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Child Adjustment in Joint-Custody Versus Sole-Custody
Arrangements. A Meta-Analytic Review

Robert Bauserman
AIDS Administration/Department of Health and Mental Hygiene

The author meta-analyzed studies comparing child adjustment in joint physical or joint legal
custody with sole-custody settings, including comparisons with paternal custody and intact
families where possible. Children in joint physical or legal custody were better adjusted than
children in sole-custody settings, but no different from those in intact families. More positive
adjustment of joint-custody children held for separate comparisons of genera adjustment,
family relationships, self-esteem, emotional and behaviora adjustment, and divorce-specific
adjustment. Joint-custody parents reported less current and past conflict than did sole-custody
parents, but this did not explain the better adjustment of joint-custody children. The results
are consistent with the hypothesis that joint custody can be advantageous for children in some
cases, possibly by facilitating ongoing positive involvement with both parents.

Research evidence has clearly demonstrated that, on av-
erage, children from divorced families are not as well ad-
justed as those in intact families, although this relative
disadvantage does not necessarily imply clinical levels of
maladjustment (Amato & Keith, 1991b; Guidubaldi &
Perry, 1985). Joint custody, an arrangement that involves
shared legal and/or physical custody of children following
divorce of their parents, has increased in popularity as an
option in divorce since the 1970s, with many states now
having either a preference or presumption for joint legal
custody (Bender, 1994). An ongoing debate between pro-
ponents and opponents of joint custody has continued since
the 1970s as well, with different researchers and authors
expressing both strong opposition (e.g., Goldstein, Freud, &
Solnit, 1973; Kuehl, 1989) and strong support (e.g., Bender,
1994; Roman & Haddad, 1978). Argumentsin favor of joint
custody have often focused on benefits for the child of
maintaining relationships with both parents. In contrast,
opponents have argued that joint custody disrupts needed
stability in a child's life and can lead to harm by exposing
children to ongoing parental conflict.

A variety of theoretical perspectives have been proposed
to explain the links between divorce and child adjustment
(Hetherington, Bridges, & Insabella, 1998): individual char-
acteristics of the child that might increase vulnerability to
maladjustment; the change in family composition and the
possible negative effects of father absence in the typical
maternal custody situation; the increased economic stress
and problems in shifting from a two-parent to a one-parent
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household; effects of parental distress on the child; and
changes in family processes such as conflict and expression
of emotion. Buchanan, Maccoby, and Dornbusch (1996)
classified factors affecting children’s postdivorce adjust-
ment into three categories: loss of a parent, interparental
conflict, and diminished parenting (in which the quality of
parenting from the custodial parent deteriorates, typically
during the first 2 years after divorce). In an analysis of
several large-scale national samples, McLanahan (1999)
found that father absence due to divorce is associated with
less school achievement for both boys and girls, more labor
market detachment (i.e., unemployment) for boys, and early
childbearing for girls. The impact of father absence seemed
to be mediated by several variables, including loss of pa-
rental resources (less involvement and supervision), loss of
financial resources, and loss of community resources (the
broader network of socia involvement, interaction, and
support obtained from each parent). In ameta-analysis of 63
studies of nonresident fathers' role in children’s well-being,
Amato and Gilbreth (1999) found that authoritative parent-
ing and feelings of closeness between father and child
related to well-being. In addition to child support payments,
authoritative parenting by the father was the most consistent
predictor of outcomes including school achievement, ex-
ternalizing (behavioral) problems, and internalizing (emo-
tional) problems.

Notably, joint custody (and joint physical custody in
particular) is relevant to many of the issues raised by
Buchanan et al. (1996), Amato and Gilbreth (1999), Heth-
erington et a. (1998), and McLanahan (1999). For example,
ongoing and frequent access to both parents may mitigate
potential effects of parental absence as seen in sole-custody
households, and access to the households and resources of
both parents may reduce economic stress and disadvantage
for the child. On the other hand, as critics of joint custody
have noted, close ongoing contact with both parents might
expose the child to ongoing conflict. Thus, research on
custody and adjustment needs to examine not just differ-



92 BAUSERMAN

ences in adjustment across different custodial settings, but
also how the factors identified here may relate to any
adjustment differences found. It is important to recognize
that such comparisons cannot establish a causal role for
joint versus sole custody in child adjustment, because such
research is necessarily relational rather than experimental in
nature. However, it would still be possible to identify which
custody type (if any) is associated with better adjustment in
different areas, and what variables appear to moderate any
relationship found.

During the past 20 years, an increasing body of research
evidence on the adjustment of children in both types of
custody settings has developed, and some reviewers have
specifically compared child adjustment in joint- and sole-
custody settings (e.g., Johnston, 1995; Twaite & Luchow,
1996). These reviewers presented varying conclusions:
some argued that the research literature unequivocally sup-
ports joint custody (Bender, 1994); others argued that vari-
ables such as parental conflict are more important than
custodial arrangement in determining child outcomes
(Twaite & Luchow, 1996) and that joint custody islikely to
be inappropriate in high-conflict situations (Johnston,
1995). Still others presented mixed findings in which no
single custody arrangement can be assumed to be preferable
(Kelly, 1993). These authors conducted traditional narrative
literature reviews that attempt to organize and make sense
of a literature by reporting on the findings of a number of
relevant studies, noting significant and nonsignificant find-
ings, and forming holistic impressions of the literature re-
viewed. However, such reviews are subject to a number of
potential problems: selective citation of studies; reporting
results consistent with the reviewer’ s perspective, combined
with minimization or nonreporting of inconsistent results;
focusing on statistical significance rather than on the mag-
nitude of the relationship between variables; and failure to
examine study characteristics as moderators of results
(Johnson, 1989; Rosenthal, 1984).

In this review, a meta-analysis of child adjustment in
sole- and joint-custody situations was conducted in order to
avoid some of the problems of traditional literature reviews
and to integrate as much of the relevant literature as possi-
ble. Meta-analytic reviews integrate research literature in a
more systematic and quantitative fashion than traditional
narrative reviews (Rosenthal, 1984) by converting different
statistical resultsinto acommon metric of effect size such as
Cohen’s (1988) d and systematically examining the effect of
various study qualities on the magnitude of the effect.

The goal of this review was to locate and meta
analytically integrate reports of child adjustment that di-
rectly compare children in joint-custody (legal and/or phys-
ical) and in sole-custody settings following divorce. Based
on the arguments advanced in favor of joint custody (e.g.,
Bender, 1994), the literature demonstrating adjustment dif-
ficulties for children in sole-custody families when com-
pared to children in intact families (e.g., Amato & Keith,
1991b; Guidubaldi & Perry, 1985), and the relevance of
ongoing relationships with both parents to theoretical per-
spectives on child adjustment in divorce (e.g., Hetherington
et al., 1998), it was hypothesized that on average children in
joint-custody arrangements would demonstrate better ad-

justment than children in sole-custody arrangements. Al-
though the suggested hypothesis (and subsequent hypothe-
ses) is directional, all dstatistical tests were based on
appropriately conservative two-tailed probabilities. As
noted previously, joint custody cannot be proven to be the
causal factor in any such difference. However, such an
outcome would be consistent with suggestions that, by
providing for an ongoing, close relationship with both par-
entsin away not possible in sole-custody arrangements that
emphasize limited visitation with the noncustodial parents,
joint custody may work to overcome the difficulties for the
child potentially caused by the parental absence, economic
stress, socioeconomic disadvantage, and changes in family
processes that might accompany divorce. Exposure to pa
rental conflict may potentially be greater in a joint-custody
setting than in a sole-custody setting, and consequently
offset some of these possible benefits, but this is a concern
that can be examined empirically.

Because most sole-custody arrangements are maternal
rather than paternal custody, the primary focus of the review
was comparison of joint-custody samples with primarily or
exclusively sole maternal custody samples. In addition,
some studies also included separate paternal custody groups
or intact family groups. These groups were used to conduct
secondary meta-analyses comparing paternal custody and
joint-custody children, and intact-family and joint-custody
children. Based on the reasoning that joint custody is more
beneficial than harmful because it provides a higher degree
of ongoing support and resources from both parents than
other custody arrangements, it was hypothesized that joint-
custody children would be relatively better adjusted than
paternal custody children. It was further hypothesized that
joint-custody and intact-family children would be relatively
equal in level of adjustment because both groups are main-
taining ongoing relationships involving frequent contact
with both parents.

A secondary goal of the current review was to examine
how theoretically relevant characteristics of participant pop-
ulations and of studies might moderate the relationship
between custody arrangements and outcomes. For example,
some critics of joint custody have expressed concern that
this arrangement will expose children to ongoing parental
conflict, resulting in more stress and adjustment problems.
Thus, wherever possible joint-custody and sole-custody
groups were compared on levels of conflict between parents
either now or in the past, and conflict level was examined as
a moderator of adjustment differences. Although inter-
parental conflict might reduce potential benefits, joint-
custody parents may experience lower levels of conflict at the
time of divorce than sole-custody parents, which alows them
to enter into joint-custody arrangements to begin with. The
potential confounding role of conflict is also considered.

Other researchers have claimed that children in sole-
custody arrangements are better adjusted when living with
the same-sex than with the opposite-sex parent (e.g., War-
shak, 1986), a variation of the family-composition perspec-
tive on the effects of divorce. Given that most sole-custody
arrangements involve maternal custody, boys might there-
fore show more benefit than girls in a comparison of joint
and maternal custody. Thus, one variable coded as a poten-
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tial moderator was the proportion of boys in each study’s
sole-custody and joint-custody groups. It was hypothesized
that the benefits of ongoing involvement with both parents
would be robust, such that better adjustment for joint-
custody children would be found even when controlling for
avariety of participant and study characteristics as potential
moderators.

Method
Sample of Sudies

Studies were located through (a) electronic databases, including
PsycINFO, Sociofile, and Dissertation Abstracts International,
and (b) reference lists of relevant studies. Both narrowly focused
searches (with the term “joint custody”) and broader searches
(combining the terms “custody” and “adjustment”) were per-
formed. The electronic databases were searched from the earliest
available dates through December 1998. Dissertation Abstracts
International was searched in an effort to incorporate as many
unpublished findings as possible. Contacts with researchers in the
field identified an additional study, which has since been published
(Gunnoe & Braver, 2001).

To be included in this review, a study had to include groups of
children living in joint legal or physical custody arrangements and
in maternal or sole-custody arrangements, and had to report the
statistical outcome of some test comparing psychological or be-
havioral adjustment between the groups. Studies that reported only
qualitative descriptions of different groups, or that reported the
adjustment of a joint-custody group without a sole-custody com-
parison group (e.g., Steinman, 1981), were therefore excluded.
Similarly, studies that included both sole- and joint-custody chil-
dren, and some measure of adjustment, were excluded if they did
not provide any information (statistics or p values) on direct
comparisons of the sole- and joint-custody groups (e.g., Kline,
Tschann, Johnston, & Wallerstein, 1989).

Coding of Sudies

For each study, the following information was coded: (a) sta-
tistics provided on adjustment for sole-custody and joint-custody
children (and paternal custody and intact-family children, if in-
cluded), including group sample sizes, means and standard devi-
ations, t tests, F tests, correlations, and proportions; (b) the specific
definition of joint custody used in the study (joint physical, joint
legal, or undefined); (c) type of adjustment measure (described
further below); (d) by whom the adjustment measure was com-
pleted; (e) ages of each group of children at the time of parental
separation or divorce; (f) current ages (at time of study) of each
group of children; (g) the proportion of boys in the joint-custody
group and in the sole-custody group; (h) proportion of custodial
mothers in the sole-custody group (usualy 1.0, but less in some
cases where authors did not report separate results for maternal and
paternal sole-custody groups); (i) published versus unpublished
status; (j) sex of first author, coded from the first name of the
author; (k) sample source; (I) date of publication; (m) parental
conflict in the past; and (n) parental conflict now.

Most studies included more than one codable measure of ad-
justment, which often represented conceptually different types of
adjustment and were completed by different individuals. Effect
sizes were calculated for each result, referred to here as measure-
level effect sizes. Although this procedure meant that not all effect
sizes were independent of one another, it allowed separate meta-
analyses on the basis of type of adjustment measure (e.g., self-
esteem) and the individua (e.g., child or parent) who completed

the measure. For each study with more than one measure-level
effect size, al effect sizes were also averaged to obtain a single
effect size, referred to here as study-level effect size (Rosenthal,
1984). Although this procedure meant that disparate measures
might be averaged for some studies, it also meant that each effect
size represented an independent study. This procedure allowed
examination of study qualities, such as published versus unpub-
lished status or sex of author, as potential moderators of effects.
(The coding of some specific qualities is described in the follow-
ing.) A total of 140 measure-level effect sizes were coded for the
joint-custody and maternal custody comparisons.

For eight of the studies that were eventually included, statistics
were provided that allowed calculation of effect sizes for some of
the measures used, but not for others for which comparisons were
reported to be nonsignificant. Rather than selectively include mea-
sures from these studies, effect sizes for these measures were set
equal to zero and included in the measure-level meta-analyses and
in calculation of the study-level effect sizes. This procedure pro-
vides a conservative and unbiased way to include these measures
that does not favor either custody arrangement. As aresult, a total
of nine effect sizes estimated to be zero were included.

Definition of Joint Custody

The term joint custody can refer to either shared physical cus-
tody, with children spending equal or substantial amounts of time
with both parents, or shared legal custody, with primary residence
often remaining with one parent. Joint physical custody clearly
implies ongoing close contact with both parents. However, joint
legal custody implies shared decision making by the parents and
ongoing, active involvement of the nonresidential parent in the
child'slife, even if residential custody remains primarily with one
parent. Rather than exclude one form or the other from the current
review, studies based on either joint physical or joint legal custody
were included; study definitions were coded as “joint physical” or
“joint legal” so that comparisons on the basis of definition would
be possible. In 64% of the studies (n = 21), joint custody was
defined specifically on the basis of time spent with each parent.
Typicaly this meant at least 25% of the child's or adolescent’s
time was spent with each parent; schedules could and did vary
widely from subject to subject and study to study, but in all of
these cases involved a substantial proportion of time actually spent
living with each parent. In an additional 18% of studies (n = 6),
joint custody was self-defined by parents or was left undefined in
the report of the study. For 12% of the studies (n = 4), joint
custody groups combined joint legal and joint physical custody.
Two studies (Isaacs, Leon, & Kline, 1987; Lerman, 1989) included
separate joint physical custody and joint legal custody groups.
However, there was only one sole-custody comparison group
within each study, so comparisons of joint physical versus sole
custody and joint legal versus sole custody were not independent
within each study. In these two cases, measure-level and study-
level effect sizes were calculated based on sole-custody compari-
sons with both the joint physical and joint legal groups. Only the
joint physical/sole-custody comparisons were used in later analy-
ses of measure-level effect sizes. Study-level effect sizes were
computed for sole-custody comparisons with both the joint phys-
ical and joint legal groups in each study, and study-level compar-
isons of adjustment in joint and sole custody were computed using
both (@) joint physical/sole-custody comparisons only, and (b) joint
physical and joint legal comparisons with sole custody. For cus-
tody definition, studies were dummy-coded with “1” for time-
based joint physical custody, and “2” for joint legal custody or
samples that left joint custody undefined or combined the two
types.
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Types of Adjustment Measures

Because of the possibility that differences between sole and
joint custody children might be greater on some dimensions of
adjustment (e.g., family relations) than others (e.g., measures of
general adjustment), measures were categorized into the following
groups. genera adjustment, emotional adjustment, behavioral ad-
justment, self-esteem, family relations, academic performance, and
divorce-specific adjustment.

General adjustment. This category included results reported
for broad-based measures of adjustment covering a range of be-
havioral and emotional problems, including the Child Symptom
Checklist; the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach &
Edelbrock, 1983); the Personality Inventory for Children, Adjust-
ment subscale (Wirt, Lachar, Klinedienst, & Seat, 1984); the
California Test of Personality (California Test Bureau, 1950); the
Health Resources Inventory (Gesten, 1976); the Adaptive Behav-
ior Inventory for Children (Mercer, 1979, ch. 15); the Louisville
Behavior Checklist (Miller, 1977); and scales or items created by
the authors included in the meta-analysis.

Behavioral adjustment. This category included measures spe-
cificaly assessing behaviora problems, including the Conduct
Disorder subscale of the Adolescent Multiphasic Personality In-
ventory (MPI; Duthie, 1985); the Behavior Problem Checklist
(Quay & Peterson, 1979); the Externalizing subscale of the CBCL
(when scale scores for the CBCL were reported rather than total
scores), the Externalizing subscale of the Youth Self-Report In-
ventory (Achenbach, 1991), and various author-created scales for
rating behavioral problems.

Emotional adjustment. This category included measures in-
tended to assess emotional symptoms and reactions, including the
Neuroticism subscale of the Adolescent MPI; the Internalizing
subscale from the CBCL; the Children’s Depression Inventory
(Kovacs, 1981); the Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Inven-
tory (Reynolds & Richmond, 1985); the Children’s Social Desir-
ability Questionnaire (Crandall, Crandall, & Katkovsky, 1965); the
Draw-A-Person Test (Koppitz, 1966); the Differential Emotions
Scale (Boyle, 1984); the House-Tree—Person Test (Buck, 1977);
Locus of Control (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973); the Internalizing
subscale of the Youth Self-Report Inventory; and various author-
written items related to emotional problems and adjustment.

Self-esteem.  This category included the California Attitude
Survey; the Self-Esteem subscale of the Children’s Personality
Questionnaire (R. Porter & Cattell, 1968); the Coopersmith Self-
Esteem Inventory (Coopersmith, 1967); the Culture-Free Self-
Esteem Inventory; the Inferred Self-Concept Scale (Hughes,
1984); the Perceived Competence Scale for Children (Harter,
1982); the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers,
1984; Piers & Harris, 1964); the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
(Fitts, 1965); and author-written items or composites of self-
esteem items.

Family relations.  This category included the Child Report of
Parental Behavior Inventory (Schaefer, 1965); items from the
Cornell Parent Behavior Inventory (Devereaux, Bronfenbrenner,
& Suci, 1962); the Draw-A-Family Test (Isaacs et a., 1987); the
Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FACES;
Olson, 1986); the Family Relations Test (Anthony & Bene, 1957);
the Kinetic Family Drawings Test (Burns & Kaufman, 1970); the
Kvebaek Family Sculpture Test (Cromwell, Fournier, & Kvebaek,
1980); the Loyalty Conflict Assessment Test (Shiller, 1986); the
Parental Acceptance and Rejection Questionnaire (Rohner, 1980);
the Stepfamily Adjustment Scale (Crosbie-Burnett, 1991); and
various author-created scales.

Academic/scholastic. This category included one measure
specific to classroom behavior, the Classroom Adjustment Rating
Scale (Lorion, 1975), and measures related to school performance

or intelligence such as grade-point average, 1Q, and school
attendance.

Divorce-specific. This category included the Children’s Atti-
tudes Toward Parental Separation Inventory (CAPSI; Berg, 1982);
Children’s Beliefs about Parental Divorce (CBAPD; Kurdek &
Berg, 1987); the Structured Divorce Questionnaire (Kurdek &
Siesky, 1980); the Divorce Experiences Scale for Children
(Wolchik, Braver, & Sandler, 1985), and various author-written
items specifically concerning adjustment to the divorce, such as
parental ratings of whether the child was harmed by or benefited
from the divorce, and positive versus negative experiences in the
divorce.

Sample Source

There were five different types of sample sources identified.
First were court and divorce records, in which researchers identi-
fied joint-custody families by examining court records of divorce
and custody proceedings in specific jurisdictions. Second were
convenience samples, in which researchers identified and recruited
participants through such means as newspaper and media adver-
tisements, word of mouth, and personal contacts. Third were
school-based samples, in which participants were recruited within
particular schools or school systems. Fourth were national samples
(only one, Donnelly & Finkelhor, 1992). And finaly, clinica
samples of families undergoing counseling or other mental health
services related to the divorce (only two, Johnston, Kline, &
Tschann, 1989; Walker, 1985).

Conflict

Samples were also coded for measures of current conflict be-
tween parents (conflict now) and past conflict between parents
(conflict then). Past conflict typically involved assessments of
conflict during the marriage or around the time of separation.
Measures of current conflict were coded from 14 studies and
included such measures as the Straus Conflict Tactics Scale
(Straus, 1979); the O’ Leary—Porter Overt Hostility Scale (B. Porter
& O'Leary, 1980); Ahrons's scales for various dimensions of
parental conflict, communication, and support (Ahrons, 1979,
1981, 1983); and various author-created items or scales for parents
(and sometimes children) to report on such constructs as discord,
hostility, cooperation, and conflict over custody or other issues.
Measures of past conflict were coded from 5 studies and included
the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace,
1959); the O’ Leary—Porter Overt-Hostility Scale; the Straus Con-
flict Tactics Scale; and various author-created items or scales for
parents or children to rate parental conflict in the past.

Analysis

Data analysis was carried out using DSTAT software for meta-
analysis (Johnson, 1989). This program uses the Hedges and Olkin
(1985) methods for meta-analysis for most calculations. For mod-
eling of study qualities that are continuous rather than categorical
variables, however, the program uses Rosenthal’s (1984) tech-
niques. This difference is reflected in the statistics reported for
modeling of study qualities.

Results
Sudy Characteristics

A total of 33 studies, 11 published and 22 unpublished,
were included (21 of the unpublished studies were doctoral
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dissertations). The 33 studies contributed a total of 140
measure-level effect sizes. These studies dated from 1982 to
1999. The combined sample size across studies was 1,846
sole-custody and 814 joint-custody children. Over one third
(n = 12) were convenience samples drawn from various
sources such as child-care centers, single-parent groups, and
word of mouth. Court records of divorce filings and litiga-
tion were the source of 11 samples: 6 were drawn from
school populations; 2 from clinical samples; 1 from highly
conflicted parents (Johnston et al., 1989); 1 from parents
seeking counseling at a social services agency (Walker,
1985); and 1 from a national telephone survey (Donnelly &
Finkelhor, 1992). Only 6 had a male first author, whereas
26 had a female first author (author sex could not be
determined for one study, due to an ambiguous name; see
Table 1).

Adjustment in Joint Versus Sole Custody

First, the study-level effect sizes for joint versus sole
custody were analyzed (this analysis included only the joint
physical custody effects for Isaacs et a., 1987, and Lerman,
1989, so there was only one effect size for every study).
Across the study-level effect sizes, joint-custody children
scored significantly higher on adjustment measures than
sole-custody children, d = .23 (SD = .27, 95% confidence
interval (Cl) = .14-32), corresponding to an r of .114.
According to the guidelines described by Cohen (1988), this
effect sizeis dlightly greater than what would be considered
a small effect size (d = .20). The effect sizes were not
significantly heterogenous, Q(32) = 27.67, p = .62, mean-
ing that they were statistically consistent across studies. As
noted earlier, the sole-custody groups were either exclu-
sively maternal custody or primarily maternal custody with
a small minority of paternal custody cases; a separate anal-
ysis (see the following) was conducted to compare joint and
paternal custody children.

A second overal analysis was conducted using both the
joint legal and joint physical samples from Isaacs et al.
(1987) and Lerman (1989), so each of these studies contrib-
uted two effect sizes. As noted previously, each of these
studies had only one sole-custody comparison group, so the
study-level effect sizes for joint physical and joint legal
custody were not truly independent of each other. Results
were nearly identical to the first analysis, d = .26 (D =
.28, 95% CI = .17—34), and effect sizes were not hetero-
genous, Q(34) = 32.06, p = .86.

Because joint physical and joint legal custody may differ
greatly in terms of time spent with each parent (with only
the former clearly involving substantial amounts of time
spent living with each parent), separate study-level analyses
were conducted to compare joint physical custody and joint
legal custody groups to sole-custody groups. In both cases,
the joint-custody groups were better adjusted. For joint
physical custody versus sole custody (n = 20 studies), d =
29 (D = .30, 95% CI = .14—42), and effect sizes were
not significantly heterogenous, Q(19) = 18.80, p = .53. For
joint legal custody versus sole custody (n = 15 studies,
including the joint legal samples from Isaacs et al., 1987,
and Lerman, 1989), d = .22 (SD = .24, 95% Cl = .10-.34),

and effect sizes were again not significantly heterogenous,
Q(14) = 12.50, p = .64. Without Isaacs et a. and Lerman,
the effect size for the joint legal comparison was smaller but
still significant, d = .15 (SD = .21, 95% CI = .01-.28),
Q(12) = 6.40, p = .93. A direct contrast of the mean effect
sizes for joint physical and joint legal samples revealed that
they did not significantly differ from each other either
including or excluding the Isaacs et al. and Lerman samples,
x° = 069, p = .40, and x> = 2.50, p = .12, respectively.
Based on these findings, the joint physical and joint legal
custody comparisons to sole custody were combined for all
further analyses.

Comparisons Based on Study-Level Effect Szes

Modeling of both categorical and continuous study qual-
ities was performed to determine whether specific qualities
of studies or of samples moderated the difference between
sole and joint custody. Although effect sizes were not sig-
nificantly heterogenous, this does not necessarily disallow
examination of possible moderators of effect sizes.
Rosenthal (1995) stated that contrasts can and should be
computed among obtained effect sizes regardless of hetero-
geneity, because they may still reveal significant results and
provide useful information. These analyses included only
the joint physical custody effect size for Isaacs et al. (1987)
and Lerman (1989), so each study was represented only by
a single effect size.

Published and unpublished studies did not differ signifi-
cantly in effect sizes, QB(1) = 0.09, p = .76. Sex of first
author also did not moderate effect sizes, QB(1) = 0.19,p =
.66. The proportions of boys in sole-custody groups and in
joint-custody groups were not separately related to effect
sizes, Z = 139, p = .17, and Z = 1.32, p = .19, respec-
tively. Age at time of separation/divorce for sole-custody
and joint-custody groups also did not relate to effect sizes,
Z =031, p=.75 and Z = 0.34, p = .74, respectively;
neither did current age of child/adolescent for sole-custody
and joint-custody groups, Z = —0.44, p = .66 and Z =
—0.33, p = .74, respectively. The proportion of mothersin
the sole-custody groups also did not affect the relationship
between custody and adjustment, Z = 0.59, p = .55.

Importantly, sample source was unrelated to effect sizes,
QB(4) = 8.15, p = .09 (studies not reporting sample source
were excluded from this analysis). Effect sizesin each of the
categories with more than one effect size (court, school, and
convenience samples) were not significantly heterogenous
(only the national sample category had a single effect size;
see Donnelly & Finkelhor, 1992, Table 1). When examined
separately, overal effect sizes were significantly different
from zero for convenience samples, d = .28 (SD = .27,
95% CI = .11-45); samples based on court records, d =
15 (SD = .08, 95% Cl = .02-.29); and samples obtained
from in-school students, d = .47 (SD = .29, 95% CI =
.24—70). The combined effect size for the two clinica
samples did not differ from zero, d = .18 (SD = .49, 95%
Cl = —.19-56), and the single national sample had a
negative effect size, indicating better adjustment for sole-
custody children.



"dnoJb Aposno ajos auyy ul Aposno eaisAyd yum sieyiow jo uoiodosd syl , “peuliepun

1o ‘sajdwres paxiw ‘Aposno [efs] ol 01 siejel Z Jo apod e (Aposno easAud wiol) usred yJes yim jusds awn Jo SKseq ay) Uuo pauep sem Apoisnd iof suesw T JO 8p0d Ve
Ioyire 8y woJj a|ge| AR 8l Apnis ydes Wol) S9ZIS 108)J8 [9A8|-8INsesu 8y U0 UOIeWIoU! pa|eled 8|de|eAe Jou = YN ‘pausiignd = A ‘paysiignd jou
'8ZIS 1094J0 UeIpBW 12" = P (T = Apnis yoes) 8IS 109440 peyBiemun uesw ‘gg" = P ‘9Z1S 10949 palybiem US|y 810N

= N 9w = |\ Bews) = 4 "(€86T ‘Uewmog) 602" = P

15¢ A G0T 66 LIT TTI 00T 6g" S 4 68 44 4 (S86T) "B 1 MIU2JOM
0L N T T 66 66 oS’ 0s' 0S' T 0T 0T 4 (286T) efsO-UspM
8c0’ N €2l €er TSI TST 00T T 1€ LT 4 (£86T) LRI
vl N SYT  SVT 00T T ST rA 4 (G86T) MM
€6 N Z 92 6T 4 (966T) ojiinuLepA
299 N 99 g9 00T TOT 00T 0s' id Z o€ ST 4 (266T) Sousds
vIT A 89 89 G9T  GOT €8’ zs zs 4 69T z€e N (966T) AElIIS
v.9 A 0'S 05 S8 S8 00T 00T 00T T 0C 0z 4 (986T) »BIIUS
0ce N vy T S0T  €0T 00T 8y’ 8y’ T 1C 1C 4 (TBBT) suen3-|fpmxo0y
889’ N 00T 00T T 0C 0z N (T86T) Uewlod
ove’ N 56 56 0%’ 0%’ 14 0c (074 4 (086T) UeUNN
ove N T8 T8 S’ Sy T 0z 0z 4 (G86T) UeuooN
9T N g2l Gt 26 19 19 14 9 8 N (286T) Nusua N
890" N 56 56 88’ ot 65" T 9@ z€ W (#86T) uue iy
TGT A Z8 09 02T 96 00T T e 74 4 (¢86T) Z1uden ]
ZeT N 98 86 81T VIT 65" 8y’ €g’ I4 S z€ 4 (#86T) uosbuIAI

- 4 0c 0¢ ebo| ol

< T 0 0 leosAyd juiof
s 116 N LS 6'G 96 56 00T ey’ ey’ 4 (686T) Uew.R
e 91z - N oy 0¥  §L  §L 00T 8y’ St [ 6¢ 0z VN (€66T) 301
%) 10T N GG S5 02T 02T 06' 05’ 8y’ T ov ov N (¥66T) UnR
wn ovo’ N 8y Ly 86 66 8e ivd T €1 LT 4 (G86T) UlWNME Y|
) 8¢ N €8 €8 g8 S8 gg' 1 T 44 9T 4 (z86T) daey
120 A Sv SY 59 59 00T 05’ oS’ T €5 se 4 (686T) ‘e 1 uosuyor

14 /1T 44 ebo| ol

T /1T s feossAyd wiol
609 A 8G 85 S0T  SOT 1L B (86T) "I 1 SJees|
S N ZST  2St 00T €Y’ €9’ T 0T 0T N (T66T) UosYoLpUeH
oLT N 6L 6L 60T 60T 00T 6" 19 14 15 8 4 (TO0Z) Jomelg 7 souuns
S00° N T8 S/ 0TT  §OT oS’ 8y 59 Z 61 0z 4 (g86T) a1Lel
G99’ A 06 98 TIT 90T VN 8e’ €9’ T 8 8 4 (686T) 8[2IS pUe JBAOID
10T — A ver  var VN Z T 6T 4 (266T) JoypyuH pue Ajjpuuog
190" A 0ST 06T VN A A 14 25 9z 4 (T66T) NBUING-3ICSOID
€6T’ N 8/ Z8 S0T  SOT 00T 0s' 0S' T 0z 0z 4 (286T) vemoD
VLT A 86 86 SYT €Y1 8L 15 15 T 8¢ zs 4 (T66T) "I B Ueueyong
050’ N gZ v L6 16 00T g9’ Sl T 0C 0z N (G86T) pRiEPRIg
602 N 06 98 00T 14 S 8¢ 4 (€86T) Uewmog

azKs 198)J9 pausliond  ©J0S  uior  8j0S  ulof Seyow 8105 lor  omule@  8|0S  uiof XS loyiny
prel-Apnis 92I0AID afe a1 uopodoud skoq azis a|dwes ouiny
e aby uoi.odoid

96

SeZS 199443 PART-ApNIS pue sajqelreA Apnis

Talel



CUSTODY AND CHILD ADJUSTMENT 97

Comparisons Based on Measure-Level Effect Szes

Measure-level effect sizes were used for meta-analysis of
the effects of type of adjustment measure and identity of the
person evaluating the child’ s adjustment. The measure-level
effect sizes obtained for this analysis are displayed in stem-
and-leaf format in the Appendix.

Type of adjustment measure. Type of measure did not
significantly moderate effect sizes, QB(6) = 4.85, p = .56.
For all categories of adjustment except academic adjust-
ment, joint-custody children were better adjusted than sole-
custody children: for genera (broad) measures of adjust-
ment (n = 24),d = .29 (D = .41, 95% CI = .18-41); for
family relations (n = 41), d = .23 (SD = .42, 95% CI =
.14-.32); for self-esteem (n = 22), d = .30 (SD = .47, 95%
Cl = .17-43); for emotiona adjustment (h = 20),d = .21
(SD = .38, 95% CI = .11-.32); for behaviora adjustment
(n=12),d = .25 (SD = .18, 95% Cl = .12-.38); and for
divorce-specific adjustment (n = 14), d = .13 (D = .42,
95% CI = .01-.25).

For several categories of adjustment measures, the ho-
mogeneity statistic Q indicated that the effect sizes were
significantly heterogenous. The largest outlier for each of
these categories was removed and the homogeneity re-
checked; the procedure was repeated if effect sizes re-
mained nonhomogenous. The DSTAT program identifies
the largest outlier as that effect size which, if removed,
would reduce the homogeneity statistic Q by the largest
amount. Measures of general adjustment were rendered
homogenous by removal of two outliers, resulting in an
adjusted d = .29 (95% Cl = .18-.41). Family adjust-
ment effect sizes were homogenous after removal of one
outlier, adjusted d = .19 (95% CI = .09—.28). Academic-
adjustment effects also were homogenous after removal of a
single outlier, adjusted d = .06 (95% Cl = —.17—+.30), as
were divorce-specific effects, adjusted d = .19 (95% CI =
.07-.32).

Person completing measure. The identity of the person
completing the adjustment measure did not significantly
moderate effect sizes, QB(5) = 6.74, p = .24. For al
categories of persons completing the adjustment measure,
joint custody children were better adjusted than sole-
custody children, with the 95% confidence interval exclud-
ing zero: for child-completed measures (n = 81), d = .19
(SD = .44, 95% ClI = .13-.25); for mother-completed
measures (n = 18), d = .32 (D = .39, 95% Cl = .20—45);
for father-completed measures (n = 17), d = .30 (SD = .18,
95% CI = .12—.48); for measures completed by an unspec-
ified parent (n = 17), d = .19 (D = .31, 95% CI =
.07-.31); for teacher-completed measures (n = 9), d = .40
(SD = .37, 95% CI = .16 —64); and for measures com-
pleted by clinicians (n = 7), d = .27 (SD = .45, 95% Cl =
.07-.46).

The Role of Conflict

Effect sizes were calculated comparing joint-custody and
sole-custody groups on the basis of conflict now (n = 14
studies) and conflict in the past (n = 5 studies). The re-
maining studies did not report conflict data. For current

conflict, joint-custody groups reported significantly less
across the 14 studies, d = .24 (SD = .58, 95% Cl =
.11-.37). For past conflict, joint-custody groups again re-
ported less across the 5 studies, d = .33 (SD = .20, 95%
Cl = .10-55). Next, both past and current conflict were
tested as moderators of the adjustment difference between
joint and sole custody. Neither was a significant predictor of
the joint-custody advantage in adjustment (for past conflict,
Z = 0505, p = .61; for current conflict, Z = 1.349, p =
.18). One problem that may have obscured a potentia
relationship was the relatively small proportion of studies
that actually provided codable data on group differences in
conflict; for past conflict in particular, only 5 studies al-
lowed such a comparison.

Adjustment in Joint Versus Paternal Custody

A total of 8 studies included paternal custody groups
composed entirely of custodial fathers (Granite, 1985; Hen-
drickson, 1991; Johnston et al., 1989; L uepnitz, 1982; Men-
sink, 1987; Spence, 1992; Warren, 1983; Welsh-Osga,
1982). Separate groups of custodial mothers from these
studies were included in the joint- versus sole-custody com-
parisons aready examined. Because of the relatively small
number of samples, analyses were conducted based on
study-level effect sizes only, and study qualities were not
analyzed as moderators of this comparison. As with sole
custody, these effect sizes were obtained by calculating
measure-level effect sizes and then averaging for each study
(there were a total of 40 effect sizes across all 8 studies).
Overdl, differences in adjustment were in the direction of
better adjustment for joint-custody children, d = .20, but
this difference was nonsignificant (95% ClI = —.06—.46).
Effect sizes were not significantly heterogenous, Q(7) =
5.26, p = .63.

Adjustment in Joint Custody Versus Intact Families

A total of 8 studies compared joint-custody children with
intact-family children, with 45 effect sizes (Glover &
Steele, 1989; Hendrickson, 1991; IIfeld, 1989; Karp, 1982;
Mensink, 1987; Pojman, 1981; Spence, 1992; Welsh-Osga,
1982). Again, average effect sizes were computed for each
study and comparisons were based on the study-level ef-
fects. As with the joint-custody/paternal custody compari-
son, study qualities were not analyzed as moderators of the
adjustment comparisons. There was no difference between
joint-custody and intact-family children, d = —.0002 (95%
Cl = —0.27-0.27). Again, the effect sizes were not signif-
icantly heterogenous, Q(7) = 5.34, p = .62.

Discussion

Based on these results, children in joint custody are better
adjusted, across multiple types of measures, than children in
sole (primarily maternal) custody. This difference is found
with both joint legal and joint physical custody and appears
robust, remaining significant even when testing various
categorical and continuous qualities of the research studies
as moderators. For measure-level effect sizes, the effect
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sizes do not significantly differ across types of adjustment
measures. Thisfinding is consistent with the hypothesis that
joint custody can be beneficial to children in awide range of
family, emotional, behavioral, and academic domains. Sim-
ilarly, Amato and Gilbreth’s (1999) meta-analysis of non-
resident father involvement showed that closeness to the
father and authoritative parenting by the father were posi-
tively associated with behavioral adjustment, emotional ad-
justment, and school achievement. Joint-custody children
showed better adjustment in parental relations and spent
significant amounts of time with the father, allowing more
opportunity for authoritative parenting. The findings for
joint legal custody samples indicate that children do not
actually need to be in joint physical custody to show better
adjustment, but it is important to note that joint legal cus-
tody children typically spent a substantial amount of time
with the father as well. Importantly, a causal role for joint
custody cannot be demonstrated because of the correlational
nature of al research in this area.

The effect size did not significantly vary according to the
identity of the person completing the adjustment measure,
indicating that on average mothers, fathers, children, teach-
ers, and clinicians, al rated child adjustment as better in
joint-custody settings. The ratings by mothers are notable
because mothers might perceive joint custody as a loss of
expected control as primary custodians and be less likely to
perceive children as benefiting. Some authors have claimed
that mothers are the primary “losers’ in joint-custody situ-
ations (Kuehl, 1989). However, mothers appear just as
likely as other evaluators to perceive joint custody as ben-
eficial to their children’s adjustment.

For study-level effect sizes, the better adjustment in joint
custody did not vary according to the age of the children in
either the sole- or joint-custody groups. Although the period
from early childhood through adolescence is marked by
many developmental tasks and changes, it may be that
ongoing positive involvement with both parents at any of
these ages can prove beneficial. The effect sizes also did not
significantly vary according to characteristics of the study,
such as unpublished versus published status. Unlike re-
search literature in some areas, the literature on child ad-
justment in different custody arrangements does not show a
bias toward larger effect sizes in published studies.

Notably, the source of the sample (court, convenience, or
school-based) did not moderate effect sizes either. The
effect size for the single national sample (Donnelly &
Finkelhor, 1992) was not significantly different from zero,
but this telephone survey included only three questions
about parent—child relationships only. The two clinical sam-
ples aso did not show an advantage for joint custody, but at
least one of these (Johnston et al., 1989) was specifically
selected for unusualy high levels of parental conflict. Fur-
ther research with a variety of sample types, especialy
national samples if possible, is clearly needed.

Given the relevance of parental conflict to child adjust-
ment, the fact that lesser conflict in joint-custody groups did
not significantly predict the better adjustment of childrenin
joint custody may seem puzzling. The result may be an
artifact of the small amount of variance found on this
measure. Effect sizes for joint-custody/sole-custody conflict

comparisons tended to be small, as shown previously, so the
small differences found when comparing groups may have
obscured a genuine relationship between parental conflict
and child adjustment within groups. For past conflict, the
small number of studies where such a comparison was
possible (n = 5) may also have limited power to detect a
significant relationship. Future research on custody and
adjustment should measure, and statistically control for, the
effects of level of parenta conflict.

It is also surprising that the majority of the studies re-
viewed did not attempt to statistically control for parental
conflict levels, or even directly compare levels of conflict
between joint- and sole-custody parents. In those studies
that did examine conflict, joint-custody couples reported
less conflict at the time of separation or divorce. This is
consistent with the argument that joint-custody couples are
self-selected for low conflict and that better adjustment for
their children may reflect this lack of conflict; parental
conflict remains an important confound in research compar-
ing adjustment in different custody settings. However, some
research that has controlled for preexisting levels of conflict
continues to show an advantage for child adjustment in joint
custody (Gunnoe & Braver, 2001). The fact that joint-
custody couples also reported less current conflict isimpor-
tant because of the concern that joint custody can be harm-
ful by exposing children to ongoing parental conflict. In
fact, it was the sole-custody parents who reported higher
levels of current conflict.

It is also possible that direct comparisons of conflict
between joint- and sole-custody parents may not be espe-
cialy meaningful. King and Heard (1999) analyzed the
relationships between father contact, parental conflict, and
mother satisfaction in divorced families and found no sim-
ple, direct relationship among these variables. Conflict was
highest at middle levels of visitation and lower when father
contact was very high (asin joint physical custody) or very
low. Mother satisfaction was higher at the most and least
frequent levels of visitation, and highest with high levels of
paternal contact and low levels of conflict. Conflict did not
moderate or mediate the relationship between father contact
and mother satisfaction. King and Heard argue that some
mothers may be grateful for ongoing father contact even if
some conflict occurs. Low conflict could signal either good
parental relations or very little or no father contact (due to
maternal desires, father withdrawal, etc.).

The effect size indicating better adjustment of joint-
custody versus paterna custody children was statistically
nonsignificant, failing to support the hypothesis of better
adjustment for joint-custody children. However, the effect
was almost the same in magnitude as the effect size favoring
joint over maternal/sole custody. With only 8 studies for the
joint versus paternal comparison, but 33 for the broader
joint- versus sole-custody comparison, lack of statistical
power may have been a problem. Given the relatively small
magnitude of the apparent effect size, if joint-custody and
paternal custody children really do differ in adjustment,
more studies with larger samples may be needed to detect
the effect at the level of statistical significance.

As hypothesized, joint custody and intact family children
did not differ in adjustment. This finding is consistent with
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the argument made by some researchers that joint custody is
beneficial becauseit provides the child with ongoing contact
with both parents. At the same time, as mentioned earlier,
selection bias cannot be ruled out. Parents who have better
relationships prior to, or during, the divorce process may
self-select into joint custody, such that quality of parental
relationship is confounded with custody status. The lower
level of conflict in joint-custody families, relative to sole-
custody families, is consistent with this alternative hypoth-
esis. Further research that controls for parental conflict prior
to, during, and after divorce may be the only practical way
to compensate for this possibility. Another possibility for
controlling selection bias might be separate comparisons of
sole custody with voluntary and court-imposed joint
custody.

Implications for Application and Public Policy

A major shortcoming of many of the studies reviewed
was inadequate reporting of statistical results; many did not
provide basic information on means and standard deviations
of adjustment measures in the different custody groups,
even when t tests or other statistical tests were reported and
indicated significant differences. In some cases where dif-
ferences were reported to be nonsignificant, means were
reported but no standard deviations, making it necessary to
estimate standard deviations from published norms for the
measures used. Some studies failed to report any useful
statistics at al, simply stating that there were no significant
differences between groups (e.g., llfeld, 1989), which re-
quired that effect sizes be set to zero to allow inclusion of
the study. Future researchers need to report statistical find-
ings more carefully to make sure their results are useful for
guantitative as well as qualitative reviews.

Larger sample sizes would also be valuable in future
research. The effect size favoring joint custody in the cur-
rent meta-analysis (d = .23) is just above what Cohen
(1988) labeled a small effect size. Statistical significanceis
a function of both the effect size, or magnitude, of the
phenomenon being studied and the sample size used in the
research. Thus, the small size of many of the joint- (and
sole-) custody groups in the research to date increases the
risk of Type Il error (failure to detect real differences). Of
the 33 studies included in the meta-analysis, 23 had joint-
custody groups and 16 had sole-custody groups with fewer
than 30 participants. Especially in studies involving rela-
tively small numbers of participants, researchers should
report basic datafor each group on each adjustment measure
to help reviewers assess the magnitude of effects.

A further need exists for longitudinal research to assess
the relative advantage of joint over sole custody acrosstime.
More follow-up studies reporting on the same sample over
time, beyond adol escence and into adulthood, are needed. In
general, researchers have found that as adults, children from
divorced family backgrounds continue to have more diffi-
culties than those from intact-family backgrounds (Amato
& Keith, 1991a8). Comparison of college or community
samples of adults from joint- versus sole-custody back-
grounds would be especially useful in determining whether
joint-custody benefits extend into adulthood, because most

of the research to date has been limited to convenience
samples or samples from court records.

The current results appear favorable to advocates of joint
custody (e.g., Bender, 1994) who favor a presumption of
joint custody in divorce cases. By the early 1990s, most
states had introduced laws making joint custody available as
an option, or even as a rebuttable presumption, in divorce
cases (Bruch, 1992). However, current research suggests
that judges in some areas continue to show a strong pref-
erence for maternal custody and tend to oppose joint phys-
ical custody (Stamps, Kunen, & Rock-Facheux, 1997). It is
important to recognize that the findings reported here do not
demonstrate a causal relationship between joint custody and
better child adjustment. However, the research reviewed
here does not support claims by critics of joint custody that
joint-custody children are likely to be exposed to more
conflict or to be at greater risk of adjustment problems due
to having to adjust to two households or feeling “torn”
between parents. Joint-custody arrangements (whether legal
or physical) do not appear, on average, to be harmful to any
aspect of children’s well-being, and may in fact be benefi-
cial. This suggests that courts should not discourage parents
from attempting joint custody.

It is important to recognize that the results clearly do not
support joint custody as preferable to, or even equal to, sole
custody in all situations. For instance, when one parent is
clearly abusive or neglectful, a sole-custody arrangement
may be the best solution. Similarly, if one parent suffers
from serious mental health or adjustment difficulties, a child
may be harmed by continued exposure to such an environ-
ment. Also, some authors have proposed that in situations of
high parental conflict, joint custody may be detrimental
because it will expose the child to intense, ongoing parental
conflict (e.g., Johnston et al., 1989). However, this last
argument may be applicable mainly to extremes of parental
conflict. Some research indicates that joint custody may
actually work to reduce levels of parental conflict over time,
meaning that whatever risk exposure to parental conflict
involves will be reduced (Bender, 1994).

Results of custody and adjustment studies need to be
communicated more widely to judges, lawyers, social work-
ers, counselors, and other professionals involved in divorce
counseling and litigation, as well as divorce researchers in
general. Such communication could lead to better-informed
policy decisions based on research evidence, and better-
informed decision making in individua cases. There con-
tinues to be an urgent need for additional research on child
custody and adjustment that corrects problems such as small
sample sizes, inadequate control of confounding variables,
and inadequate reporting of statistical results. However, the
availableresearch is consistent with the hypothesis that joint
custody may be beneficial to children, and fails to show any
clear disadvantage relative to sole custody.
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IZHD Al BT, 2B OEWCE S IR A RIREICT A 728 528 By & THEA
b odtFEE#EE a— M LTz, SRIFED 5 H64%m=21)2 LFEE#4% [FH L8
THRFEE TER L TWD, BF ZUIFDEN B ORI O25%T 2Ll ExZhE i
OB TWT T EWV D O T, ZTORERFIZ OV TIHEARM - HFFERH CRIERILS DX
DHDLHDOD, EOr—AH R0 ORMZENENOBILTAEIEL TWD, F
TEXIRFZED 9 H18%(n =6)i%., HFEE#ETHDINE I EBO A HEITEE D0,
HOLWIRERZRDEE THEERLTND, FERIED S H12% (n =4)iF, EFRELEFEE L
OILFEH#HLE ZF LT HLEEH#] & LTHoTWb, 2EDAF%E(Isaacs, Leon, &
Kline, 1987; Lerman, 1989) Ti% 328 Lo [AE# ] & NEFE Lo FEEE] Z25lx 0
HELTHo TS, ZELELLOMIETY THMEE] ORI L 2R -
fefzd, [ 38 EoILFEEHE] &F TREMESE] | BLO T e EoSLRIE#D <t
FEMESE] | OX I T TV, T H2HF3EIC BT 2HIEEH L~UL L AfF5E
VAL OB R THMEGE) & [5E LB LoRIE#ELZ b o) (i L
THMH L, ObLOWEER LLVOBRESIICIT 138 EoILFREHE) & THMmE
] OHOXEAE W, RV ORR SR, FE RIS L OVER: RILFEEE
e BUMBES S |t S TR LI L. S AFZEIC IS 1T D oD 3[R S ot B
BEFE D LLIIZ DWW TIE, () BB 2 S EOLFRIEGEDO A L i35 Tk, HH W
I%(b) BUMES 3 & S2E F IR B ds D ONAE EAL[RIRGE & el 95 ik, o5& W
72 EEHEOERITOWVTIL, 2L LC THFEE#) L L-bolii1roa—
Nz, FEE L CORFRBEE L IIHFIEEDNRERO S DO DL WIEM & A T2 iE
L7ebDIZiFE2 o a— Ra2fFe L,

BN1FE D R ETH H

FHREDOBISMEIT, FEHE B L o CTHMEGE & LFEE & 12810 2 280K (FIRE%
DELHLRE) Tholo/h (BERRREICIRILR E) Tho7 0 35 HEttEE 5 F
A PEITHREGEY - OB - 178) - BELD - FHERILR - BliE - BEMERTEZ: & o m)SHEHE B
2 LT,

RREHI B, ATENR « ORI T 2 IR 72 D@ E ORIER R %2 Z D T
T Y —IZ& 7=, Child Symptom Checklist; Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach &
Edelbrock, 1983); Personality Inventory for Children, Adjustment subscale (Wirt, Lachar,
Klinedienst, & Seat, 1984); California Test of Personality (California Test Bureau, 1950); Health



Resources Inventory (Gesten, 1976); Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (Mercer, 1979,
ch. 15); Louisville Behavior Checklist (Miller, 1977)7¢ & D1E 0y, HFMHIREZ DOZRLTZR
FERHHE & A X T OXSITEY ATz,

TTE) B TO@EF, ATEEICRE LIZMER RE Z0A 7 ) —IZ& D7z, Conduct
Disorder subscale of the Adolescent Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MPI; Duthie, 1985);
Behavior Problem Checklist (Quay & Peterson, 1979); CBCLOAMEAL FALRE (LAR— K &
NG RDFA TN Tl 72 < CBCLA 227 @ LX), Youth Self-Report Inventory D/ EAL T
A R (Achenbach, 1991)D %7, SFFEEE OERIZ X 21T7EER OFATRE A2 B A7z,

L ERG TORNTE, DERRYRIEIRC IS ORE Z A TR Z ZOW T TV —ICH 0T,
HFEHIMPLOARREAE N2 REE; CBCLO NIEAL R LR EE (Kovacs, 1981); Revised Children’s
Manifest Anxiety Inventory (Reynolds & Richmond, 1985); Children’s Social Desirability
Questionnaire (Crandall, Crandall, & Katkovsky, 1965); Draw-A-Person Test (Koppitz, 1966);
Differential Emotions Scale (Boyle, 1984); House—Tree—Person Test (Buck, 1977); Locus of
Control (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973); Youth Self-Report Inventory D PNTEAL FALR EEDIE >,
OBUER &SP 2 5l d 5 72 OS5 IEFE N B R LA RE 2 B Az,

HEZL, Z D77 3 VU —|ZXCalifornia Attitude Survey; Self-Esteem subscale of the
Children’s Personality Questionnaire (R. Porter & Cattell, 1968); Coopersmith Self- Esteem
Inventory (Coopersmith, 1967); Culture-Free Self- Esteem Inventory; Inferred Self-Concept
Scale (Hughes, 1984); Perceived Competence Scale for Children (Harter, 1982); Piers—Harris
Children’s Self-Concept Scale (Piers, 1984; Piers & Harris, 1964); Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale (Fitts, 1965)D1E7>, BMEEENZLE - B LT HELLIZRET 53 R E 2 B
A7z,

FKHERR, Z O F 7 3 Y —TILChild Report of Parental Behavior Inventory (Schaefer,
1965); Cornell Parent Behavior Inventory (Devereaux, Bronfenbrenner, & Suci, 1962)D —f;
Draw-A-Family Test (Isaacs et al., 1987); Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales
(FACES; Olson, 1986); Family Relations Test (Anthony & Bene, 1957); Kinetic Family
Drawings Test (Burns & Kaufman, 1970); Kvebaek Family Sculpture Test (Cromwell, Fournier,
& Kvebaek, 1980); Loyalty Conflict Assessment Test (Shiller, 1986); Parental Acceptance and
Rejection Questionnaire (Rohner, 1980); Stepfamily Adjustment Scale (Crosbie-Burnett, 1991)
DIEH, WFIEEE DB R LT IR E Z B AdLiz,

g+ FHE, Z DA T AV —IZiE Y T AN TORERE % #ll7E § % Classroom Adjustment
Rating Scale (Lorion, 1975) & | FAE R, 1Q. HIFE R & OFECHMERIZBIT 5 7
REEZED A7z,



AEIEE, Z 0 J17 = U —IZ1XChildren’s Attitudes Toward Parental Separation Inventory
(CAPSI; Berg, 1982); Children’s Beliefs about Parental Divorce (CBAPD; Kurdek & Berg,
1987); Structured Divorce Questionnaire (Kurdek & Siesky, 1980); Divorce Experiences Scale
for Children (Wolchik, Braver, & Sandler, 1985), & & [ZBEMS C N 52 1T 7o T BB R,
HERS O RFEICEAT 2B OB 72 £ BEE~ OB IGTEIC SOWTHEEE N BER LT
FEAT R A2 ZARICE D AT,

2 T D FEEE

YU T ISTEED X A T3 o1, 1DODITEHIFTCHEE O EEE R, IRIE S - FiE
X3k 2351 2 BERS R B CHME R B O Gk 0 P TR DN RS O F R A2, 220913
BE LDV T, FRESCAT 4 TIAE - D3 - J0 HOVORRIT 72 E TS INE %
A, 3O0DITFRATEICYH &3 LD, FFEDOFROKX ) LRSS INE 2 54, 40

EKBAED Y 7L (Donnelly & Finkelhor, 19920 1{#D Zx), 5ODIXEEMFIC F >
HAT Y T EOREMEAEREICEIT D FED Y 7L (Johnston, Kline, &
Tschann, 1989; Walker, 1985D2{f:D ),

XL - B

Yo T BUER L OB EDOTH ORISR S 72— REAMFE Lz, BEDX L L I1TR
il LTD, & 25 WITBEERTHE ORISR O AN T D, BIUEDNLIT14F DTN &
a— R43F &4T7V>,  Straus Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979)<°> O’Leary—Porter Overt
Hostility Scale (B. Porter & O’Leary, 1980). Ahrons!{Z & 2 WiE DXL « XF5E « AR — D
% H)EEAM (Ahrons, 1979, 1981, 1983)DIE ), FAFTEEE DERIZ XL W AT, WE UK,
MBS BICEEMEZ I U &3 5 T OXRL0B 7R & O E 4 M
(BB L o TETL) 2355HI L 72 HE REE 2 ZARICERD AdL7z, EDXINLITSED
WF9E B 22— R431F #4170, Locke—Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (Locke & Wallace
1959). O’Leary-Porter Overt-Hostility Scale, Straus Conflict Tactics ScaleD1E7)>, &A%
FHOBRIZEVIBEONL AR - FHHZFHN S 5 HE RE 2 ZARIZHRY 7\73/Lto

7

— ZIHTICZIEIDSTAT A % 7387 7 K (Johnson, 1989) &= /=, Z D707 T LT A X
/\*ﬁ@j(*B 43 % Hedges and Olkin (1985) A TR TS, 7272 L7 3V —RITiE/e<
e 22 A JERF D £ T U o 7 121X Rosenthal (1984) FENAH WL TV D, Z DiEW
(IFTERET U 7 OREHI K S LTV S
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EOR LN TROREFOIEELSIT 1 1 OBEARHMIT & 72> T, 6 DIEFEROEN G
2 OIIIGRAEARNG . 12T F VN Lo 728 s (Ya Ao, 1989) .
1 DT EUEEBT AT oY) 722 T T EENG (Ur——, 1985)
1 DIXEEMIATSZERBICL2HE (R =740 07—, 1992) b
HTWe, 6 ODHN, BHENRFEFLRY, ZHICXLT2 6 RLEOEELL->TWH
7o (1 DOWFFEITIHBNT, EFOARIMIEERLR L, MR CE RN DRHoT0) |

HFIREME b BB OBS

FTHOIC, R HIMEEEME OMFIE L~V s ot Sz (ZoaHziE, 19
STHEDTAWF Y 71 98 9FEDOT—~ oD it %éﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ#aiméé

Bz DWFFRIZR L TG LAIVREINTWRY) | B L~ iz v Cin, 4
[FIESREME O LD B EEMHED it L D d=0.23 L9 iéﬁ&:%u\i@m@i&@%ﬁb
(SD=.27,95%DZHEIX [ (Cl) =.14-32) . Z#UT 114D ricfiY% 4%, a—x=

(1988) OHARTANTEDE, ZOHEIT/NEEOSEE R ENDE
(d=.20) EDIFADODULEWTETThoTz, Iz R¥—L v FH7e <
(QBH&7Np—&)\:@%i’h%ﬁﬁ%mbkofﬁﬁﬁ’*ELTV%%%
ARLTWe, AR Sz ke, BMEEHED 7V — 713 SR OREHETH 5
#\ﬁh@&b@@ﬁ@%é%%&o{’ﬁﬁ@%é%@%ﬁ@e%%ﬁf%oto%
B (L) SR & R G EGREHED FHLD IR D 7o DT T v TV e,
TOHDMAESITIX, TA Yy A (1987) . I—~> (1989) miEpyit
Al &g EHRIOMW G OEREE > T Thivie, Zivl, ZbDOMEDZZEIl 2D
SRR O, BHICHIRRTZX 912, 2O % OWFFRICIT— >0 BMES FERE O Lk
ﬁw—fb@ﬁ<\%L%ﬁk%%%H%%%A@H%V~W®%ﬁizﬁbﬁkﬁw
IZHIE L T o T, FERIT, d=.26 (SD=.28, 95%Cl=.17-34) TITL AL EH
IHTERUTHY . DBUIARE —Tiden-7= (Q(34)=32.06, p=.86) .
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B EIE &AM REERE B W TR E NN OB & D3 R A RV e 5 AlHE
PENRH D2 (BIEDOHENHLINZENZETNOH & &L T HEENRR 25T . BIEOF
FEL VTS B BAE[E] - JERY SRR M & BB EHE D 7 L — T L R D T &
Wiz, WHDr—AZBWT, LFREEEED 7 V—T Ol N#EIR mh o T, & I
BESEME O MBS EME L B Tl (n=20 #F%8) . D=0.29(SD=.30, 95% Cl=.14-.42) T
D SEICRE RETEN -T2 (Q(19)=18.80,p=.53) . LAY [EI 6 Hijh S #
(N=15WF2ET, 7TA v 7 A (1987) &7—~2 (1989) OIEAMLFRIOLE
KzgTe) ITBWTIE, D=0.22(SD=.24, 95%Cl|=.10-.34) T, m#iIFEC L 5ic. KL
TR holz, TAY v Il T —< %R &, EHEFEREBEOSEIT I D /NS
MoTel, KRELTEEDOHDL LD THH-T- (d=.15(SD=.21, 95%Cl=.01-.28,
Q(12)=6.40, p=.93), & FIL[E & iERYILE OFEARIT KT 2 SR 72 55 B D BRI T Hl X
ETNENZENZEER LD FIT R TAF v I Al - T—< 2 DflEET, GERWNIC
b 69 | HIZFNEN X2=0.69, p=.40,X2=2.50, p=.12 TH > 72, Zh & DFASE
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DT,

WFFE L~V DI 3D < ik

WFZEEO NN TR AR DR E OB 2 Bl & LR ESEME OEWE T 2 &FH A2 R LT 5
E D IR D 2T, R ORISR DO O-ENET U 7 Shvilc, a2l
BWIERS BRI ho 720, U K> THOEDATREM O & 5 B OBEt &2 23
LHEBOBRNEIIRSR N, n—BoZ—L (1995) [tkné, BhiznEont
FRAMRZR LI, FHid, BROHTW A HRICBWTREINI D L, BRENDHR&EIZL
BTV, EWVIHDIE, ZNHITEREOOIEREZ LT LWL, Axh7e
BEHRERMET 200 LN2WNETHD, ZNHDONHTIE. T4y 7 2 (198
7) +T7—~<2 (1989) O FFREHEMHO S EZS AL TVDIZI|BE/RND T,
K& DAL — D DRI K > ThOHFRI NI,

TR« RRBFOWIRIL, DBICEBWTIIR L TEPIEN-T7- (QB(1)=0.09,
p=.76) . EEOWERNIDEEEMT DENEN-T- (QB(1)=0.19, p=.66) , HIMmE
ENE L ILREEEDO 7V —T OB OB A, BN oEE OBEITEN -T2, (Fh
FII=1.39, p=17 L 1=1.32, p=.19) BB & L RE#E T V— 7 ORE - B
R OFEH (N 1=0.31, p=.75 K (N 7=0.34, p=.74) ¥ BB #ME & S [R iE
TN—T D54t - FEOBIEDOF M (FNZ1 1=-0.44, p=.66 }k * 71=-0.33, p=.74) .
Oy E ITEE N o o, BN HEMED 7V — T OREROEIE G, BN LSO R
(1T R B2 TWieso 7z (7=0.59, p=.55) ,



EEEC, EAOMIMITIX, 2 S XREENE) -T2 (QB(4)=8.15, p=.09) .
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DM EELENENOSE (EE, TR, EEEAR) 1280 22K L TAITE
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—ODREIMERIIIGER 20N A O, T AT HEMEEERE O 7k J7 238 i |28
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HINED Z A7 0 BIEZA TIIEFRES . ZWEEMT 2FHIT R0 o7z
(QB(6)=4.85, p=.56) , FATOEE R & TOWISDOFEIZIBWT, A H#ME
OB B EEERE O 1t X0 #ISIEIRL TV s, SO &M (RFEO) JIE T
(n=24, d=.29(SD=.41, 95%ClI=.18-.41) . FEt% (n=41, d=.23(SD=.42,
95%Cl=.14-32)) . HZL (n=22, d=.30(SD=.47, 95%CI=.17-.43)) . J&I% oW/
(n=20, d=.21(SD=.38, 95%ClI=.11-.32)) . {F@EE O (n=12, d=.25(SD=.18,
95%CI=.12-.38)) . HEZHES~DiER (n=14, d=.13(SD=.42, 95%CI=.01-.25)) .
BEISHE D 8 D3I TIE, ARG Q 23, DBPRER 2> TWbHHEERL
TWe, ZTHHOGITR L T—FENTHEN TV D S OITHIBR S 4L, FfEO S O FHE
F vl 2T, FOWBITOENE—TIT2WEAITHER D K LIThiv,
DSTAT 711 7' Ak, b LHIBRENTWZH, —FBRKNRICHEED Q fE2 D SE7-
FTHAI O E., —BNTEENT-LDO L LTRHBL TV D, — %A Ol E 7k,
TOONTEENTE b DERETHFICLD B o TS LRI, TORBE, KIS
LT D=0.29(95%Cl=.18-.41) & 72 o 7o, FIEEIS DT — 2O TBENT=H D ZH Y
BRUN2 18 TR - TN, % d=.19(95%CI=.09-.28) & 72 o 7=, R DG D5y



BUX, —2ONTBENT-bOET-> TR b D L7210 d=.06(95%Cl=-.17-+.30)IZ
T FRIZBEMS IR Bz 080 E d=19(95%Cl=.07-.32) |2 < v iz,

REZERET DN WISHIEDOIVEEEITO NOT AT T 47 1%, mixE LT
R L7257 (QB(5)=6.74, p=.24) . %W/ﬁﬂm%ﬁi/\%/\f@/\*ﬁ xLT, 3t

[FIESEME O I B ERE L D . L@ Em<., 0&FRZ 9 5%0)15%\EF‘%>3@0
7= T L AHIEE(N=81), d=.19(SD=.44, 95%Cl=.13-.25). C kB MEE
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95%Cl=.12-.48). BIZE ST\ A L A HIEIE(n=17), d=.19(SD=.31,
95%Cl=.07-.31). /12 X 51X (n=9), d=0.40(SD=.37, 95%Cl=.16-.64). [EHHEE
DM X AREIF(N=7), d=.27(SD=.45, 95%Cl=.07-.46) TH > 71-.

e DRE|
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NTWRhoTz, BHIEOFWTHOWTIL, 14 OWFFEICBW CHFRIEEED 7L —F 0
FWDRE LS DlehoT- LSz (d=.24(SD=.58, 95%CI=.11-37)) , @EDFH
2BV T, __T%iiﬂﬁb%i‘%7h5o®ﬁﬁn TRBW AR ho -t SN
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TWiz (77714, 1985 ;~RUwIZ Y 1991 ;,YVaryAhUAqh 19
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DR EFTE L, TN B84 OMEICR L TR LT 2 FICL > TR LN (80
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&@ﬁﬁi@ﬁmﬁ%m&méﬁﬁmm#ofv%ﬁiw;m)\:®WL: TR
72inotz (95%CI=-.06-.46) . RUTE L B o TIWien-o7- (Q(7)=5.26,
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B K EWARFIECET 58S

38 DDOWFIEIZI T, LFESHEME & EEFEDO LD T, 4 5 D4 N
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ANUAL 1992 Uxbyyad N, 1982), Z2Th, X, FHHEIE
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FREHEMEDILIC R b5 K 912, OB TG OF#E% & L CidafrEhTun
ot HLFEIRGEME L EEFEO T ATV (d=-.0002(95%Cl=-0.27-0.27))
RV 22 TH, HBITE LS B> TUIWAaholz (Q(7)=5.34, p=.62) .
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OFHEE Y SEBOREER T LW#EIEZRLTWD Z ERbnd, ZOZERITIE
BEOXFEETHFEE LOKXFEEZETHIKICRO LN TR, BAR5 T T —0fk
erk7e CRFERR IS L D BHGHRRG LA BEMEMETIZN TR Y . R VENR LD L R
Jons, WEER LULOZERIL, BIGTHEOEE B TSIEEOBEWITR, ZORE
FAXFEREAGR - DB - ATENA - PR O S F X5 CHFEEN A
RGEMNDHY 5D ENIRFICT T D, FERIZHIE ORBLOBIITEIZ ST 5 Amato
& Gilbreth®d A # 34T7(1999)TH ., RBNFITITFEL THBO 2 XBHBELIZEZT 2
L, TtofTEimE - OB ToOmEN R X OVEEO R B E ORI E 2B R S
TW5, LFEE#ETOAHIEFREMRETED Tt Z2 s L, RE & b7 O
WA 720, HREHDIES ZZIT0T0, EEEOLFEE#EY L omi 2@t
THHINIEE LFOLFREHE TR THL D LW#EEZ R~ T 2 ERRO DIV, 15
FORFREEE O TR FEE R Z X LM I L TS 2 I b EET &
ThbD, ZONTOFEIENAILMBENTH Y | LRI DR ER K 72 5B OFEH A3
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NAEEOBEN L WEFHME L 722 L 2R L TWD, REHITE#ES & LTOHSDONEN
BinEND I EE L, LAEED FEA~OBREE DI T 2220 H0 H 5D
T, REEL O N L[FEE A R & ISRl L2 2 & b REICET 5, RRE#E I Ic R
N HE2T 25 &3 50%E (Kuehl, 1989)H & 5 ¢, RElO [3LREE LTt omEs
PEIZNL D] & T BT O E L 1EE A CRBETH D, HFFERL-VLOHEET
L FES O D EISEMEN TR Y | HMEE - LREEO WIS FHtOFERIC
L5EBIA N -T2, SRS FHEME Tlai3ir O ERESCL BB H
L3, BHFOBLE OHIMAE 2D D EWVITERIZ) DD 0 e FHEDO T2 5 LD
ZEDH L, BRI (AR - RAEREY) THRENRKRES LTI LD
o le, B TOMIE L TRV | B & FILomEISHEICB T 2 REMFEIZ BV T
IFARLERDOIRENE L 2D WVITR LN oz, IVl (EERD
Fr. EEP, FREARE) PORBITEET L2 L b ho T, SR 7 v
(Donnelly & Finkelhor, 1992) O R&ITIT & A EERITIEN -T2, Z OEERAICIE
B BRI T A ERNIZM Lo iz, 200BEY I And bitFEE#EZ L L &
T HRERITH TRV, 9 B 1 (Johnston et al., 1989) X i #H 0D % 37 23 FEH (2 i
VIINEBRLTND, GBI 0INEICDIE D FRCEKRBE DY 7V TORFGEN
HThHD, MBOXSLEN FHOESMEICBRT 5 & Uiz & & HKFREERO XSO
ENSFHOESGM A BEICE E HE 2o T2 TR A TIEH B8, ZOHIE S
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& BUMBEE D N & i+ 2 BB AR WE N H Y . BER O E B ARSI T
% WBL ORI & L IE & OEEROREMEA B L- e L H 5, mEDORNLIZ DS
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DRERGI D, FBLOXNL LIS 72 A HFEFHHVE L 2R A TR 63, BB B & (R B
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