 Correlations Father Attachment Score 1.000 -.070 
Age at Rat Parental 
Separation .470 1000 

Covariances Father Attachment Score 7.780E-02 .1.6430.03 
Age at First Parental 
Separation -1.643E03 6.999E-133 

a. Dependent Variable: physiological anxiety 

Regression 

Page 8 

ANOVA. 

Model 
Sum of 
Square. dl Mean Square F Slq. 

1 	Regression 28,431 1 28.431 4.710 .036e 
Residual 241.474 40 6.037 
Total 269.905 41  

2 	Regression 29.773 2 14.897 2.410 .103. 
Residual 240.132 39 6.167 
Total 269 905 41 

Predictors: (Constant), Father Attachment Score 

b. Predictor. (Constan ). Father Attachment Soar. Age at First Parental Separation 

c. Dependent Variable: physiological anxiety 

Cod/Montsa 

Model 

Unatandardized 
Coefficients 

Standandffied 
Coefficients 

t Slq. 
95% Confidence Interval for B 

B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound 
(Constant) 6.062 1.1913 5.104 .500 3.661 5.462 
Father AttachineM Score -.596 .276 -.325 -2.170 .036 -1.155 -.041 

2 	(Constant) 6.274 1.293 4.590 000 3.670 6.670 
Father Attachment Score -.599 .279 -.320 -2.111 .041 -1.153 -.025 
Age al Fht Parental 
Separation -3.906E-02 .094 -071 -.467 .643 -.208 .T30 
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Model Sig. 
Partial 

Correlation 

cliay 
Statistics 
Tolerance Detain 

-1E23 .255 .113 
Age al First Parental 
Separation 

Variables Entaredlliamoved i  

mod. 
Variables 
Entered 

I 

Variables 
Removed ktethed 

Father 
Attachment 
S.. ,  Peer 
accg ptance 

Enter 

2 
!SW 

Aga at First 
Parental 	. 
generallon 

Enter 

2.011 requested vadat) as entered. 

b Sep ndent variable: wonyroversensitIvity 

Model Summary 

Model 
R 	u..  Telt R gted.EEzmotadel 

t 

else Statistics 
R Sq a 
Chau,  are 	F Chan•a 	WI 	012 	• F Ch. • 

=Mel 
108 

4 
309172 IIMME1M11=1111111M1 

a. Predictors: (Const nt). Fathar Attachment Score, peer acceplan • raw 

S. Predictors: (Constant), Farr Attachment Score. pear ecceplanca raw. Ape at Firm Parental Separation 

ANOVA°  

Model 
Sum of 
Squares dl Mean Square F SM. 

1 	Regression 85 680 2 32.843 3 438 .0426  
Residual 372.791 39 9.559 
Total 439475 41  

2 	Regression 89149 S 29.850 3264 .032ii 
Residual 348.627 Se 9.174 
Total 435 478 41 

a. Predictor.: (Constan ), Father Alta hment Score peer acceptance raw 

U. Predictors: (Constan I.  Father Atta hment Score peer acceptance raw, Age at First Parental Separation 

c. Dependent Variable: worry/averse aillvity 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Mean Std. Deviation N 
wonyrovemensitivily 5.1505 227025 42 
peer acceptance raw 71.7381 1428415 42 
Father Attachment Score 4.0855 1.32279 42 
Aga at First Parental 
Separation 114048 404000 42 

Correlations  

woroirovers 
arolthrity 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

Ape at First 
Parental 

Separation 
Pearson Correlation 	worry/oversensbinty 1.000 -.312 -.265 -.249 

pear acceptance raw -.312 1.000 .119 -.004 
Father Attachment Score .265 .119 1.000 .070 
Age M First Parental 
Separation -249 -.004 .070 1.000 

Sip. (1-tailed) 	wonyroversensitivity . .022 .045 .056 
peer acceptance raw .022 . .226 .490 
Father AttaChrilehl SCOra .045 .228 . .329 
Aga at First Parental 
Separation 056 A90 .325 

N 	 worry/oversensitMly 42 42 42 42 
peer acceptance raw 42 42 42 42 
Father Attachment Score 42 42 42 42 
Aga at First Parental 
Separation 42 42 42 42 

Coefficient,. 

Model 
Correlations 

Zero-order Partial Part 
1 	iConstant) 

peer acceptance raw -.312 -.292 -.282 
Father Attachment Score -.285 -.242 -.230 

2 	(COnStant) 
pear aczeptance raw -.312 -.304 -.285 
Father Attachment Score ' -.255 -.232 ..212 
Aga at First Parental 
Separation -.249 -.255 -.235 

a. Dependant Vadable: worry/over. nsibvily 

Excluded Vatiables6  

a. Predictors In the Model: (Con last). Father Attachment Score, peer acoeptance raw 

bi Dependent Variable: wonyro efunaltivity 

Page 12 

Coefficients` 

Model 

Unstan ardized 
CoeM lents 

Standardized 
Coarndonts 

1 Sip 
115% Connden e Interval for B 

13 Std. Error Beta Lower Bound Upper Bound 
(Constant) 12.079 2.722 4.437 .000 6.573 17.556 
peer actoptanca raw .05100-02 .034 -.284 -1.909 064 .134 .004 
Father Attachment Score .349 -231 .1.555 .128 -1.249 .165 

2 	(Constant) 13.027 2.730 4.771 .000 7.500 18 554 
pear acceptance raw 4677E42 .033 -.287 .1.969 .066 -.133 .002 
Father Attachment Score ' -.603 .343 -.214 . -1.458 .160 -1.198 .1S1 
Age at First Parental 
Separation -.166 .102 -.235 -1.623 .113 -.372 .041 
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Correlations  

social 
concerns/con 

untrallon 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 

Days spent 
with Fe as a 
proportion of 
Days spent 
with Mo and 

Fa 
Present 
conflict 

Age at First 
Parental 

Separation 
Pearson Correlation 	social 

concerns/concentration 1.000 -.510 -.150 466 -.181 
peer acceptance raw -.510 1.000 -.010 .170 -.004 
Days spent With Pease 
proportion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

..159 -.016 1.000 .176 .185 

Present conflict -.066 .170 .175 1.000 .486 
Age at First Parental 
Separation -.151 .105 .4813 1.000 

Sig. (Wailed/ 	social 
concerns/concentration - .000 .157 .339 .126 
peer acceptance raw .000 .455 .141 .490 
Days spent with Passe 
proportion 01 0215 spent 357 .455 .123 .121 
04th MO and Fa 
Present conflict .330 .141 .133 . .001 
Age at First Parental 
Separation .125 .490 .121 .001 

N 	 social 
concernsiconcentration 42 42 42 42 42 
rue. ....nu mw 0 42 42 42 42 
Deys spent wrin Fa as a 
proporeon of Clays *enpt 
with MO and Fa 

0 42 42 42 42 

Present conflict 42 42 42 42 42 
Age at First Parental 
Separation 42 42 42 42 42 

ANOVA' 

Model 
Sum of 
Squares dl Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 
Residual 

46 576 
113.600 

3 
36 

15.559 
2.995 

5.195 .0045  

Total 160475 41  
2 	Regression 53.358 4 13.339 4.608 .004° 

RatJdual 107.119 37 2.895 
Total 160 476 41 

a. Predictors: (Constant, Present cohtlict, peer acceptance raw, Day spent with Peas a 'proportion of Days spent 04th MO and Fa 
b Predictors: (Constant, Present contkr, peer acceptance raw, Days spent Mth Passe proportion of Days spent vAth MO and Fe, Age at First Parental Separation 
c. Dependent Variable: social concerruicancentration 

Coefficient.. 

model 

UnstandardRed 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coeflicients 

t Sig. 
95% Confidence interval for El 

Upper Bound B Std. Error Beta Lower Bound 
(Constant) 6.611 1.518 5.674 .000 5.539 11.683 
peer acceptance raw -7.2415-02 .019 -.522 4.761 .001 -.111 -.033 
Days spent with Pass 
a propodion of Days 
spent vAth Mo and Fa 

-.078 .764 -.178 .1.251 .208 .2.524 .568 

Present conflict .130 SAO .054 .3114 .703 -.557 .816 
2 	(Constant) 

Peer acceptance raw 
e.Y25 

-7.517S-02 
1.4.1 
.0. 

5.840 000 5.898 It .752 

Days spent um Fa es 
a proportion of Days 
spent with Mo and Fa 

-.850 .756 -.155 -1.126 .265 -2.381 MO 

Present conflict .406 .360 .166 1.068 .253 1.175 
Aga at First Parentd 
Separation -.101 .066 -.236 .1.510 .137 -.235 034 
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Varlebles Entered/Removed° Coefficient Correlations.  

Model 

Father 
Attachment 

Score 

peer 
acceptance 

row 

Age nt First 
Parental 

Separation 
Correlations Father Attachment Score 1.000 -.110 

peer accedence raw ..119 1.000 
Covariances Fether Audunent Score .122 .1.422E413 

peer acceptance raw .1.422E-03 1.162E-03 
2 Correlations Father Attachment Score 1.000 -.120 -.071 

pear accepter. raw -.120 1.000 .012 
Age at First Perental 
Separation ..071 012 1.000 

Covariance. Father Attachment Score .118 .1.375E-03 -2.500E-03 
peer acceptanu raw -1.375E-03 1.116E-03 4.235E-05 
Age at First Parental 
Separation .2.500E-03 4.235E05 1.043E-02 

a. Dependent Variable: worryloversensitivIty 

Regression 

Des riptive Stetistica 

Mean Std. DeViatiOn NI 
soda) 
concerns/concentration 24762 1.97840 42 

peer aCceptance raw 7t .7381 14.28416 42 
Days spent with Fa as a 
proponion of Days spent 
with Mo and Fa 

.2755 .35055 42 

Present conflict 2.5217 .82106 42 
Age al First Parental 
Separation 124048 414369 42 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 Present 
conflict, 
peer 
sudden. 
raw, Days 
spent with 
Fa az a 
proportion 
of Days 
spent witn a  

Enter 

MO and Fa 
2 Age at First 

Parental . Enter 
Separation 

a. AN requested variables entered. 
b. Sep ndent Variable: social concems/concentratIon 

Modal Summary 

Modatnnnonarsnssre 

HIMMERMIIIMI 

Adjusted R Std. Error of 
Me Estimate 

Char. Stalls ice 

R Square 
Chani• 	P Chen.e 	dll 	472 S 	F Chan a 

' ""3  WINIERIMIIMI 
a. Predictors.  (Constant). Present conflict. peer acceptance raw, Days spent isAtn Fa as • proportion or Days spent with Mo end Fs 
b. Predictors. (Constent). Present conflict. peer acceptance raw. Days spent with Fa as • proportion of Days spent vAth Mo and Fa. Age at First Parental Separation 
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Collineffily 
Statistic;  

Model Beta In 
Partial 

Correlation 

-242 -1.1519 -.230' .137 
Age al First Parental 
Saparstion 

Tolerance 

.748 

Coefficient Correlations. 

Model 
Present 
conflict 

peer 
acceptance 

raw 

Days event 
with Fa as • 
peoportIon of 
Days spent 

vdth MO and 
Fa 

Age at First 
Parental 

Separation 
1 	Correlation. 	Present conflict 1.000 -.1713 -.152 

peer acceptant. raw 075 1.000 .049 
Days spent with Fa as 
• proportion i of Days 
spent with Mn and Fa 

-.152 .040 . 1,000 

Covarlances 	Present conflict .115 -1.151E23 -4709E-02 
peer acceptance raw -1.151E-03 3.7068434 7.151E-04 
Days spent with Fa es 
• proportion of Days 
spent with MO end Fe 

-4.709E-02 7.101E-04 .583 

2 	Correlations 	Present conflict 1.000 -.200 -.477 
Peer acceptance raw -200 1200 .030 .098 
Day. spent with Fa as 
a proportion of Days 
spent with Mo and Fe 

-.108 .035 1.000 -.111 

Age at First Parental 
Separation -.477 .098 -.111 1.000 

Covariances 	Present conflict .144 -1.442E-03 .30330-02 -1.200E-02 
Peer acceptance raw -1.442E43 3 818E24 5425044 1206E44 
Days spent with Fe as 
• or oPorbon or Day. 
spent with 1.4o and Fa 

4093042 5428044 .571 -5.556E-03 

Age et First Parental 
Separation -1200E22 1.208E44 -5.558E43 4.388E-03 

a. Dependent Var)able: social concerns/concentration 
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Coefficients° 

Modal 
_Diartitatione 

Zero-order Partial Part 
1 	(Cotant) 

peer acceptance raw -.610 -.521 -.514 
Day. spent 1.91111 Fe a. 
a proportion of Day. 
spent with Mo and Fs 

-.169 -203 -.176 

Present conflict • -.055 .002 .052 
2 	(Constant) 

peer acceptance raw -115 .545 - .631 
Day. spent with Fees 
• proportion of Days 
spent with Mo and Fa 

-.152 ..182 

Present Conflict -068 .173 .143 
Ape el First Parental 
Sewell. -.151 -.242 -204 

a. Dependent Variable: imolai concernakoncent ation 

Exclud d Variable 

a. Predictors in the Modal, (Constant). Present conlkt. peer acceptance raw. Day, spent with Fa as a proportion of Days spent wIth MO and Fa 
b. Dependent Variable: aocial concernslconcentration 

Page 17 



Appendix I: Statistical Procedures Used in Between-Groups Effects for 
Attachment and Between-Groups Effects for Anxiety 

1 % 



Deecriptive Statistics 

AlettaircRn=rconv 	

Gender 	z411 a.,  

Separated/Divorced 

LeoerreAlienation subacale 	Male 	Together 
Separated/D1vorced 

the Female 	TTrotag
:errated

r 
S . 	epa/DM:treed 

Total 	Together 

Total 

Boo. That of Equality of Covariance Mat/Ices. 

Mean 

44%7°47400: 
14162 

3.! 6:478629 
:77 13 
12312 ilig 4222L ILL

SeparatectrDIvorced 	 3.3585 

Std. Deviation 
1.40807 
71 :457535,451 

181853: 

1 00287 
1.17234 

.1.11405 

11.1014;0 
1.13394 

N 

42 
91 
27 
17 
44 
22 
25 
47 

'4: 

1377.1r-gr530  

1.749 
rift 	 234 
df2 	12882.841 

Tests the nue hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. a. Design: InterceptvGENDER*PARENTAL.GENDER • PARENTAL 

Doecdptive Stetistics 

Gender Parental Mean Std. Deviation N 
Peer (Fhencn Attachment 
Scot. 

Total Together 
Separated/Divorced 

6.19,5 
5.0245 

1.10674 
1.10781 

40 
42 

Total 81143 1.10422 91 

Mother Trust Attaclvnent Male Together 66269 .94089 27 
Score Separated/Moro:id 5.2176 1.26255 17 

Total 84652 1.08435 44 
Famish) Together 5.5227 1.36867 22 

Separated/Divorced 	. 5.1000 1.39792 25 
Total 5.2979 1.38572 47 

Total Together 85706 1.14364 49 
Separated/Divorced 81476 1.33018 42 
Total 5.3802 1.24510 91 

Mother Communication Male Together 4,7414 .9841113 27 
Attachment Score Separated/Divorced 3.9515 1.31632 17 

Total 4.4381 'Ain 44 
Female Together 4.7455 1.36651 22 

Separated/Divorced 4.2850 1.15628 25 
Total 45521 1.26620 47 

Total Together 4.7449 1.14493 49 
Separated/Divorced 4.1518 1.21931 42 
Total 4.4712 1.21029 91 

Mother Alienation Male Together 3.0741 1.16606 27 
eubserde Score Separaled/Divorced 3.5588 127331 17 

Taw 3.2614 1.317a5 44 
Femme Together 3.1534 1.52700 22 

Separated/Divorced 38550 1.18965 25 
Total 38266 137867 47 

Total Together 11097 1.32698 49 
Separated/Divorced 37351 1.20631 42 
Total 3.3984 1.30343 01 

Feeler Trust Anachmant Mate Together 61481 .85726 27 
Soon,  Separated/Divorced 87115 1.74985 17 

Total 5.4091 1.37719 44 
Female Together 83727 1.34875 22 

Separated/Divorad 4.5480 1.84345 25 
Total 4 9345 165330 47 

Rage 2 
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General Linear Model 

Between.Subjecte Factors 

Value Label N 
Gander 	 1.00 

100 
Male 
Female 

44 
47 

Parental 	 1.00 Together 49 
Divorce1Seinnenon 	2.55 
Statue 

Sepereted/D 
Sorted 

42 

Dose IptIve 61411e60e 

Gander Parental Mean Std. Deviation N 
Mother Attachment Score Male Together 5.1130 .92695 27 

SeparatecVDhtorced 85218 1.05538 17 
Total 4.8845 1.00034 44 

Female Together 85577 1.34725 22 
Separated/DIvorced 4.5820 1.19545 25 
Total 4.7940 127938 tr, 

Tote] Together 80882 1.12260 49 
Separated/Divorced 85457 1.12765 42 
Total 88378 1.15124 91 

Father Attachment Score Male Together 5.1628 .97200 27 
Separeted/Divorced 4.2382 1.31543 17' 
7.1 4.8055 1.19285 44 

Female Together 4.5809 1.35245 22 
Separated/Divorced 3.0816 546034 26 
Total 82098 1 45001 47 

Total Together 4.9373 1.18805 49 
Separated/Divorced 4.0555 1.39279 42 
Total 41442 1.34884 01 

Peer (Friend) Attachment Male Together 4.5358 1.17258 27 
Score Separated/Di.rced 84235 1.06189 17 

Total 48764 1.13871 44 
Female Together 58273 85767 22 

Separated/Divorced 5.4336 .95638 25 
Total 5.5243 .90695 47 

Descriptive SUlistIce 

Gender Paren. 1  Mean Std. Deviation N 
Father Trust Attachment 
Soar. 

Total Together 
Separated/D1vorced 

5.6347 
86143 

1.11851 
1.613800 

40 
42 

Total 5.1637 1.48200 91 
Father Communication Male Together 48333 1.18905 27 
Attachment Score Separated/Divorced 3.7525 1.49420 17 

Total 4.2932 1.36862 44 
Female Together 4.0045 1.59478 22 

• Separated/Divorced 3.6320 1.53859 . 	25 
Total 3.8064 185032 47 

Total Together 4.3510 180555 49 
Separated/Divorced 3.6610 1.50353 42 
Total 4.0418 1.48250 91 

Father AJlenation Male Together 29759 1.12502 27 
subsule Score Separated/Dhrorced 17941 1.42723 17 

Total 3.2926 1.29816 44 
Female Together 13881 1.52516 22 

SeperatedIDNorced 4.2500 1.41923 25 
Total 3.8511 1.51658 47 

Total Together 11607 1.31859 46 
Separated/Divorced 80714 1.42392 42 
Total 

3.5810 1.43510 91 

Peer Trust Attachment Male Together 5.4407 1.12190 27 
Score SeparatedlDivorced 4.7582 1.42168 17 

Total 5.1886 1.27137 44 
Female Together 5.9000 . 	.97980 22 

Separated/DIvorced 51890 .931323 25 
Total 5.8835 .94751 47 

Tote/ Together 5.6489 1.07473 40 
Separated/Divorced 5.4316 1.26186 42 
Total 5.5475 1.16321 91 

Peer Communication Male Together 4.3704 1.44884 27 
Attachment Score Separated/Divorced 3.7426 1.51714 17 

Total 4t276 1.49045 44 
Female Together 5.8835 .110355 22 

Separated/Divorced 5.4800 1.15170 25 
Total s8596 1.01205 47 

Papa 3 Pogo 1 



Leven... Test of Equality of Error Variances'. 

F dfl df2 Sin. 
Mother Attachment Score 1.337 

r--------  
 

87 .2e8 
Father Anachment Score 2.044 67 .114 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
&Core 
mother Trust Attachment 

.934 87 426 

Score 685 87 .564 

Mothat Communication 
Attachment Score 1135 87 288 

Mother Alienation 
subseal. Score 1.204 57 .313 

Father Trust Attachment 
5cou 

4.308 87 .007 

Father CommunicatMn 
Attachment Score .584 87 .640 

Father Alienation 
Bamako Score 1.747 87 .183 
Peer Trust Attachment 
Seore .830 87 .481 

Peer Communication 
Attachment Score 2.899 87 540 

Peer Alienation subscale 
Score .433 57 .730 

Tests Me null hypothuis that the error variance of the dependent variable I. equal across groups. 
• Design. Intercept.GENDER•PARENTAL*GENDER • PARENTAL 

Taste of Between-Subject. Effects 

Source 	 Dependent Variable 
Type 111 Sum 
of Squares Of Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 	Modler Attachment Score 6.705. 

L
T1 

2.238 1.728 .167 
Father Attachment Score 281290  6.710 4.063 809 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 18.548`  8.183 6.609 .001 
Mother Trust Attachment 
Score 

44600 18913 I 814 
Mother Communication 
Auchment Score 9.102.  3.034 1151 .100 

Page 

MUltIverlete Tests° 

Effect Value F Hypothesis dl Env clf Sig. 
Intercept 	 Pillars Trace 1.000 32581.644. 12000 76.000 .000 

76i145.  Lambda .000 32581144. 12000 70.000 .000 
Retelling'. Trace 5144.454 32581.644. 12000 76.000 .000 
Roy. Largest Root 5144.454 32581 644. 12 000 76.000 .000 

GENDER 	 Pillars Trace .372 37455  12000 78.000-  200 
Wilke Lambda .825 3.745. 12000 78.000 .000 
Retelling'. Trace .591 1745. 12.000 76.000 .000 
Roy. Largeit Root .591 1745. 12 000 76.000 .000 

PARENTAL 	 Paars Trace .328 3.058. 12.000 76.000 .001 
Wass' Lambda 674 1056. 12000 78.000 .001 
Retelling .* Trace .483 1058. 12.000 76000 .001 
Rays Lerpeat Root .483 10590 12000 75.000 801 

GENDER • PARENTAL 	Palai's Trace .189 1.477. 12.000 78.000 .152 
WIlks .  Lambda 811 1.477. 12000 78.000 .152 
HoleilIng's Trace .233 1.477* 12.000 71000 .152 
Roy. Largest Root 

.233 1.477.  12.000 76.000 .152 

• 0.04 statistic 

b. Design: Intercept.GENDER.PARENTAL.GENDER • PARENTAL 

Teats of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent varlame G 
Type Ill Sum  
of Squares 6 Mean Square F SI, .  E f I FZ 	 Mother Attachment Score 

Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attechnurd 
Score 
Mother Taut Attachment 
Score 
Mother Communication 
Attachment Score 
Mother Alienallon 
subseal. Score 
Father liust Attachment 
Score 
Father Communiution 
Attachment Score 
Father Alienation 
subsule Score 
Peer Inlet Attachreent 
Score 
Peer Communication 
Attachment Score 
Peer Alienation subscale 
Score 

1.241E-03 
1172 

17.905 

269 

.828 

.778

2.253

3.100 

4.228 

13.080 

57.552 

1.022 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1.241E-03 
3.172 

17.905 

.269 

' .628 

.778 

2.253 

3.100 

4.225 

13.080 

57.562 

1.022 

.001 
1922. 

17.083 

.173 

.445 

873 

1.145 

1.478 

2.255 

10701 

16 608 

875 

.975 

.165 

.000 

278 

.508 

.494 

.287 

228 

.138 

.002 

800 

.353 
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Tests of Eleueon.-Subjects Effects 

Source 	 Dependent Variable 
Type Ill Sum 
of Squares dl Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 	Mother All/nation 
subsea'. Score 
Father Trust Attachment 
Score 
Father CommunIcallon 
Attachment Score 
Father Alienation 
subscele Score 
Peer Trust Attachtnent 
Score 
Peer 
Attac   hment 

Commun
Supra

katIon 

Peer Alienation subscale 
Score 

0.11111 

2855e 

158950  

22.986 '  

15.4281  

59.151 0  

2.415'  

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

1270 

8.853 

5.032 

• 7.1382 

5.142 

19.717 

.605 

1.988 

4.501 

2398 

4.105 

4200. 

12539 

.688 

.122 

.008 

.074 

.009 

.008 

.000 

.882 

intercept 	 Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) An.chment 
Score 
Mother Trust Attachment 
Score 
Mother

ment Score 
Communication 

Attach  
Mother Alienation 
.ubscale Score 
Father Truat Attachment 
Score 
Father Communication 
Attachment SCore 
Father Allermtlon 
subscale Score 
Peer Ttust Attachment 
Score 
Peer Communication 
Attachment Score 
Peer Alienation subscate 
Seer. 

2044.895 
1795.559 

2277.255 

2541.443 

1733.615 

1028.309 

2313.412 

1415.937 

1148.399 

2688.595 

2057.884 

951854 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2044895 
1795.559 

2277.255 

2541.443 

1733.515 

1026.109 

2313.412 

1415.937 

1146.395 

2858.895 

2087.884 

951.854 

1580.205 
1088.091 

2172.1351 

1837.150 

1225.906 

821990 

1175.235 

574.232 

514.260 

2183.311 

1327.825 

812.873 

.000 

.000 

800 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

800 

.000 

Pegs 7 
Poses 



Tests of Between-Subjects Effect. 

Source 	 Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum 
or Squares Of mean Source F SM. 

GENDER • PARENTAL 	Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Scout 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 
Mother Trust Attachment 
Score 

 

Mother Communication 
Attachment Score 
Mother Alienation 
submit, Score 
Father Trust Attachment 
Score 
Father Communication 
Attachment Score 
Father Alienation 
subseal. Score 
Peer Trust Attachment 
SCore 
Peer Communication 
Attachment Score 
Peer Alienation subsea* 
Scrim 

5.027E-02 
.331 

.253 

1.1616-03 

821 

259 

536 

1.422 

1.753E-02 

2.130 

.329

.855 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

i 

1 

00270.02 
.331 

.263 

5.151E-03 

' .821 

.259 

1.422 

1.753E-02 

2.130 

.329 

.655 

. 

.039 

.201 

.251 

.001 

.440 

.158 

.877 

meg 

1.743 

.209 

.731 

.84e 

.855 

.815 

-978 

.509 

.692 

.803 

.413 

.923 

.190 

649 

.395 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source 	 Dependent variable 
Type III Sum 
of Square. ell Mean Square F gip. 

Total 	 Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 
Mother Tmst Attachment 
Score 
Mother Communicseon 
Attechment Score 
Mother Alienation 
subacale Score 
Fetter Trust Attachment 
Score 
Father Communication 
Attachment Score 
Father Alienation 
subscale Score 
Peer Trust Attachment 
Score 
Peer Communicallon 
Attachment Score 
Peer Orienation subsea). 
Score 

2249.075 
2042.803 

2489 925 

2773.700 

1951.033 

1203.844 

2624.110 

16154.350 

5352.325 

2922.306 

2397.797 

1088.537 

91 
91 

91 

91 

Di 

01 

91 

81 

91 

91 

81 

. 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Spume 	 Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum 
of Squares rlf Mean Squere F Sig. 

PARENTAL 	 Mother Attachment Score 5.516 1 8.516 5.035 .027 
Father Attachment Score 14.184 1 14.184 8.595 .004 
Peer (Friend) Altschment 
Score 2.023 1 2.023 1.930 .158 

Mother Trust AttacNnent 
Score 1809 1 3.809 2.453 .121 

Mother Communication 
Attachment Score 5824 ' 	8824 8.113 .015 

Mother Alienation 
subscale Score 7.752 1 7.782 4.719 .033 

Father Trust Attachment 
SCOre 21.211 1 21.211 10.785 .001 

Father Communicallen 
Attachment Score 8855 t 8.655 4.123 .045 

Father Aii8/11111011 
subscale Score 15.759 1 15.759 8.449 .005 

Pear Trost Attachment 
Score 2.577 1 2.577 2.108 .150 

Peer Communication 
Attachment Score 5.841 1 5841 3.585 .062 

Peer Alienation subsea'. 
Score .485 i 455 .411 .523 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source 	 Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum 
of Squares dl Mean Square F S. 

Error 	 lAolher Attachment Score 112.573 87 1294 
Father Attachment Score 143.567 07 1150 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 91.180 87 1848 

Mother Tract Attachment 
Score 135.055 87 1.552 

Mother Communication 
Attachment Score 122.731 87 ' 	1.411 

Mother AllenatIon 
subsoils Score 143.093 87 1.545 

Father Trust Anactunent 
UM 171.111 87 1.967 

Father Communication 
Attachment Score 182.706 87 2.100 

Father Allenetion 
subseal. Score 182.369 87 1.555 

Peer Trust Attecivnent 
Score 108349 87 1222 

Peer Communication 
Attaehment Score 135.795 67 1.572 

Peer Alienation subsula 
S.M.. 

101.853 87 1.17i 

Page 11 
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3. Parental DIvorce/SeparatIon Status 
1. Grand Mean 

Dewndent Vanshie Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Anachment 
Score 
Mother Trust Attach/lent 
Score 
Mother Communication 
Attachment Score 
Mother Alienation 
subecaks Score 
Father Trust Attachment 
Score 
Fether Communication 
Attachment Score 
Father Alienation 
subsule Score 
Peer  

e
Truet Attachment 

Scor 
Peer Cornmunication 
Attachment Score 
Peer Alienation subsoil. 
Scora 

ble411,  

4.611 

5.080 

5.367 

4,432' 

3.410 

5.120 

4.006 

3.604 

5.499 

4.864 

3.234 

.121 

.137 

.109 

.133 

.126 

.137 

.149 

.154 

.145 

.118 

.133 

.115 

4.573 
4.239 

4.563 

5.103 

4.181 

3.139 

4.823 

3.699 

3.315 

5168 

4.599 

3.055 

5.054 
4.763 

6.297 

5830 

4.884 

3482 

5.417 

4.312 

3.893 

5.733 

5.129 

3.513 

4. Gender • Parental DIVOrcenteparatIon Status 

Pegs 18 
Page 14 

t. Gander 
Tests of Eletwesn•Sublects Effects 

Source 	 Dependent Variable 
Type ill Sum 
at Squares dl Mean Square F 6. 

Corrected Total 	Mother Attachment Score 
Father Attachment Score 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 
Score 
Mother Trust Attachment 
Scare 
Mother Communication 
Attachment Score 
Mother Alienation 
eubscale Score 
Father Truet Attachment 
Score 
Father Communication 
AltaChment Score 
Father Alienation 
subscale Score 
Peer Trust Attachment 
Score 
Peer Communication 
Attachrnent Score 
Pear Alienation subsca/e 
Sc.. 

119.261 
563696 

108 735 

130.541 

131.832 

152.904 

197E70 

197601 

185.355 

121.775 

196949 

104.259 

90 
90 

90 

GO 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

. 

. 8 Squared.. 	(Adlueted R Squared • .024) 

b. R Squared • .123 (Adjusted R Squared .093) 

c. R Squared • .169 (Adjusted R Squared • .140) 

d. R Squared • .032 (Austed R Squared a -.001) 

e. R Squared ...069 (Adjusted R Squared • .037) 

R Squared • .064 (Adjusted R Squared • .032) 

9. R Squared • .134 (Adjusted R Squared • . 10 5) 
h. R Squared • 078 (Adjusted R Squared • .044) 

I. R Squared • .124 (Adjuated R Squared • 094) 

R Squared • .127 (Adjusted R Squared • 097) 

k. R Squared •.302 (Adjusted R Squared • .2781 

I. R Squared •.023 (Adjusted R Squared • .011) 

Estimated Marginal Means 
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Parental 
Dependent Variants 	Olvoreersenaranon statue Mean Sid Elinor 

95% Confidence hterval 
Lower Bound upper Bound 

Mother Attachment Score 	Together 5.085 .163 4.761 5.410 
Separated/DIvorced 4.542 .179 4.187 4.897 

Father Attachment Score 	Together 4.912 .184 4.545 5.275 
Separated/Divorced 4.110 .202 3.709 4.511 

Peer (Friend) Attachment 	Together 5.231 .147 1139 5.524 
Score 	 Separated/Divorced 4.929 .181 4 809 5.246 
Mother Trust Atbschment 	Together ' 6,914 .179 ' 	6.219 5.930 
Score 	 Separated1DIvorced 5.159 .198 4.770 5.548 
Mother Communication 	Together 4.745 .171 4.408 5.084 
Attachment Score 	Separater1Dhvorced 4.120 .187 3.749 4.491 
Mother Alienatem 	Together 3114 .184 2.748 3.480 
subsea*, Score 	Separated/Divorced 3.707 .202 3.306 4.108 
Father Taal Attachment 	Together 5.810 .201 5.210 6.011 
Score 	 Separated/Olvorced 4.830 .220 4.192 5.0613 
Father Communication 	Together 4.319 105 3.906 4.733 
Attechment Score 	SeparatecVDivorced 3.692 .226 3.240 4145 
Father Alienation 	Together 3.1132 .198 2.792 3.572 
subscals Score 	Separaterc9Divoreed 4.027 .215 3500 4 454 
Peer Trust Attachment 	Together 51370 .159 5.355 5.956 
Score 	 Separsted/DIvorced 5.329 .174 4.983 5074 
Peer Commurdcation 	Together 6117 .180 4.769 5.475 
Attachment Score 	Separater9Divorced 4011 .187 4.000 5.3 
peer Allanation subscate 	Together 
seece 	 Separated/Divorced 

3.218 
3 358 

.155 
170 

2.1 
3 020 

3.519 
3.691 

Parental 
Dependent Variable 	Gender 	Divorce/Separation Status Mean Std. Error 

95% Coned nee Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Mother Attachment Score 	Male 	Together 5.113 .219 4.678 5.548 
Separated/Dtvorced 4.522 276 3.973 5.070 

Female 	Together 5.058 .243 4.576 5 540 
Separated/Divoreed 4.552 .228 4.110 5.014 

Father Attachment Score 	Male 	Together 5.183 .247 4.571 5.834 
SsearatedeNvoncect 4 235 312 1619 4.657 

Dependent \ Wheals 	Gender Mean Std. Error 
95% Coned nee Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Mother Attachment Score 	Mate 4.817 .176 4.467 5.167 

Female 4.816 .155 4.479 5.140 
Father Attacienant Score 	Male 4.700 .199 4.305 5098 

Female 1.321 .168 3.945 4.694 
Peer (Friend) Attachment 	Male 4.830 .158 4.315 4.945 
Score 	 Female 5630 .150 5.233 5.828 
Mother Tnist Attachment 	Male 5.422 .193 5.038 . 5.805 
50.171 	 Female 5.311 .182 4.949 6.673 
Mother CommunicaUon 	Male 4.348 .184 3.982 4.713 
Attachment Score 	Female 11517 .174 4.172 4.862 
Mother Mention 	Male 3.315 .199 2.922 3.711 
subeCale Score 	Female 3601 .187 6132 3.677 
Father Trust Attachment 	Male 5.250 .217 4.845 6.711 
Score 	 Female 4.9130 205 4353 5.368 
Father Communication 	Male 4.193 .224 3.747 4.639 
Attachment Score 	Female 3.818 .212 3.397 4239 
Father Alienation 	Male 3.385 .211 2.965 3.806 
subscale Score 	Female 3.823 .200 3426 4220 
Pear Thad Attachment 	Male 5.114 .171 4.771 5455 
Score 	 Female 5.884 .162 5.563 6.206 
Peer Communication 	Male 1.057 .194 3.671 4.442 
Attachment Score 	Female 5072 .183 5.308 6.036 
Peer alanatlon subscale 	Male 3.392 in 3059 3.725 
Score 	 Femeie 1 175 155 7.662 3491 
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4. Gender • Parental Divorce/Separation Status Descriptive Statistics 

Parental 
Dependent Variable 	Gender 	ONoree/Seperefion Statue Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bed. Upper Bound 

Father Attachment Score 	Female 	Together 4.661 .274 4.117 8.205 
Separated/Divorced 3.882 .257 3.471 4.402 

Peer (Friend) Attachment 	Male 	Together 4.536 .197 4.444 5127 
Score 	 Separated/Divorced 4 424 .248 1930 4117 

Female 	Together 0627 .218 5.193 6.061 
Separated/Dhormd 5.434 .205 5027 5.541 

Mother Tmst Attachment 	Male 	Together 5125 .740 5.149 6.103 
Servs 	 Separated/Divorced 5.218 .302 4.817 5.818 

Femme 	Together 4.523 4.995 0051 
Seplitated/DIvorced 

5.100 .249 4.605 5.595 

Mother Communication 	Male 	Together 4.744 .220 4.220 5.199 
Attachment Score 	 Separated/Divorced 1951 .288 1379 4.524 

Female 	Together 4.745 .253 4242 5.248 
Separeted/DIverced 4 288 138 1516 4.780 

Mother Alienation 	Male 	Together 3074 .247 2.584 3.565 
eubacale Score 	 Separated/Olvormd 1559 .311 1041 4.177 

Female 	Together 1163 .273 2010. 1697 
Separated/DNorced 3.855 .258 3.345 4155 

Father That Attachment 	Male 	Together 5.848 .270 5.312 6.385 
Score 	 Separeurd/Divorced 4.712 .340 4.038 5.388 

Female 	Together 5173 .299 4.778 5.067 
Separated/Divorced 4148 .280 3.901 0105 

Father CommuMcation 	Male 	Together 4.633 .279 4.070 5.48 
Attachment Score 	 Separated/Divorced 1753 .351 3.054 4.452 

Female 	Together 4005 .300 3.390 4.619 
Separated/Divorced 3.532 .290 3 058 4.208 

Father Alienation 	Male 	Together 2.877 .263 2.454 3.490 
subscale Score 	 Separated/Dhomed 3.704 .331 3.136 4.453 

Fames 	Together 3.345 .291 2.537 3.905 
separated/Divorced 4.260 .273 3.717 4.803 

Peer 'Post Attachment 	Male 	Together 5 441 .213 5.018 5164 
Score 	 Separated/Divorced 4.766 .288 4255 5 321 

Female 	Together 5.900 .236 5.431 8.389 
Separeted/Olvemed 5 869 221 5,47 9 6309 

Gender Perentai Mean Std. Deviation N 

RCMAS enotaty raw score Male Together 9.8580 5.47354 27 

Saparated/Olvorced i0.4444 0.78425 18 

Total 111111 5.98285 45 

Female Together 10.5909 7.75515 22 

Separeted/DIvorced 13.0000 5.95819 25 

Total 12.1915 614900 47 

Total Together 10.2041 6.53191 49 

' Seperated/Divorced 12.2791 ' 6.43401 43 
Total 11.1736 8.53412 82 

physiological *rudely Male Together 3.3333 2.183815 27 

Separated/Divorced 21889 2.32351 18 

Total 3.1556 2.22143 45 

Female Together 3.3182 2.76892 22 

Separated/Divorced 4.1600 2.59214 25  
Total 5.7680 166014 47 

Total Together 3.3286 2.43574 49 

Separatedellvorced 3 6279 2.53588 43 

Total 3.4674 2.47382 92 

wonyloversensitIvity Male Together 4.29133 2.91963 27 

Separated/Divorced 4.2775 3.54477 16 

Total 4.2889 3.14514 45 

Female Together 4.5455 3.71282 22 
Separated/Diverted 5.60130 2.00115 25 
Total 5.2128 132020 47 

Total Together 4.41382 126547 49 

Separated/Divorced 5.1828 3.23518 43 

Total 47609 125500 92 

sodal Male Together 2.2593 1.97275 27 
concerns/concentration Separated/Divorced 3.2778 1.99427 la 

Total 2.6667 2.02250 45 

Farm% Together 2.6818 2.16675 22 
Separabsd/Divorced 3.5400 1.95533 25  

Total 11915 2.09179 47 

Total Together 24490 2.05204 49 

Separatml/Divorced 3.4884 1.95633 43 

Total 2.9348 200308 92 

4. Gender • Parental Divarce/SeparatIon Status 

Parental 
Dependent Venable 	Gender 	Divorce/Separation Status Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence 
Lower Bound 

Interval 
Upper Bound 

Peer Communication 	Male 	Together 4.370 .241 1891 4.850 Attachment Score 	 Separated/Divorced 3.743 .304 3.138 4.347 
Female 	Together 

Separeted/Olvorced 
5.884 
0480 

.207 
251 

5.332 
4.982 

6.395 
5175 

Peer Alienation subsoils 	Male 	Together 3.418 .208 3.002 1830 Score 	 Separated/Divorced 3.357 .252 2.1345 3.660 
Female 	Together 3.004 131 1646 1453 

Sepereled/DIvorcal 3.349 216 2.918 3 779 

General Linear Model 

Warnings 

I Dote Tell of Equality of Covariance Matrices is not computed because there are 	I 
fewer than two nonsIndufar cog Marlene. metrlses.  

Betweemllubjecte Factor. 

Value Label N 
Gender 	 1.00 Male 45 

2.00 
Parental 	 too 

Female 
Toyama. 

47 
49 

DIvorcerSoperattOn 	2.00 
Status 

SeparatcVD 
NOrCed 43 
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Multivarlete Testse 

Effect VeNe F Nypotheels dr Emu rif SM. 
Paella] Eta 
squared 

Nonce. 
Parameter 

•,..... 
Observed 

Pewee intercept 	 Pilafs Trace .. .750 65.7040  4.000 85.000 .000 .758 262.814 1.000 
Wake Lambda .244 85.704° 4.000 85.000 .000 .7513 201814 1000 
Hotellinfte Trace 
Rob % Largest Root 

3.092 
3 092 

85.7040  
65704. 

4.000 
4.003 

85.000 
85.000 

.000 

.000 
.758 
.756 

261614 
262.814 

1.000 
1.000 

GENDER 	 Pillars Trace .039 1670  4.003 81000 487 .039 1488 .265 
win.. Lambda .961 .8870  4.000 85.000 .467 .039 3.488 .265 
Holding's Trace 
Rors Largest Root 

.041 

.041 
.8870  
.867. 

4.000 
4.000 

85.000 
85000 

.467 

.487 
.039 
.039 

' 	3.488 
1408 

.205 

.285 PARENTAL 	 PRIM% Trace .087 1023k 4.000 65.000 .098 .087 1090 .583 
Mks' Lambda .913 1023. 4.000 55.000 .098 .087 8.090 .583 Holding% Trace 
Roy% Largest Room 

.095 

.095 
2.022° 
1023. 

4000 
4.000 

85.000 
85.000 

.098 

.098 
.087 
.087 

6.000 
8.090 

.583 

.583 GENDER • PARENTAL 	Mee Trace .952. 4.000 85.000 .422 

!$
$
i 

3.925 .298 wilice.  Lambda .882. 4.000 55.000 .422 3.928 .298 Retelling% Trace .982. 4.300 85.000 .422 3.925 .295 Robe Largest Root 
152°  4.000 85.000 122 1928 .298 

• 
S. Exact datletic 

Design: Intercept•GENDERepARENTAL•GENDER • PARENTAL 

Levan., Teat of Equality of Esser Variances. 

F dll 012 ......214...  
TrIMIlimelety raw more 

112 

.140 
Phydological anxiety .308 
wony/oversenellNity 
aodal 
concernekancentratIon 

ii  •1 

.128 

.933 

es s the roth hypotheelethat the error variance 01 the dependent variable is equal across groups. 
a. 06610111htercePt 00ENDER.PARENTAL4GENDER • PARENTAL 
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Tot. of Betwaen-Subjects Effects 
Tests of Betmen-Subj•ets Effects 

Type ill sum 
dl mean Square 

Partial Eta 
Squared Source 	 Dependent 	

"rb'  e S a   ni‘il''  Total 	 CY raw soar. 

physiological anxiety 
worry/oversensitivIly 
sotial 
concerns/concentration 

Of 
	r  . . 

15372000 

1663.000 
3050.000 

1180.000 

92 

92 
92 

92 

corrected Total 	RCMAS anxiety raw score 

physiological anxiety 
worry/oversemillvily 
social 
concerns/concentration 

3955,217  

558.902 
954.739 

387.609 

F.
 .1

; 1-3 

Estimated Marginal Means 

Source 
nrI v..,,,",:e Z 	 w score 

Noncent 
Parameter 

Observed 
Power/.  

Total 

physiological anxiety 
wony/oversensItivIty 
social 
concerns/concentration 

Corrected Total RCMAS anxiety raw score 

physiological anxiety 
wony/overunsitivity 
social 
concerns/con...Woo 

• Computed using alpha ..05 

R Squared • .054 (Ad/toted R Squared • .0211 

. 11 Squared • 034 (Acipmed R Squared ..0011 

d. R Squared ..039 (Adpoted R Squared • .007) 

• Squared • 173 (Adjusted R Squared • .041) 

1. Gend. 

95% Confidence interval 
Zaanieder M1e0an167  ID:crikidselVieatyritlwe s

core 
 Std. E.rtr:35r3  Lower B.oulndu  Upper B1,07121  

Feme/e 12.095 .945 10.218 13.973 
physiological anxiety 	Male 3.111 .378 2.384 3.859 

Female 3.739 .381 1021 4457 
wony/oversenetivily 	Male 4.287 .494 3.308 5.259 

Female 5.173 .474 4.230 1115 
.0061 	 Mala 2.789 107 2.158 3.379 
conCerns/concentration 	Female 3 181 .295 2.574 3.748 
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Tests of 13.tween-Subjecta Effects  

Source 
Type III Sum 
'' Square. ....„ Square 

, 
Slq. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

054 

.034 

.039 

.073 

Fig.t1dSeennt .ilryt Corrected Model 	 score 

physiological anxiety 
vrnnykwersensitIvily 
social 
conce  rrn/condrntratIon 

X 
208.7813 

16.992° 
38•0444  

25150.  

d
' el
 .1, . 1

, e
l 

69593 

6.331 
12.881 

9.427 

1168 

1.036 
1.204 

2.309 

.180 

.381 

.313 

.082 

Intercdpt 	 RCAAAS aruiletY Mw worn 

phy.lotogical anxiety 
wony/oversen.itivity 
WWI 
concern./concentradon 

511,4,178 

1054.221 
2010.415 

789.851 

1 

1 
1 

1 

11134.178 

1054.221 
2010.415 

789.881 

269.511 

172.486 
190.911 

193.438 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.7E2 

.882 

.854 

.687 

GENDER 	 RCMAS anxiety raw score 

physiological arudety 
worry/oversenPINIty 
sodal 
concerns/concentrallon 

83.576 

6.860 
17.523 

3.459 

1 

1 
1 

1 

63.570 

8.830 
17.823 

3.459 

2.001 

1.449 
1.574 

.547 

.151 

.232 

.199 

.360 

.022 

.016 

.019 

.010 

PARENTAL 	 RCMAS anxiety raw score 

physiological anxiety 
worry/ov.raensitNity 
social 
concems/conuntrallon 

71.387 

.887 
5.581 

21.946 

1 

1 
I 

I 

71.357 

.657 
5.501 

21.946 

1.705 

.145 
110 . 

5.374 

.195 

.704 

.389 

.023 

.019 

.002 

.009 

.058 

GENDER • PARENTAL 	ROMAN and sty raw score 

physiological anxiety 
worry/oversensitIvIty 
social 
coneernskoncentrallon 

33 .610 

1292 
9.103 

2.041E-02 

1 

1 
1 

1 

33110 

9.292 
9.103 

2.045E-02 

.509 

1.520 

.005 

171 

.221 

.355 

.944 

109 

.017 

.010 

.000 
Error 	 RCMAS anxiety raw score 

phyalological anxiety 
worry/50er...111AV 
Social 
concerns/concentration 

3676429 

537.911 
926.695 

359329 

00 

08 
88 

88 

41.778 

6.113 
10.531 

4.083 
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Tests of Elatween-Subjects Effect. 

Source 	 ndse.nnt 
...roc e 	el 	

10 
Noncent. 

Parameter 
Observed 

Power.  ,,,,/taetyria.blwe . 	. 

4.998 423 

physiological anxiety 3.107 .272 
worry/oversanallivity 
social 
conurnskoncentration 

3.513 

8.925 

.313 

.564 

Intercept 	 RCIAAS strudel,/ raw score 
269611 1.000 

physiological anxiety 172.465 1.000 
wony/oversensitIvIty 
social 
concem./concentration 

190.911 

193.436 

1.000 

1.000 

GENDER 	 RCMAS enxiety raw Imre 
2001 288 

phyPolOgical anxiety 1.449 .222 
worry/ovenensidAy 
social 
concerns/concentration 

1.674 

.U7 

.249 

.149 

PARENTAL 	 RCMAS anxiety raw scoot 
1.708 253 

physiological anxiety .145 .065 
wony/overlensitivity 
social 
concerns/con.ntratIon 

.815 

5.374 

.145 

.630 

GENDER • PARENTAL 	RCIAAS arolety raw score 
109 .144 

phys101ogIcal tinxiely 1.520 .230 
worry/oversensitivily 
social 
conuma/concentrallon 

164 

.005 

.151 

.051 

Error 	 RCMAS anxiety raw score 

physiological arodely 
worry/oversensiNty 
{Oda! 
concernskoncentretion 
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Spread vs. Level Plot of RCMAS anxiety ra 
60 

• 

70 

80 

co 

13 	14 

Legal (Mean) 

Groups: Gender • Parental DIvorce/Separation Status 

Page 28 

2. Parental Divorce/Separation Status 

Parentar 
Vx:vrlarbalwer jpglAndseannt .,... Mean Std 6726  

95% Con5d noil Interval 
Lower Bou..375  Upper 131 174 k).01voiz,../S,  operation Status 

Separated/Divorced 18022 .999 11037 14.083 
physiological anxiety 	Together 3.328 .355 2120 4.031 

Separated/Divorced 1524 .382 2.785 4.284 
worry/oversensiONty 	Together 4.421 .466 3.495 5.347 

Separated/Divorced 5.039 .502 4.042 6.038 
seclal 	 Together 2471 .290 1.684 3.047 
991194919'999999"999 	Separated/Divorced 3.459 312 2 638 4,080 

3. Gender • Parental Divorce/8 paretIon (Rat.  

Spread vs. Level Plot of wony/oversensitivi 
3 

I 3.4 

32 

3.0 

co 21 
42 	4.4 
	

4.8 	5.0 	5.2 	8.4 	51 	51 	60 

Level (Mean) 

Groups: Gender • Parental CilvonralleparatIon Status 
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Spread vs. Level Plot of physiological anxit 
2.5 	  

2.7 

I 2.8 

A 2.5 

2.4 

2.3 

22 

81 
28 	3.0 	3.2 

Level (Mean) 

Parental 
De endeannt .VstrylaLle 	Geanleder 	 Status s 

anxiety 	 too,. 	
. 	,00,1vOr.th.cecSeparallon Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence, Interval 
Lower Bound Upper  Bound 

9189 1144 7.417 12.381 
SeparaterVOivorced 10444 1.523 7.417 13.472 

Female 	Together 18591 1.37a 7.852 13.329 
Separated/Divorced t300 1.293 11.031 18.189 

physiological anxiety 	Male 	Together 3.333 476 2.366 1279 
Separated/Olvorced 1859 .583 1.731 4.047 

Female 	Together 3.318 .527 2.271 4.388 
Separated/Divorced 4.160 .494 3.178 5.143 

worry/oversenaltIvIty 	Male 	Together 4.208 .625 3.055 5.537 
Separaled/Divorced 4 275 .785 2.758 5.798 

Female 	Together 4545 .692 3.171 1920 
SeparalecVDIvorced 5.800 .849 4.510 7.090 

social 	 Male 	Together 2.259 .389 1.486 3.032 
conCems/Concentrallon 	 Separated/Divorced 1276 .478 2.331 4224 

Female 	Together 2.662 431 1.626 3.538 
Separated/Divorced 

3.640 .4134 2137 4.443 

Spread-versus-Level Plots 

Standard Deviations versus Means 

PO 
3.8 	AO 	42 

Groups: Gender • Parental DIvorce/Sepenace Status 
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Spread vs. Level Plot of RCMAS anxiety ra 
70 

Spread vs. Level Plot of worry/oversensitivi. 14 
80 13 
50 12 

40 
13, 	11 

ID 
30 

" g 	8, 11 	12 	13 	14 4.2 44 	4:8 4.8 	5.0 	52 	5.4 	5.6 	5.8 	60 

2 

Level (Mean) 

Groups: Gender • Parental Divorce/Seperellon Statue 
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Level (Mean) 

Groups Gender • Parentel DIvorce/Seperstion Statue 
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2.2 

Spread vs. Level Plot of social concerns/cc Spread vs. Level Plot of physiological anxiE 
eo 

7.5 

7.0 

6.5 

20 • 
13.0. 

5.5. 

5.0 
22 	2.4 	26 	2.8 	3.0 2 	3.4 	06 	Se 

g. ro 	4.5 	• 
28 	30 3.2 	34 	3.6 	la 	40 	42 

Level (Mean) 

Groups: Gender • Parents Givorce/Separanon Statue 

Variances versus Means 

Level (Mean) 

Groups: Gender • Parental Givocce/SeparatIon Status 
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Observed 

Predicted 

2.2 

 

8111111%11,. 

OM Regd.! 

Dependent Variable: worry/oversensitivity 

Observed 

  

 

Pmdkted 

   

   

   

    

Dependent Variable: RCMAS anxiety raw 

: 

! 

Model'. Intercept • GENDER • PARENTAL • GENDERVARENTAL 
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Model: Intercept • GENDER • PARENTAL + GENDERVARENTAL 

Pegs 36 

Spread vs. Level Plot of social concerns/cc Dependent Variable: physiological anxiety 

4.8 

Observed 
48 

4.4 

Predicted 

4.0 

co 	3.8 SM. Reeklual 
24 	2.8 	2.8 

	
30 	3.2 	3.4 	3.8 	3 

Level (Mean) 

010.31 Gender • Parente! Olvorce/Seberstion Status 

0 1'  

Model: Intercept • GENDER. PARENTAL • GENDER`PARENTAL 

Observed • Predicted • Std. Residual Plots 

Page 35 Page 33 



Peer (Friend) Attachment Score 

Dependent Variable: social concerns/conc 

Mode intercept • GENDER • PARENTAL • GENDERMARENTAL 

.fl Pernent Veld Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
2 2 2 2 

;;;;;;
:i3;;;

iz
i-

-
-
;
;
;
;
;
I
N
 

1.1 1.1 

3. 3 3.3 

1.1 
22 22 
2.2 2.2 
1.1 1.1 
1.1 1.1 
33 3.3 
2.2 2.2 

1.1 
3.3 

6 6,  6.5 
1.1 

2,  2,  2 2 

3.3 3.3 
2.2 2.2 

2.2 2.2 
2.2 2.2 

11 
12. 12 22 

m . 

General Linear Model 

Pep 37 .  Page 2 

Dependent Variable: worry/oversensitivity 

Model: Intercept • GENDER • PARENTAL • GENDERTARENTAL 

Frequencies 

iltatIstica 

Peer (Friend) Attachment Score 

Valid 
	

52 
Missing 
	

0 
Median 
	

52500  

Peer (Friend) Attachment BCC. 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumidative 

Percent 

II 

7,:12z::
7

;;;;;;
;;IFAiNuti:,, 

1.1 
2.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
2.2 
1.1 
3.3 
1.1 
3.3 

1.1 
3.3 
3.3 
1.1 
1.1 

°beamed 

Predicted 

Bid Retinual 
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DatcrIptIve Statistics 

P40402 P402 Mean Sid Deviation N 
RDAS endeR rev scot. 1'0 10 13.1923 7.13313 25 

20 118500 13.07275 20 
Total 124703 662002 45 

2.0 1.0 0.5500 5.84425 20 
2.0 13482 5.49139 26 
Total 8.8696 561588 .46 

Total 1.0 111067 0.78390 46 
2.0 10.7393 6.31005 46 
Total 11.1739 6.63412 92 

phytilologIcal anxiety IS 1.0 4.1154 2.43447 26 
10 4.0500 2.74293 20 
Total 4.0870 154581 46 

10 1.0 2.0000 2.51103 20 
20 21077 2.09708 28 
Total 2.5476 2.28046 44 

Total 1.0 15870 2.51728 45 
20 3.3478 145140 45 
Total 14574 2.47382 92 

wony/ovemenslthiry 1.0 1.0 5.3077 061900 26 
2.0 00000 2.71448 20 
Total 013087 124194 46 

2.0 10 42500 3.14350 20 
2.0 16538 105860 26 
Total 3.0130 3.07654 46 

Tale! 1.0 

ZO 
kW. 

4.6739 
3.42511 

3.11300 

46 

46 
Total 4.7606 125800 92 

social 1.0 1.0 3.7892 2.02599 26 
comm./concentration 2.0 3.8000 1.68085 20 

Total 17620 1.942613 46 
2.0 10 14000 2.01050 20 

20 11462 1.66079 26 
Total 2.0870 113577 46 

Total 1.0 3.1739 2.11139 48 
2.0 16957 2.00064 46 
Total 19348 2.05384 92 

Page 4 

Warnings 

I Box's Test of Equably of Covariance Matilue Is not computed because then are 	I 
fewer 11168 1715 nons ,nooler cell covariance matrices  

BetweenAubisem Factors  

PARAS2 1.0 
. 2 0 

48 
46 

PAS2 1.0 48 
2.0 48 

lasts of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source 
2Far.ntn.t.,',L° 

Type III Sum 

°' '''' di LiFFF  266Fr. F 
Sig. 

Co„Ktad Model 	 --- 
PAY8301.61a6 anxiety 
wony/oversensIthity 
social 
concernsiconcentration 

509.794' 

35.460. 

75.586. 

59.550 

el. V
)
 el 

151931 

11.820 
25.149 

23.203 

4.430 

1 . 90 5 
2.493 

0.421 

1§. 

Intercept 	. 	RCIAAS 4milety raw more 

9Br103o910al anxiety 
worry/ovenmnsitivity 
social 
concerneJmnantration 

	 380 

1087.430 
2085.122 

789.062 

1 

1 

1 

1 

11414.389 

1087.830 
2084.122 

789.062 

207.582 

183.5115 
201450 

211357 

PARAS2 	RCMAS anxiety raw mom 

physloiogical snidely 
wonyloversensitivity 
social 
concernsiconcentration 

472.816 

3e141
135487 

62.416 

1 

1 
i 

1 

472,818 

34.141 
135.487 

81415 

12.327 

5,762 

0.481 

17.272 

.001 

.018 

.013 

.000 
P402 	RCMAS anxiety raw woe 

PhYMolOgical anxiety 
worryioversenaltivity 
105111 
concernskoncentlatkin 

1645 

.141 
5.226E-02 

1.546 

I 

I 
I 

1 

1886 

.141 
5.226E-02 

1.046 

.044 

.024 

.005 

.428 

634 

.878 

.943 

.515 
PARAS2 • P452 	11050.5 snowy raw score 

PlwathlogIcal ansh0 
wonyioversenslthlty 
social 
concernsiconcentratIon 

16847 

4.097E-03 

6383

1.032 

1 

1 

1 

1 

19.447 

4.097E-03 

9.383 

1.932 

.511 

.001 

.929 

.535 

.477 

.979 

.335 

.467 

Env' 	 RCMAS anxiety raw scone 

ohYsioiogical anxiety 
wonykwersensIlhity 
soclat 
concerns/concentration 

337,F22  

521.442 
589.173 

314000 

88 

88 
88 

88 

38.357 

5125 
10.104 

3.814 

Page 6 

Multivartata Testa. 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df &roe di Sig. 
intercept 	P11104 Trace .774 72.06 4.000 85.000 .000 

mks' Lamesta .226 72.960. 4.000 85.000 .000 
Holding's Trace 3.433 72.060. 4.000 95.000 .1300 
Roy's Largest Root 3.433 71960. 4.000 115.000 .000 

PARAS2 	Pdtars Trace .172 4.403. 4.000 85.000 .003 
Mks Lambda .828 4.403. 4.000 85.000 .003 
Hotsalng% Tram 207 4.403. 4.000 85.000 .003 
Roys Largesi Root .207 1403. 4.000 85000 003 

P452 	Rids Trace .018 .381. 4.000 85.000 .822 
MAY Lambda .983 .381* 4.000 85.000 .622 
HotellIng's Traca .018 .3871 4.000 85.000 .822 
Roys Lergest Root .058 .351* 4.000 85.000 .822 

PARAS2 • PAS2 	MUNI Trace .025 .534. 4.000 85.000 
11140, Larnbda .975 .534. 4.000 85.000 
Hotelling's Trace .025 .534° 4.000 85.000 
Roys Urgest Root 

.025 .534'  4.000 85.003 

a. Exact statistic 

2.9483901 inter0e7l.PARAS2.PAS2sPARAS2 • P402 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Varlanue. 

F LIN 0132 Sig. 
RCMAS anxiety raw eccce 

.723 

S  21 

.641 

physiological anxiety 1.347 .254 
wonykiversonsillvity 
soda) 
concems/conuntration 

1.249 

.798 

.207 

.498 

Tests 171e null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable Ls equal across groups. 
e. Design: Interce7t.P4RAS20PAS24P4RAS2 • P1262 
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2. PARA82 

Dependent %Waldo 	PARAS2 Mean SW. Error 
95% Crqnfidence Intelval 

Lower Sward Upper Sound 
RCMAS anxiety raw more 	1.0 13.521 .921 11.601 15.351 

20 9.908 .021 7.118 10.776 
phySiologIcal anxiety 	. 	1.0 4.083 .382 3.383 4,602 

2854 .362 2.134 3.673 
wony/oversensInvity 	1.0 6.654 473 4.714 6.593 

2.0 3.952 .473 3 013 4.891 
social 	 1.0 3.786 .283 3.223 4.346 
concems/concentrstion 	10 2 123 283 1,551 7 885 

3. PA82 

95% COnfidence Intern! 

Fmteannt.:V 	 P1 AOSO an 
anxiety raw. 

	. Std Error927  Lower 1397671  Upper 
' 

2.0 11.098 121 1268 12.928 
physiological anxiety 	1.0 3.508 .362 2.788 4.227 

20 3 429 .382 2.709 4.148 
worry/oversenettivity 	1.0 4.779 473 1839 5.718 

2.0 4.827 473 3.888 5.788 
social 	 1.0 3.085 .293 2.523 18415 
concerns/concentration 	20 2,823 283 2 261 _1365 
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4. PAPAW P882 

Tests of Between•Subjects Effects 

	

De .....b.Tre

re, 	Error 	
nu 	 :..4.10.4,8,30:2 

physiological anxiety 

an ety raw score 	. 

2.0 

1.0 

2 0 

2.0 
1.0 

2.0 

	

1.0 	

13.102 	1.215 

	

13 850 	1.385 

4.050 

	

4:::14515; 	1.1:155 
17474 3...01785

57 

• 	

12.3132
S 932 	10 760 

16.802 

worry/overeensttmly 	

2.0 

	

1.0 	
2.0 
1.0 

1.0 

5.308 

2.900 

.823 

.477 
.544 

4.060 

1.810 	 .110 

6.547 
• 3.756 

	

2.0 	
2.0 

	

1.0 	
.711 

54..5670 

	

2.0 	3336.  .76;54; 	
.711 
823 

concerrniconcentrallOn 
BOU01 

2.0 

1.0 

2 0 
1.0 

/.0 

	

2.400 	.425 

4 687 
32:3,7 

; 2e:55  

	

2.0 	

2,2..54555'55 

1517 
1.13451 .373 1.103 

Estimated Marginal Means 

1. Grand Mean 

De endent Vadat*. Mean Std. ErrOr 
95% Confid nee interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
RCMAS .70 1.77 rsw S.17. 11.235 

E7 F . 

0.940 12.529 

physiological anxiety 1488 2.960 1977 

wonyroversensitivity 
social 
concerns/concentration 

4.803 

2.954 

4.139 

2.557 

54167 

3.351 

Source 	 Dependent 
Type lit Sum 
of Square. dl Mean Square P sig. 

dSe n'V a6barlit Total 	An 	anxiety 050r. 

pnygologIcal anxiety 
worry/oversensidvIty 
social 
conumerconcentratIon 

16371 000 

1561000 
3050.000 

1150.000 

92 

92 
92 

92 

Corrected Total 	RCMAS anxiety rew score 

00010019M td1MetY 
worni/oversensitivity 
social 
concerns/concentration 

3885.217 

558.902 
9134.739 

387.809 

"
  

 

a. R Squared • .131 (Adjusted R Squared • .1 2) 

b. R Squared • 084 (Adjusted R Squared • .0 2) 

S. R Squared • .078 (Adjusted R Squared • .047) 

d. R Squared • .180 (Ad)usted R Squared • .152) 
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