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Avant-Propos

Véronique Lachance est l'auteure de lintroduction et de la conclusion générales et l'auteure
principale des deux articles insérés dans la présente thése. La réalisation de ces deux articles
n‘aurait pas été possible sans la collaboration des professeures Sylvie Drapeau et Marie-Héléne
Gagné, respectivement directrice et co-directrice de la thése, et d’Amandine Baude, stagiaire
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effectuées par la candidate avec 'aide d’Hans Ivers, statisticien.
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financier de la Chaire de partenariat en prévention de la maltraitance, de 'ARUC Séparation
parentale, recomposition familiale, du CIUSSS Capitale-Nationale et du Centre de recherche JEFAR
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Enfin, il est a noter que les deux articles insérés dans la présente thése seront soumis pour
publication a des revues scientifiques avec comité de lecture, notamment Journal of Divorce and

Remarriage.
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Chapitre | : Introduction générale

Le Québec, tout comme la majorité des sociétés occidentales, a connu de profondes transformations
sur le plan de la conjugalité au cours des derniéres décennies (Castagner Giroux, Le Bourdais, &
Pacaut, 2016; Desrosiers & Simard, 2010). La baisse des mariages et la montée soutenue de I'union
libre se sont accompagnées d’'une fragilisation des unions (Castagner Giroux, et al., 2016). Depuis
1985, l'indice synthétique de divortialité indique qu’'un mariage sur deux se terminera par un divorce,
comparativement a un sur 10 en 1970 (Institut de la statistique du Québec, 2011). Les données
canadiennes de I'Enquéte sociale générale de 2011 indiquent que pres de la moitié (46%) des
unions libres formées dans les années 1990 ont mené a une séparation 10 ans plus tard, comparée

a 38% de celles formées pendant les années 1970 (Castagner Giroux, et al., 2016).

Plusieurs phénomenes et mouvements sociaux ont contribué a la transformation des structures
familiales et a l'évolution des rdles parentaux. L'instabilité conjugale est I'un des principaux
changements vécus par les enfants dans leur environnement familial, menant a la diversification et a
la complexité croissante des situations familiales (Desrosiers & Simard, 2010). Les données de
I'Etude longitudinale du développement des enfants du Québec (ELDEQ), basée sur un échantillon
représentatif des enfants nés au Québec en 1997-98, indiquent qu’a I'age de 8 ans, environ 30% des
enfants ont vécu la séparation de leurs parents et la monoparentalité (Cyr, Di Stefano, Lavoie, &
Chagnon, 2012; Ducharme & Desrosiers, 2008). En ce qui concerne I'évolution des réles parentaux,
les modéles de garde développés dans les années 70 mettant 'accent sur I'apport de chacun des
parents pour le développement de I'enfant post-séparation, a entre autres permis de reconnaitre
limportance de l'implication parentale des péres (Dubeau, Deslauriers, Théorét, & Villeneuve, 2016).
A cela s'ajoutaient des phénoménes sociaux comme l'arrivée des méres sur le marché du travail
contemporain et le fait quelles occupent en majorité un emploi a temps plein a I'extérieur du foyer
familial. Ce tournant majeur a également entrainé des changements en matiére de droit familial avec
larticle 16 (10) de la Loi sur le divorce, accordant une importance particuliére a un partage plus égal
de la garde entre les parents, de méme qu’a la revalorisation du réle du parent non gardien avec les
principes de « parent amical » et de « maximum de communication » (Gouvernement du Canada,
1985).



De plus en plus d’enfants maintiennent des liens avec des figures parentales ne vivant pas sous le
méme toit, ce qui souléve des défis de taille sur le plan de la coordination et de la coopération entre
les parents et sur le plan de la continuité des liens parents-enfants, et ce, dans un contexte ou les
deuils de la relation passée et les conflits ne sont pas nécessairement résolus (Drapeau, Tremblay,
Cyr, Godbout, & Gagné, 2008; Parent, Saint-Jacques, Drapeau, Fortin, & Beaudry, 2016). La
présente these vise a mieux éclairer la réorganisation et linterdépendance de ces processus

familiaux dans la période entourant la séparation.

Les théories systémiques familiales

Les théories systémiques familiales s'avérent particulierement pertinentes afin de développer une
meilleure compréhension de la maniere dont s'opére la renégociation des réles et des relations
familiales post-rupture (Emery & Dillon, 1994; Madden-Derdich, Leonard, & Christopher, 1999;
Sbarra & Emery, 2008). Différents principes découlent de cette perspective. D’'abord, la famille est
décrite comme un systeme complexe composé de trois principaux sous-systémes, a savoir les
relations entre les adultes de la famille, les relations parents-enfants et les relations fraternelles. Le
systéme familial est également délimité par des frontiéres relationnelles, soit des régles implicites ou
explicites qui définissent la structure des relations familiales (Cox & Paley, 1997; P. Minuchin, 1985;
S. Minuchin, 1974).

La perspective systémique a également comme postulat que les sous-systémes qui composent la
structure familiale sont interdépendants, exercant une influence continue et réciproque les uns sur
les autres (Cox & Paley, 1997; P. Minuchin, 1985). Ceux-ci sont organisés de fagon hiérarchique,
avec en téte la relation entre les adultes en tant que « sous-systéme exécutif » de la famille (McHale
& Irace, 2011; S. Minuchin, 1974). Cette relation joue en effet un réle central dans la qualité de la vie
familiale, puisqu’elle influence les interactions familiales et I'adaptation des membres de la famille
(Afonso, 2007; Ahrons, 1981; Amato, 2000; P. Minuchin, 1985).

Ensuite, un fonctionnement familial optimal nécessite des frontiéres claires, mais aussi flexibles (Cox
& Paley, 1997; Pruett & Donsky, 2011; Sbarra & Emery, 2008). En effet, celles-ci sont inévitablement
appelées a étre renégociées, soit pour des raisons développementales - les attentes, les réles et les

régles changent au fil du temps, ou encore, pour des raisons contextuelles, selon les situations ou



les événements qui surviennent, comme la rupture des parents (Adamsons & Pasley, 2006; Afifi &
Hamrick, 2006; Emery & Dillon, 1994; Parent, et al., 2016).

Les auteurs font ressortir deux aspects de la dynamique familiale particulierement appelés a étre
réorganisés dans la période entourant la séparation et associés au bien-étre et a I'adaptation de tous
les membres de la famille, soit la nature de la relation entre les parents et les relations parents-
enfants, via le maintien des liens de chacun des parents avec I'enfant (Afonso, 2007; Amato, 2000;
Feinberg, 2003).

L’interdépendance de ces processus relationnels au sein du systéme familial a été étudiée via les
processus de contagion et de compartimentation. Le processus de contagion s’observe lorsque la
pietre qualité de la relation entre les parents est associée a des relations parent-enfant moins
chaleureuses et plus conflictuelles (Bradford, Vaughn, & Barber, 2008; Fosco & Grych, 2010). Le
processus de compartimentation peut se manifester par la capacité des parents a isoler leurs conflits
afin de préserver leur relation avec I'enfant (Erel & Burman, 1995). Le fait de représenter plusieurs
sous-systémes et d’étudier leurs interactions rejoint le principe de totalité, qui exprime I'idée que le
systéme familial constitue un tout et que la modification d'un élément du systeme peut affecter le

systéme entier.

La relation entre les parents séparés

La relation entre les parents joue un réle central dans la vie familiale post-rupture, car elle influence
le climat émotionnel au sein duquel le systeme familial va se redéfinir (Afonso, 2007). Plusieurs écrits
scientifiques portant sur les effets de la séparation mettent en lumiére que la qualité de la relation
entre les parents est associée a I'adaptation de tous les membres de la famille (Afonso, 2007;
Ahrons, 1981; Amato, 2000; P. Minuchin, 1985) et au maintien des liens parents-enfants (Ahrons &
Miller, 1993; Coates & Phares, 2014; Coley & Hernandez, 2006; Dubeau, et al., 2016; Fagan &
Barnett, 2003; Forehand, et al., 1991; Ryan, Kalil, & Ziol-Guest, 2008; Sobolewski & King, 2005).

La relation entre les parents se divise en deux sous-systémes distincts, mais en étroite relation, a
savoir la relation conjugale (ou post-conjugale) et la relation coparentale (Adamsons & Pasley, 2006;
Drapeau, et al., 2008; Lamb, 2002; Rouyer, 2008). Tout d’abord, contrairement a la relation

conjugale qui est de nature dyadique, la relation coparentale peut étre considérée comme étant



triadique, puisqu’elle inclut I'enfant, que ce dernier soit présent ou non (Drapeau, et al., 2008; McHale
& Irace, 2011). Les interactions coparentales sont en effet délimitées, puisqu’elles n’incluent pas les
aspects qui reléevent de lintimité conjugale et qui ne concernent pas I'éducation des enfants
(Feinberg, 2003). Ensuite, une relation coparentale positive et satisfaisante ne va pas
nécessairement de pair avec une relation de couple satisfaisante (Drapeau, et al., 2008; Feinberg,
2003). Par exemple, certains parents conflictuels, possiblement désireux de protéger leur enfant de
I'exposition a leurs conflits, parviennent & mettre de coté la colére et I'animosité qu'ils peuvent
ressentir 'un envers l'autre lorsqu'ils sont en présence de I'enfant (Lau, 2007; Maccoby, Depner, &
Mnookin, 1990; Waller, 2012).

Le concept de coparentalité

La coparentalité se définit comme étant la fagon dont les parents ou les figures parentales se
soutiennent et se coordonnent dans leurs roles de parent (Drapeau, et al., 2008; Feinberg, 2003;
McHale & Irace, 2011; Rouyer, Vinay, & Zaouche-Gaudron, 2007). Que ce soit avant ou aprés la
séparation, la coparentalité n'implique pas nécessairement que les réles parentaux soient partagés
de facon égale; de nombreux auteurs soulignent l'importance de la complémentarité des
comportements plutdt que la répartition égale de I'apport de chaque parent (Feinberg, 2003; McHale
& Irace, 2011; Rouyer, et al., 2007). De plus, Drapeau et al. (2008) mentionnent qu'il existe plusieurs
facons d'étre coparents et que plusieurs stratégies peuvent étre employées pour construire une
coparentalité efficace. Ainsi, un fonctionnement coparental est vu comme optimal lorsque les figures
parentales font preuve de compréhension mutuelle, de communication et de coordination, mais aussi
lorsqu’elles peuvent résoudre les problémes qui surviendront inévitablement, et ce dans lintérét

supérieur de I'enfant (McHale & Irace, 2011).

Les dimensions de la coparentalité

Il existe un consensus a l'effet que la coparentalité est un construit complexe et multidimensionnel,
comprenant des dimensions positives et négatives reliées entre elles. Toutefois, a ce jour, les
chercheurs ne s’entendent pas sur un modeéle qui rendrait compte de I'ensemble des dimensions de
ce concept (Drapeau, et al., 2008; Favez & Frascarolo, 2013). Mais tout de méme, Constance
Ahrons a fait figure de pionniére dans le domaine, en proposant une définition et une mesure de la

coparentalité spécifiquement adaptée au contexte des familles post-rupture (Ahrons, 1981). Selon



elle, une relation coparentale de qualité se caractérise par un faible niveau de conflit et un haut degré
de soutien entre les parents. Bien que ce modele ait été éprouvé empiriquement (Ahrons & Wallisch,
1987) et qu'il demeure, selon une recension systématique (McBroom, 2011), le plus souvent utilisé
dans les recherches sur les familles séparées, celui-ci ne repose que sur les deux dimensions que
sont le conflit et le soutien. Or, I'ajout d’autres dimensions pourrait contribuer @ mieux rendre compte

de ce concept dans son ensemble.

Plus récemment, d’'autres modéles comportant davantage de dimensions ont été développés
(Feinberg, 2003; Van Egeren & Hawkins, 2004). Tel qu'illustré a la Figure 1 a la page suivante,
Feinberg (2003) propose quatre composantes de la coparentalité qui se chevauchent les unes les
autres, tout en étant distinctes : (1) I'accord éducatif, qui référe au degré d’accord partagé par les
parents sur une variété de sujets concernant les enfants, comme les valeurs, les attentes
comportementales et les stratégies disciplinaires; (2) la division des taches et des responsabilités
parentales, qui réfere au partage des tdches ménageéres et de celles reliées aux soins des enfants,
de méme que les responsabilités financiéres, 1égales et médicales relatives aux enfants; (3) le
soutien et le sabotage, a savoir les stratégies et les actions qui soutiennent 'autre parent dans ses
efforts pour accomplir ses buts parentaux, ou au contraire, qui visent a lui nuire, comme les critiques
ou le dénigrement de I'autre parent; (4) la gestion des interactions familiales, qui réfere a 'implication
des deux parents auprés de I'enfant lors des activités triadiques, de méme qu’a la maniére dont ils
communiquent au sujet de I'enfant en maintenant des frontiéres claires vis-a-vis de celui-ci, c.-a-d.
sans I'impliquer directement et sans le placer dans une situation de conflit de loyauté entre ses

parents.

Cependant, ce modéle a été validé uniquement auprés de familles intactes et est possiblement non
directement applicable aux familles séparées (Feinberg, Brown, & Kan, 2012; McHale, 1997).
Certains aspects pourraient en effet étre uniques a la coparentalité post-rupture, comme la
communication entre les parents et la division des taches et des responsabilités parentales dans le
contexte ou les parents vivent désormais dans deux résidences différentes (McBroom, 2011). Malgré
tout, ce modele a permis de rendre compte du caractére multidimensionnel du concept de

coparentalité.

En somme, les dimensions de conflit et de soutien entre les parents demeurent celles qui sont les

plus fréquemment proposées par les auteurs. Plusieurs dimensions reviennent d’'un modéle a l'autre,



mais celles-ci peuvent avoir des dénominations et étre mesurées par des indicateurs différents
(Drapeau, et al., 2008; Favez & Frascarolo, 2013).

Coparentalité

Division des
taches et des
responsabilités

Soutien et
sabotage

Gestion des interactions
' familiales '

4
y/

Accord éducatif

Figure 1. Modéle multidimensionnel de la coparentalité de Feinberg (traduction libre, Feinberg, 2003, p. 101)

Typologies de coparentalité post-rupture

La diversité des patrons de coparentalité post-rupture a clairement été démontrée dans des études
visant l'identification de typologies (Ahrons, 1994; Baum, 2004; Beckmeyer, Coleman, & Ganong,
2014; Lau, 2007; Maccoby, et al., 1990; Waller, 2012). Comme lillustre la Figure 2 a la page
suivante, en se basant généralement sur des indicateurs de conflit et de soutien (ou la coopération),
quatre profils de coparentalité post-séparation sont identifiés en croisant ces deux dimensions :
coopérative, conflictuelle, désengagée et mixte. Les parents coopératifs s'offrent du soutien et évitent
les disputes (Baum, 2004; Beckmeyer, et al., 2014; Lau, 2007; Maccoby, et al., 1990). Ceux en
conflit communiquent de maniére hostile a propos des enfants, contestent mutuellement leurs
compétences et sapent leur autorité respective (Baum, 2004; Lau, 2007; Maccoby, et al., 1990). Les
parents désengagés demeurent impliqués auprés de leurs enfants, mais adoptent une parentalité en
paralléle. lls sont peu en conflit, mais ne tentent pas de coordonner les activités et les régles entre
les deux résidences (Baum, 2004; Lau, 2007; Maccoby, et al., 1990). La catégorie mixte regroupe les

parents qui tentent de coopérer, malgré une hostilité élevée (Lau, 2007; Maccoby, et al., 1990).



En ce qui concerne la proportion de familles qui se retrouvent dans chaque catégorie, les études du
domaine soutiennent que les types de coparentalité coopérative, conflictuelle et désengagée se
distribuent relativement également chez les familles, soit entre 25% et 35% (Drapeau, et al., 2008).
Le patron de coparentalité désengagée serait plus fréquent (Adamsons & Pasley, 2006), car les
parents interagissent de moins en moins au fil du temps suivant la rupture, de sorte que les patrons
de coparentalité coopérative et conflictuelle tendent a évoluer vers un patron de type plus désengagé
(Adamsons & Pasley, 2006; Maccoby & Mnookin, 1992).

Conflit élevé

VAN

Coparentalité Coparentalité
conflictuelle mixte

Soutien faible < > Soutien élevé

Coparentalité Coparentalité
désengagée coopérative

\V4
Conflit faible

Figure 2. Typologie de coparentalité post-rupture selon les dimensions de conflit et de soutien

La relation parent-enfant

Sur le plan systémique, la rupture des parents suppose différents patrons de redéfinition du systéme
familial nucléaire, plutét que sa dissolution (Afonso, 2007). Cette transition complexe aboutit
généralement a I'établissement de deux foyers associés et interdépendants, désigné par Ahrons
comme étant un « systeme familial binucléaire » (Ahrons, 1994; Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987). La fagon
dont les relations sont renégociées apres la séparation ou le divorce des parents est essentielle au
bien-étre des membres de la famille (Emery, 2011). La rupture des parents peut placer les enfants a
risque de voir leurs liens avec d'importantes figures d’attachement saffaiblir, que ce soit par

exemple, des amis, un(e) enseignant(e) ou encore, des membres de la parenté, ce qui peut étre



source de détresse et affecter leur adaptation a cette transition familiale (Emery, 1999; Hetherington
& Kelly, 2002; Kelly, 2012). Cependant, selon une revue de la littérature empirique (Kelly, 2012), les
enfants rapportent la perte du parent non-gardien, plus souvent le pére, comme étant I'aspect le plus

négatif et difficile de la rupture des parents.

Si les données démographiques récentes tendent a montrer que la garde principale a la mere
demeure 'arrangement de garde majoritaire, la garde partagée et la garde principale au pere sont en
constante progression (Biland & Schiitz, 2013; Cyr, et al., 2012; Juby, Marcil-Gratton, & Le Bourdais,
2005; Parent, et al., 2016). A titre d’exemple, 'examen comparatif d'une banque québécoise de 2000
ordonnances de pension alimentaire pour enfants en 1998 et en 2008 montre que la garde exclusive
au pére est passée de 5,4% a 13,5% et que la garde partagée est passée de 8,1% a 19,7% (Biland
& Schitz, 2013). De fagon concomitante, en examinant la répartition des taches au sein des familles
intactes, une implication accrue et plus précoce des péres est observée (Pacaut, Gourdes-Vachon, &
Tremblay, 2011). Cette réalité nouvelle pourrait expliquer que dans le contexte de la séparation
conjugale, de plus en plus de péres souhaitent maintenir les liens tissés avec leur enfant avant la

rupture.

L'implication paternelle post-rupture

L’implication paternelle est un concept issu de la psychologie du développement. Depuis les années
1980, des modéles multidimensionnels sont élaborés pour I'analyser et la mesurer dans les familles
nucléaires (Lamb, Pleck, Charnov, & Levine, 1987; Parke, 1996; Pleck, 2010). Par exemple, le
modéle de Lamb et al. (1987) fait figure d'autorité dans le domaine et comporte trois axes :
linteraction, qui renvoie au degré d’engagement du pére dans les activités visant a jouer avec
I'enfant ou a le nourrir; la disponibilité, qui correspond au degré d'accessibilité du pére a son enfant;
la responsabilité, qui référe au degré auquel le pére prend en charge des activités nécessaires au
bien-étre de I'enfant, comme les soins, les achats de vétements, la gestion des rendez-vous de

santé.

Depuis les années 2000, de plus en plus de travaux sont consacrés a documenter les réalités des
péres post-rupture (Dubeau, et al., 2016). Cependant, aucune conceptualisation spécifique de
limplication des péres dans ce contexte n’existe a ce jour, et ce, bien que 'importance du role actif

du pére pour le développement socio-affectif de I'enfant suite a la séparation fasse consensus



(Lamb, 2012; Pruett, Cowan, Cowan, & Diamond, 2012). Néanmoins, I'examen de la littérature
scientifique permet de dégager quatre dimensions réguliérement éprouvées : l'implication financiere
du pere a travers le versement d’'une pension alimentaire, la qualité de ses pratiques parentales, la
quantité de temps passée avec I'enfant ainsi que la qualité de la relation pére-enfant (Amato &
Gilbreth, 1999; Aquilino, 2006; Dunn, 2004; Dunn, Cheng, O'Connor, & Bridges, 2004; Whiteside &
Becker, 2000).

Un premier constat est que ces dimensions sont reliées entre elles. Par exemple, dans les études
interrogeant des familles en garde principale a la mere, les péres non-gardiens visitant fréquemment
leurs enfants sont plus susceptibles de s'engager aupres d’eux, d’assumer leurs responsabilités
parentales et de fournir un soutien financier, en comparaison a ceux qui voient leur enfant plus
rarement (Amato, Meyers, & Emery, 2009; Aquilino, 2006; Cheadle, Amato, & King, 2010; King &
Sobolewski, 2006; Seltzer, Schaeffer, & Charng, 1989). Un second constat est que l'indicateur le plus
souvent étudié afin de rendre compte du concept de l'implication paternelle post-rupture est la
fréquence des contacts (Amato & Dorius, 2010). A ce sujet, les chercheurs du domaine suggérent
que la qualité des relations pére-enfant est un prédicteur plus fiable que la fréquence des rencontres
pour 'adaptation de I'enfant post-rupture (Fabricius, Braver, Diaz, & Velez, 2010; Fabricius, Sokol,
Diaz, & Braver, 2012; Harper & Fine, 2006; King & Sobolewski, 2006). Plusieurs travaux montrent en
effet que la fréquence des contacts est une condition nécessaire, mais insuffisante pour le maintien
de la relation pére-enfant (Amato & Gilbreth, 1999; King & Sobolewski, 2006). Toutefois, si la
fréquence des rencontres ne suffit pas a prédire le bon développement de I'enfant, elle peut
néanmoins engendrer des bénéfices notables sur les plans de la parentalité et des relations pere-
enfant, grace a la multiplicité et a la diversité des expériences qu'elle autorise (Cashmore, Parkinson,
& Taylor, 2008; Kelly & Lamb, 2000; King & Sobolewski, 2006). En effet, la littérature est sans
équivoque quant a l'importance de la continuité des liens parent-enfants et aux potentielles
conséquences développementales d’une rupture des liens significatifs (Fidler, Bala, & Saini, 2012;
King & Sobolewski, 2006; Lamb, 2002; Poitras & Drapeau, 2014).

La diversité et I'interdépendance des processus familiaux post-rupture

Ce n'est que récemment que la coparentalité et [limplication paternelle ont été étudiées
simultanément afin de mieux cerner la dynamique du systéme familial post-rupture pris dans son

ensemble. Ces études peuvent étre regroupées selon deux grandes approches de recherche :



I'approche centrée sur les personnes et I'approche centrée sur les variables. Ces approches ne sont
ni en compétition ou en opposition, mais plutdt complémentaires (Bergman & Trost, 2006; Laursen &
Hoff, 2006). En effet, la combinaison de leurs forces et de leurs spécificités a le potentiel de
contribuer a une compréhension plus compléte des patrons et des relations entre la coparentalité et

limplication paternelle dans la période entourant la rupture.

L’approche centrée sur les personnes

Les théories systémiques familiales mettent en évidence l'importance de comprendre chaque famille
comme étant intégrée dans un contexte historique, social, ethnique et culturel (Anderson, Sabatelli, &
Kosutic, 2013). Il existe une multitude de patterns de réorganisation possibles et une grande diversité

des expériences vécues par les adultes et les enfants (Afonso, 2007).

De nature descriptive, I'approche centrée sur les personnes permet de capturer de maniere
holistique la dynamique du systéme familial dans son ensemble (Bergman, Magnusson, & El-Khouri,
2003; Bergman & Trost, 2006; Laursen & Hoff, 2006). Le principal postulat de I'approche centrée sur
les personnes est que la population est hétérogene et qu'il existe une diversité de patrons de
relations entre les variables (Bergman, et al., 2003; Laursen & Hoff, 2006), de sorte que les individus

sont différents les uns des autres au regard de la coparentalité et de I'implication paternelle.

Quelques études antérieures ayant pour but d'identifier des typologies classifiaient les familles en
référence a la médiane sur les dimensions de conflit et de soutien entre les parents, de sorte que ces
dimensions étaient considérées de fagcon plus ou moins dichotomiques (Maccoby & Mnookin, 1992;
Waller, 2012). Cependant, les individus qui se situent prés de médiane sont ainsi classifiés sur la
base d'un critére arbitraire plutot que réel, de telle sorte que cette stratégie peut avoir pour effet de
déformer la signification d'un score élevé ou faible sur ces dimensions (Garcia, MacDonald, &
Archer, 2015).

L’approche centrée sur les personnes est plutdt basée sur I'idée que la population est composée de
sous-groupes distincts et que les parametres agrégés sous forme de moyennes (ou de médianes)
peuvent ne pas refléter cette hétérogénéité. Elle permet de dresser des portraits plus raffinés de la
diversité des relations coparentales post-séparation. Ainsi, cette méthode d’analyse permet non

seulement de prendre en compte l'interdépendance de plusieurs dimensions a la fois, mais aussi de
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situer les familles sur un continuum afin de les regrouper sur la base de leurs caractéristiques
communes. Sur le plan méthodologique, I'approche centrée sur les personnes permet de classifier
empiriquement des sous-groupes d'individus partageant des caractéristiques ou des attributs
similaires ou encore, qui partagent la maniere dont ces attributs sont en relation (Laursen & Hoff,
2006). Les techniques d'analyse utilisées, comme I'analyse de profils ou de classes latentes ou
encore, 'analyse de groupement (cluster analysis), visent a faire ressortir a la fois une faible variation

intra-groupe et une grande variabilité inter-groupe (Laursen & Hoff, 2006).

La démonstration de la diversité des profils de coparentalité post-rupture avec I'approche centrée sur
les personnes a fait 'objet de plusieurs études (Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987; Beckmeyer, et al., 2014;
Durst, Wedemeyer, & Zurcher, 2001; Maccoby & Mnookin, 1992; Waller, 2012). Toutefois, ce n’est
que depuis récemment que les auteurs incluent aussi des indicateurs d’engagement paternel dans
leur analyse afin de constituer des profils formés par l'interdépendance des sous-systémes (Amato,
Kane, & James, 2011; Baum, 2004; Elam, Sandler, Wolchik, & Tein, 2016; Galovan & Schramm,
2017; Modecki, Hagan, Sandler, & Wolchik, 2015).

A titre d’exemple, Amato et al. (2011) ont identifié trois profils : (1) coopératif (contacts fréquents et
relation coopérative entre les parents); (2) paralléle (contacts modérés a élevés et peu de
communication entre les parents); (3) single (absence de contact et de communication). A partir d’'un
échantillon de 240 dyades mére-enfant ayant participé a un programme pour parents séparés, Elam
et al. (2016) identifient quant a eux quatre groupes de dynamiques familiales deux ans aprés la
séparation : deux groupes dont I'implication paternelle et les contacts pére-enfant sont modérés,
mais qui se distinguent I'un de l'autre par des conflits faibles (31.8%) ou élevés (24.3%) et deux
groupes dont les conflits sont modérés, mais qui se distinguent 'un de l'autre par une fréquence de
contacts faible (27.2%) et élevée (16.7%). Ces études mettent en lumiére que la réalité des familles
séparées n'est pas dichotomique (bonne ou mauvaise séparation) et permettent d'illustrer la diversité

avec laquelle les individus s’adaptent et vivent I'expérience de la séparation.

Toutefois, quelques limites de ces études doivent étre mentionnées. D’abord, le temps écoulé depuis
la séparation et I'dge de I'enfant au moment de la séparation varient a l'intérieur méme de ces
échantillons et aussi d’'une étude a l'autre. Or, la séparation est une transition familiale et les défis
auxquels les familles sont confrontées au moment de la séparation et plusieurs années apres, differe
(Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Stanley & Fincham, 2002; Whiteside, 1998). De plus, le stade de
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développement de I'enfant pose des enjeux spécifiques sur le plan de I'exercice du réle parental et
de la coparentalité. Plus I'enfant et le pére ont vécu longtemps ensemble avant la rupture, plus ils ont
eu l'opportunité de développer leur relation et plus ils sont susceptibles d’entretenir des contacts
post-rupture (Cheadle, et al., 2010; Le Bourdais, Juby, & Marcil-Gratton, 2000; Swiss & Le Bourdais,
2009). D’autres recherches montrent que la relation entre I'dge de I'enfant et la fréquence de
contacts pourrait aussi fluctuer en fonction du stade de développement de I'enfant. Une étude
canadienne basée sur les données de 'Enquéte sociale générale montre que I'engagement paternel
aurait tendance a croitre dans un premier temps a mesure que I'age des enfants au moment de la
separation augmente, et ce jusqu'a environ cing ans; il stagnerait plus ou moins par la suite, avant de
se remettre a croitre de fagon marquée chez les enfants qui étaient 4gés de 10 ans ou plus lors de la

separation (Le Bourdais, Juby, & Marcil-Gratton, 2002).

L’approche centrée sur les variables

L’approche centrée sur les variables, axée sur la prédiction, permet de dégager un principe général
permettant de connecter des variables ensemble (Bergman, et al., 2003; Bergman & Trost, 2006;
Laursen & Hoff, 2006). Le postulat de cette approche est 'homogénéité de la population et elle
permet d’identifier les processus se retrouvant a un degré similaire chez tous les individus d’un
groupe (Laursen & Hoff, 2006). Par exemple, les méthodes d'identification de typologies a l'aide de
paramétres agrégés sur des moyennes ou des médianes rejoignent les principes de cette approche
(Garcia, et al., 2015). Elle permet par ailleurs d'identifier des facteurs de risque et des conséquences
a court ou a long terme reliées a I'appartenance a un groupe, ici les familles séparées. Les
techniques d'analyse classiques associées a cette approche sont les corrélations, les régressions et

les modéles d’équations structurelles (Laursen & Hoff, 2006).

Dans le contexte de I'étude du systéme familial post-rupture, I'approche centrée sur les variables a
permis d’'approfondir notre compréhension des interrelations entre les sous-systémes familiaux. En
effet, les changements qui s’'opérent dans le sous-systéme parental a la suite d'une séparation ont le
potentiel d'influencer d'autres sous-systemes relationnels (Ahrons, 2007; Cox, Paley, & Harter,
2011).

Un premier courant de recherches examine I'association unidirectionnelle entre la coparentalité et

I'engagement paternel (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Bronte-Tinkew & Horowitz, 2010; Coates & Phares,

12



2014; Coley & Hernandez, 2006; Fagan & Barnett, 2003; Forehand, et al., 1991; Ryan, et al., 2008;
Sobolewski & King, 2005). Il est possible de constater que le niveau d'implication des péres non-
gardiens est plus ou moins explicitement considéré comme une conséquence de la qualité de la
relation coparentale, induisant une conception unidirectionnelle des liens. En effet, la grande majorité
de ces travaux tentent de comprendre les facteurs associés a la l'implication des peres dans le
contexte de garde principale a la mére (Coates & Phares, 2014; Coley & Hernandez, 2006; Fagan &
Barnett, 2003; Forehand, et al., 1991; Ryan, et al., 2008). L'implication des péres résulterait des
conflits ou encore, de comportements du parent gardien visant a restreindre ou a favoriser 'accés du
parent non-gardien a I'enfant (gatekeeping). Une seule étude examine linfluence de limplication
paternelle sur la relation coparentale aprés la séparation (Bronte-Tinkew & Horowitz, 2010) et
rapporte que la fréquence des contacts pére non-gardien/enfant et le soutien financier du pére sont

fortement associés au soutien pergu par le pére dans la relation coparentale

Or, le postulat de Tinterdépendance des sous-systémes familiaux suggére que les sous-systémes
parent-parent et parent-enfant exercent une influence réciproque I'un sur l'autre (Cox, et al., 2011).
Un second courant de recherches longitudinales questionne la présence de liens bidirectionnels
entre la coparentalité et 'engagement paternel, soit auprés de familles intactes (Fagan & Cabrera,
2012; Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011), ou aupres de familles séparées (Carlson, McLanahan, &
Brooks-Gunn, 2008; Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski & King, 2005), a l'aide de modéles d’équations
structurelles. Les résultats des études interrogeant des familles intactes convergent a l'effet que
limplication du pére dans les activités ludiques et dans les soins prodigués a I'enfant prédit un
soutien accru et une diminution des conflits entre les parents, alors que la direction inverse des liens
n'est pas supportée (Fagan & Cabrera, 2012; Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011). En ce qui concerne les
études réalisées auprés de familles séparées, a quelques nuances pres, les résultats montrent que
la coparentalité semble prédire davantage 'engagement paternel, plutot que l'inverse (Carlson, et al.,
2008; Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski & King, 2005).

Toutefois, certaines limites doivent étre mentionnées. D’abord, bien que I'étude de Sobolewski et
King (2005) repose sur un échantillon probabiliste, les auteurs testent uniquement les liens sur le
plan transversal et non les liens longitudinaux (c.-a-d., lien entre coparentalité au T1 et contacts au
T2 et vice-versa), qui renseigneraient sur la direction des liens. Ensuite, les deux autres études

ciblent des enfants nés hors mariage aux Etats-Unis (Carlson, et al., 2008; Goldberg, 2015),
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correspondant typiqguement a des familles plus désavantagées sur le plan socio-économique. Dans
ces mémes études, la mére détient la garde principale de I'enfant, ce qui réduit le poids de
limplication paternelle au sein du systéme familial. Dans plusieurs cas de garde principale a un
parent, I'implication de l'autre parent vis-a-vis de I'enfant repose sur I'approbation du parent gardien.
De plus, I'exclusion des enfants ayant peu ou pas de contacts avec leur péere (Carlson, et al., 2008)
écarte les familles susceptibles de vivre le plus de difficultés. Il faut également mentionner que I'écart
de temps entre les temps de mesure peut varier considérablement au sein d’un méme échantillon (p.
ex. jusqu'a cinq ans dans I'étude de Sobolweski et King ; de deux & quatre ans dans I'étude de
Goldberg). Enfin, 'dge de I'enfant au moment de la séparation et le temps écoulé post-rupture ne
sont pas toujours rapportés (Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski & King, 2005), ce qui peut étre
problématique dans la mesure ou la relation entre la coparentalité et I'implication paternelle pourrait
changer au fil du temps. Par exemple, une étude longitudinale d’Ahrons et Miller (1993) montre que
la coparentalité influence 'engagement paternel au moment du divorce des parents, mais cette

relation est non significative au cours des années subséquentes.

Objectifs de la these

S'appuyant sur la perspective systémique, le but de la présente thése est de mieux comprendre les
dynamiques familiales dans la période entourant la séparation des parents, en se centrant sur les

dimensions de la coparentalité et d'implication paternelle.

Suivant une approche centrée sur les personnes, le chapitre 2 vise a décrire les patrons relationnels
dans la période entourant la séparation des parents, sur la base d'indicateurs reliés au sous-systéme
coparental, comme le climat relationnel entre les parents percu par la mére, la satisfaction de la mére
quant a l'implication parentale et financiére du pére, de méme que des indicateurs reliés au sous-
systéme pére-enfant, a savoir la fréquence des contacts et le respect des contacts prévus. Le
deuxieme objectif est d’'examiner les caractéristiques individuelles des enfants, des parents et du

contexte familial associés a ces patrons relationnels.

Selon une approche centrée sur les variables, le chapitre 3 vise a examiner la force et la direction
des liens entre la coparentalité post-rupture et la fréquence des contacts pere-enfant en tant

qu'indicateur de limplication paternelle. Le deuxiéme objectif de cette étude longitudinale est
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d’explorer le role modérateur de certaines caractéristiques individuelles des enfants et du contexte

familial dans la relation entre la coparentalité et la fréquence des contacts pére-enfant.

Cette thése s’'appuie sur les données de I'Etude longitudinale du développement des enfants du
Québec (ELDEQ). La population visée par TELDEQ est un échantillon représentatif de la population
québécoise, composée de 2120 enfants nés de méres vivant au Québec en 1997-1998, a I'exception
des régions sociosanitaires Nord-du-Québec, Nunavik et Terres-Cries-de-la-Baie-James. Les enfants
ont fait I'objet d'un suivi annuel de I'age de cing mois jusqu'a huit ans, et d'un suivi bisannuel jusqu'a
I'4ge de 18 ans. La présente thése cible un sous-échantillon d’enfants dont les parents se sont

separeés lorsque I'enfant-cible était 4gé entre quatre et huit ans.

Le fait que les familles soient interrogées sur une base annuelle permet de cibler la période
proximale a la rupture. Il s’agit d’une période charniére pour la réorganisation du systeme familial et
peu de recherches visent & cemer le contexte relationnel entre les parents & cette période. Etant
donné que la relation coparentale et I'implication paternelle sont susceptibles d’évoluer au cours du
temps, il s'avere essentiel de sélectionner les familles selon le temps écoulé depuis la séparation
(Cheadle, et al., 2010; Goldberg & Carlson, 2015). Ensuite, dans le souci de préserver une certaine
homogénéité, la présente these se centre sur des familles dont les enfants sont &gés entre quatre et
huit ans au moment de la séparation. En effet, la petite enfance et 'adolescence posent des enjeux
différents sur le plan de la coparentalité et de l'implication paternelle. LELDEQ permet aussi de
prendre en compte des indicateurs diversifiés de la dynamique familiale post-séparation; dans ce
cas-ci reliés aux systéme parent-parent et parent-enfant. Bien qu'il aurait été intéressant d'avoir des
instruments standardisés des construits d'intérét, la plupart des instruments utilisés ont été éprouvées
dans d’autres banques de données (p. ex., Etude sur la santé des enfants de I'Ontario, Enquéte
longitudinale nationale sur les enfants et les jeunes). De plus, plusieurs sources ont été interrogées
afin de recueillir des informations sur I'enfant et son contexte familial, comme I'enfant-cible, la «
personne qui connait le mieux I'enfant » (PCM), son conjoint ou sa conjointe. Cependant, trés peu de
péres ont participé a cette enquéte aprés la séparation conjugale; plusieurs mesures sont
documentées auprés de la PCM, soit la mére dans plus de 99% des cas (Jetté & Des Groseilliers,
2000). Par conséquent, comme dans la plupart des travaux qui s'appuient sur de grandes enquétes,
les réponses des péres ne seront pas exploitées, représentant une limite. Le caractére novateur de

la présente thése réside dans l'intégration de deux approches méthodologiques complémentaires,
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soit I'approche centrée sur les personnes et I'approche centrée sur les variables, ce qui permettra
d’apporter un éclairage plus complet de la réorganisation des systémes familiaux au moment de la
séparation. Enfin, le sous-échantillon de familles séparées extrait dans la présente étude est issu de
la population générale québécoise. De nombreuses enquétes se centrent uniquement sur des
enfants de parents |également divorcés ou nés hors mariage. Le présent projet inclut des parents qui
vivaient en union libre (puisqu'il s'agit d’une réalité importante au Québec), en garde partagée ou en

garde principale a un parent aprés la séparation et issus de niveaux socio-€conomiques diversifiés.
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Chapitre ll: Coparental and father involvement patterns in the
period following the separation: Mothers’ perspective (article
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Résumé

Cette étude basée sur des données représentatives de la population générale québécoise présente
une typologie de patrons relationnels dans la période entourant la séparation des parents. Celle-Ci
est basée sur une pluralité d'indicateurs reliés a deux sous-systémes de la dynamique familiale, a
savoir le sous-systéme coparental et le sous-systéme pére-enfant. Des analyses de classes latentes
a partir des données recueillies sur 173 méres d’enfants &gés d’environ 4 @ 8 ans au moment de la
separation ont été effectuées. Les résultats mettent en lumiére 4 groupes de dynamiques
familiales. Les caractéristiques individuelles des enfants, des parents et du contexte familial
associées a ces patrons relationnels ont été examinées. Les résultats montrent que la durée de
lunion antérieure des parents et la présence d’'une ordonnance concernant la garde de I'enfant
distinguent les groupes. Cette typologie de patrons relationnels dans la période entourant la rupture
contribuera a développer des plans d'intervention appropriés afin d’éviter que les difficultés vécues

par les membres de la famille ne s’aggravent.

Mots-clés : Coparentalité, Séparation, Divorce, Implication paternelle.
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Abstract

This study, which is based on representative data for the general population of Québec, presents a
typology of relationship patterns for the period following parental separation. This typology is based
on numerous indicators related to two family subsystems, namely the coparental and father-child
subsystems. Latent class analysis was conducted on the data for 173 mothers of children from
approximately 4 to 8 years old at the time of separation. The results brought to light 4 types of family
dynamics. In order to predict family membership in these relationship patterns, the characteristics of
the children, parents, and family context was examined. The results showed that the groups were
distinguished by the length of the parents’ pre-separation relationship and by the presence of a court
order for child custody. This typology of relationship patterns in the separation period will help to
develop appropriate intervention strategies and thereby avoid exacerbating the difficulties that family

members may have.

Keywords: Coparenting, Marital Separation, Divorce, Father involvement.
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In the Province of Québec, Canada, more than 30% of children will have lived in a single-parent
family before the age of 10, due, for the most part, to the separation of their parents (Cyr, Di Stefano,
Lavoie, & Chagnon, 2012; Juby, Marcil-Gratton, & Le Bourdais, 2005). While Canadian and
especially Québec data show that it is more likely that children will live solely with their mother after a
separation, the proportion of children who spend a more equal amount of time living in each parent’s
home is rising (Biland & Schiitz, 2013; Cyr et al., 2012; Juby et al., 2005). Indeed, one Canadian
study showed that, in the two years following the separation, 70% of the children maintained regular

contact with their two parents (Juby et al., 2005).

In the period following the separation, parenting and parent-child relationships are redefined, which
supposes that, in certain cases, the two parents remain in contact, despite the fact that conflict may
be associated with the separation (Afifi & Hamrick, 2006). The exercise of coparenting, defined as
parental behaviour between the two parents which is intended to support and coordinate with the
other parent for the betterment of the children (Feinberg, 2003), and the father’s involvement with the
children have been the subject of considerable interest on the part of researchers and socio- and
legal practitioners. Researchers agree that these two critical components of family dynamics are

associated with the well-being of the family members (Afonso, 2007; Feinberg, 2003).

According to family systems theory, families are conceived as a complex system composed of
interdependent subsystems (Minuchin, 1974). Reorganizing coparenting roles and paternal
involvement do not occur in isolation, but rather as co-occurrences that vary according to people’s
and families’ profiles. Numerous authors deplore the fact that knowledge is largely derived from
research postulating linear associations between variables, which conceals the diversity of
experiences related to parental separation (Demo & Fine, 2010). Accordingly, adopting a person-
centered approach represents a pertinent alternative. Descriptive in nature, this theoretical and
methodological approach postulates that the population is composed of different subgroups, and
helps to identify diversity and to understand how some individuals are different from others in terms
of coparenting and paternal involvement following a separation (Bergman & Trost, 2006; Crocetti &
Meeus, 2014).

The goal of the present study was to identify the family dynamics that occurred after the parental
separation. Building on family systems theory and using the person-centered approach, the present

study aimed to: (1) describe the relationship patterns in the period following the parental separation,
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based on numerous indicators related to two family subsystems, namely the coparental and father-
child subsystems; and (2) examine the characteristics of the children, parents, and family context that

predict membership in these relationship patterns.

Conceptual framework

In recent years, research has paid increased attention to paternal involvement after a separation. .
This tendency has been notably observed in the analysis of a databank of 2,000 court orders for child
support in the Province of Québec in 2008 that was compared with another sample of court orders
handed down in 1997-1998, showing that joint custody went from 8.1% to 19.7%, sole maternal
custody, from 79% to 60.5%, and sole paternal custody, from 5.4% to 13.5% (Biland & Schiitz, 2013).
Most researchers acknowledge the importance of the father figure in children’s lives, whether it be in
intact two-parent families (Dubeau, Clément, & Chamberland, 2006) or in separated families. In the
latter, several dimensions are regularly studied, namely: financial support, parental practices, quality
of relationships, and the frequency of contact (Cheadle, Amato, & King, 2010; Elam, Sandler,
Wolchik, & Tein, 2016; Whiteside & Becker, 2000).

Even though the studies first looked at the processes at play in the dyadic mother-child and father-
child relationships, the researchers progressively enlarged their analysis to coparenting (Robin &
Bergonnier-Dupuy, 2007). This subsystem plays a key role given that the instrumental and emotional
support that parental figures mutually provide each other with in their parenting roles helps to
regulate family interactions and overcome the challenges of daily life (Drapeau, Tremblay, Cyr,
Godbout, & Gagné, 2008; Feinberg, 2003; McHale & Irace, 2011). Contrary to the conjugal
relationship, which is dyadic, coparenting can be considered as a triadic concept, given that it
includes the child, whether the latter is present or not (Drapeau et al., 2008; McHale & Irace, 2011).
There is consensus that there are several positive and negative dimensions involved in coparenting,
such as the emotional bond that joins the two parents, their mutual support, the belittling and
undermining of the other partner's parenting style, satisfaction concerning the division of tasks and
responsibilities, agreement as to the raising of the children, and management of family interactions
(Drapeau et al., 2008; Feinberg, 2003). However, researchers do not agree on a model that would

account for all of the dimensions of this concept (Drapeau et al., 2008; Favez & Frascarolo, 2013).
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It was only recently that coparenting and paternal involvement have been simultaneously studied in
order to outline the overall dynamics of the family system. These studies can be grouped into two
large research approaches. The first is a variable-centered approach, which postulates that the
population is homogeneous, and that, therefore, the results reflect an average tendency in variables
(Bergman & Trost, 2006). This approach has led to a consensus that cooperation in coparenting is
associated with more contact between the non-custodial parent and the child (Carlson, McLanahan,
& Brooks-Gunn, 2008; Sobolewski & King, 2005). Whereas authors have reported a decrease in
paternal involvement when there were conflictual family dynamics (Bokker, 2006), others have
observed that high conflict was not necessarily associated with less father involvement with the

children (Sobolewski & King, 2005). These two scenarios could exist in the same population.

Complementary to the variable-centered approach, the person-centered approach postulates that the
general population is heterogeneous and that we can therefore identify distinct variable patterns and
empirically distinguish subgroups that share common characteristics (Bergman & Trost, 2006).
Several studies have concentrated on identifying coparenting profiles (Ahrons & Rodgers, 1987;
Beckmeyer, Coleman, & Ganong, 2014; Durst, Wedemeyer, & Zurcher, 2001), but only a few have
also included the involvement of the non-custodial parent in their analysis (Amato, Kane, & James,
2011; Baum, 2004; Elam et al., 2016; Galovan & Schramm, 2017; Modecki, Hagan, Sandler, &
Wolchik, 2015). Generally speaking, these studies indicate several diverse patterns of family
dynamics after a separation. By way of example, Amato et al. (2011) identified three subgroups:
cooperative (frequent contact and a cooperative relationship between the parents), parallel (moderate
to high contact and little communication between the parents), and single (lack of contact and
communication). Based on a sample of the 240 mother-child dyads participating in a program for
separated parents, Elam et al. (2016) identified four groups of family dynamics two years after the
separation: two groups in which the paternal involvement and father-child contact were moderate but
which differed from each other in terms of low (31.8%) or high (24.3%) conflict; and two groups in
which the conflict level was moderate but which differed from each other in terms of low (27.2%) or
high (16.7%) frequency of contact. These typologies show that the reality of separated families
cannot be described as a dichotomy (i.e., a good or bad separation) and illustrate the diversity with
which people adapt to their separation. Moreover, conflicts are not always associated with a
decrease in contact between the child and the non-custodial parent. Elam et al. (2016) distinguished

groups which the variable-centered approach is not able to detect but which are currently of
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considerable scientific, legal, and social interest, in particular in families with frequent contact and

high conflict.

Nonetheless, some of the limitations of the above studies must be mentioned. Time passed after the
separation and the age of the children at the time of the separation were not always controlled for
and could represent a great deal of variability from one family to another, a variability that is not
always the subject of complementary analyses. Given that separation is considered to be a family
transition, there is a difference between the challenges with which families are confronted at the time
of the separation and those occurring several years later (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Stanley & Fincham,
2002). Moreover, some issues in the parenting and coparenting roles are specific to the children’s
developmental stage. According to several authors, the longer children and the father have lived
together before the separation, the more they have the chance to develop their relationship and the
more they maintain post-separation contact (Cheadle et al., 2010; Swiss & Le Bourdais, 2009). Other
researchers have shown that the relation between a child’s age and frequency of contact fluctuates
according to the child’s developmental stage. A Canadian study based on data from the General
Social Survey showed that paternal involvement has an initial tendency to increase as the children’s
age at the time of the separation increases, and this till the age of five. It then stagnates for children
between five and ten, before starting to climb markedly for children aged ten or more at the time of

separation (Le Bourdais, Juby, & Marcil-Gratton, 2002).

Some authors have examined factors that may differentiate between the observed relationship
patterns. However, given that these studies have just started to emerge, our knowledge is still
incomplete. In the study by Elam et al. (2016), the family group in which the parents had little conflict
and where contact and paternal involvement were moderate differed in terms of a significantly higher
proportion of boys. Families that had not started new stepfamilies and whose revenue and level of
education were higher were characterized by the highest degree of contact and cooperation (Amato
et al., 2011). The evidence is mixed regarding the gender of the children; although some researchers
have reported more support (Bronte-Tinkew & Horowitz, 2010) or more contact (Manning & Smock,
1999) in families with male children, others have shown that gender was not a source of significant
variation (Cheadle et al., 2010; Kamp Dush, Kotila, & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011).
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The current study

The first objective was to describe the relationship patterns in the period following the parents’
separation using indicators reported by the mother and related to: (1) the coparental subsystem, such
as the emotional atmosphere between the parents and the mother’s satisfaction regarding the
father's parental and financial involvement; and (2) indicators related to the father-child subsystem,
namely the frequency of the father's contact with the child and respect of the agreed upon visiting
schedule. The second objective was to examine characteristics of the children, parents, and family

context associated to these relationship patterns.

To our knowledge, this is the only study based on data from the general population that takes into
account the age of the child at the time of separation and that specifically targets the first year after
separation for the vast majority of families. For these reasons, no hypotheses were made about the

nature of the profiles to be identified and profile membership.

The period following the break-up (up to two-years post-separation) was considered, since paternal
involvement and coparenting profiles were likely to vary over this period (Cheadle et al., 2010; Elam
et al., 2016; Goldberg & Carlson, 2015; Modecki et al., 2015). For example, studies by Elam et al.
(2016) and Modecki et al. (2015), based on a sub-sample from the same larger study but analyzed at
two different post-rupture periods, showed different profiles of coparenting and father involvement.
Furthermore, the present study focused on children from four to eight years of age for several
reasons. We wished to maintain some homogeneity, since there are different issues at play for
parents dealing with young children versus adolescents (Maccoby, Depner, & Mnookin, 1990), and
children are likely to react differently depending on their age at the time of separation (Lansford,
2009). This study is also complementary to Elam et al.’s work (2016), which looked at the period
following separation, but focusing on children from nine to 12 at the time of separation. Finally,
children under four years old were excluded so that we might select parents who had had enough
time living together to set the base for their coparenting and for the father to develop the relationship
with his child.
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Method

Sample

Population

The data for this study comes from the QLSCD, the Québec longitudinal study of child development.
This vast study was based on a representative sample of children born to mothers residing in Québec
in 1997-98, with the exception of extremely premature babies and the health regions of Nord-du-
Québec, Nunavik, and Terres-Cries-de-la-Baie-James (N = 2120). Follow-ups were conducted with
the children on an annual basis from five-months up till the age of eight years, and then every two
years up to 17, for a total of 14 rounds (each survey year was called a “round”.) Information about the
children and their family context may come from several sources (e.g., target child, parents, teacher),
but mostly from the “person most knowledgeable (PMK) about the child,” which is the mother in 99%

of cases in QLSCD and all cases in this study.

The study focused on a sub-sample of the QLSCD, namely those children whose parents separated
over the course of the study. The following selection criteria had to be met: (1) the families had to be
intact at the children’s birth; (2) the parents had to have lived together with the children for at least
four years before separating, i.e. from round one to round four; (3) the parental and physical
separation had to occur between the fifth and ninth rounds inclusively, namely when the children
were aged from around four to eight years old; and (4) the two parents had to be alive. For each
family in the sample, the set of variables used to form the relational patterns was measured at the

round when the separation occurred, and thus between rounds five and nine.

Socio-demographic characteristics

The sample was comprised of 183 mothers. The length of time since the parents’ separation varied
from 0 to 31 months (M = 7.91, SD = 5.74) and 89% of them separated in the last 12 months, which
is a strength of this study. For the round when the separation occurred, the children’s age varied from
44 to 102 months (M = 72.01, SD = 16.68). Of these, 51% were girls. At the time of separation,
mothers age varied from 24 to 49 years old (M = 33.46, SD = 5.26), and fathers, from 25 to 51 (M =
36.31, SD = 5.61). A total of 11.5% of mothers reported having a new partner. As for their annual
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income 36.6% earned from 0 to $19,999, 36.1% from $20,000 to $39,999, 20.2% from $40,000 and
$59,000, and 7.1% more than $60,000. The majority of the women were working full- or part-time
(85.2%). A university degree was attained by 26.2% of mothers, 37.7% had a community or
vocational college diploma, 22.4% had a high school diploma, and 13.7% had no diploma. As the
data for the fathers was not available at the time of separation, their characteristics were described
on the basis of the data available for the round preceding the separation. A university degree was
attained by 24.1% of the fathers, 33.5% had a community or vocational college diploma, 22.9% had a
high school diploma, and 19.4% had no diploma. Concerning employment, 94.1% of the fathers were
working full- or part-time. Prior to separation, parent were together on average 10.42 years (SD =
3.78), 46.1% were married. After the separation, mothers had sole custody of the child (with regular
or irregular visits by the father) in 55.9% of the cases, one parent had most of the custody in 15.1% of
the cases (only one non-custodial mother), and the parents had equally divided custody in 28.9% of

the cases. Child custody was endorsed by a court order in 36.1% of the cases.

Dependent variables

The variables associated with coparenting and paternal involvement were examined in order to
pursue the study’s first objective, that is, to identify and describe the relationship patterns following
the separation. These variables came from the Interviewer Completed Computerized Questionnaire
(ICCQ) answered by the PMK, and the Self-Administered Questionnaire for the Mother (SAQM). The

low response rate of fathers after separation made it impossible to use their data for this study.

Coparenting

Four variables were associated with coparenting. The tension created by living arrangements or
visiting rights was measured in the ICCQ by the following question: “‘Between the [target child’s]
parents, is the question of living arrangements or visiting rights: 1= no source of tension at all? 2 =
very little source of tension? 3 = some source of tension? 4 = a great source of tension?” Response
values were reversed so that a high score indicated high tension. The mother’s satisfaction with the
father’s parental involvement was measured in the SAQM with the following question: “How do you
feel about the extent of the biological father’s involvement as a parent with your child (e.g., contact,
custody arrangements)?” The mother's satisfaction concerning the father's financial support was
measured in the SAQM with the following question: “How do you feel about the extent of financial
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support from the biological father to your child?” Response values for the two variables of the
mother’s satisfaction were recoded so that a high score indicated high satisfaction: 1 = very
unsatisfactory, 2 = somewhat unsatisfactory, 3 = somewhat satisfactory, 4 = very satisfactory. The
atmosphere of the separation between parents was measured in the SAQM with the following
question: “If you have separated from the biological father of your child since our last visit, how would
you describe the emotional atmosphere surrounding this separation?” The value of the responses
were recoded so that a high score indicated a good atmosphere: 1 = very bad, 2 = bad, 3 = fairly
good, 4 = good. The measure combining these four items showed good internal consistency

(Cronbach alpha = .74).Paternal involvement

This dimension of family dynamics was measured with two variables. The frequency of father-child
contact was measured in the SAQM with the following question: “How much contact does the
biological father have with his child (e.g., phone calls, visits, child custody)?” 1 = never, 2 =
occasionally, 3 = several times a month, 4 = several times a week, 5 = every day’. The father's
respect of the agreed upon visiting schedule was measured in the ICCQ by the following question:
“During the last year, or since the separation if it happened less than a year ago, would you say that
the child has seen his/her other parent as often as was agreed to?” Would you say he has seen
him: 1 = never, 2 = much less often than agreed to, 3 = a little less often than agreed to, 4 = as often
as agreed to, 5 = a little more often than agreed to, 6 = much more often than agreed to. This
variable was recoded so that the answers “The other parent has no visitation rights” and “The child

has never seen his/her other parent” were merged together in the category “never.”

Variables associated to relationship patterns

As regards the second objective, the following variables were examined when the separation was
reported: the target child’s gender, the mother’s highest education level, the mother’s annual income,
the pre-separation marital status (at the round preceding the separation), the length of the parents’
pre-separation relationship, the presence of a court order for child custody, and the presence of a
new partner in the mother’s life. Three variables were recoded to reduce the number of possible
responses: presence of a court order for custody (0 = no, 1 = yes); mother’s highest education level
(1 = no high school diploma, 2 = high school diploma, 3 = community or vocational college diploma, 4
= university degree); and mother’s annual income (1 = less than $19,999, 2 = $20,000 to $39,999, 3
= $40,000 to $59,000, 4 = more than $60,000).
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Data analysis

To take into account a possible selection bias and attrition rate variation, the longitudinal sampling
weights included in the QLSCD and calculated for the round when the separation was reported were
used in all the analyses. The tension created by living arrangements or visiting rights was measured
every two rounds, whereas the father’s respect of the agreed upon visiting schedule with the child
was not measured in round 8. Consequently, when the parents separated in a round where the
variable was not measured, the data from the next round were imputed (n = 82 families). No other

data imputations were conducted.

To meet the first objective, a Spearman correlation matrix was used to explore the associations
between the dependent variables (DV) as well as the possible presence of multicollinearity. To
identify relationship patterns in the period following the separation, a latent class analysis (LCA) was
conducted with six DVs that measured coparenting and paternal involvement. The analysis was
conducted using the PROC LCA procedure (Lanza, Dziak, Huang, Wagner, & Collins, 2015) and
executed with SAS 9.3 software. The LCA uses nominal and ordinal variables to illustrate the
observed inter-individual variability by classifying the participants’ data such that those who belong to
a given class are grouped together and differ as much as possible from those in other classes
(Vermunt & Magidson, 2013). This is a robust method for imputing missing data which can flexibly
handle different numbers of observations among participants and which allows the use of sampling
weights. The estimation of the model parameters was conducted using the expectation maximization
(EM) algorithm, and the missing data were managed automatically using the full information
maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation. We began with a one-class model and increased the number

of classes iteratively until we arrived at the best fit solution and a nonsignificant comparative fit test.

Different indices were used to evaluate the fit of the observed data to the model being tested (i.e.,
number of classes of the latent variable). As regards parsimony indices, Akaike information criterion
(AIC), adjusted Bayesian information criterion (ABIC), and the log-likelihood ratio test (LRT) were
used. The lowest AIC and adjusted BIC values indicated a better fit of the model. The LRT compares
two models of distinct complexity: the first comprising k classes, the second, k-1 classes. A significant
p-value thus indicates that the addition of a class significantly improves the data fit. An entropy index,
varying from 0 to 1, indicates to what extent individuals are correctly classified in the latent classes (1
= perfect classification) (Clark & Muthén, 2009).
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The relationship patterns were compared with respect to a) the DVs of coparenting and paternal
involvement, and b) the variables that predicted profile membership. Analysis of variance (ANOVA)
for the continuous and ordinal variables (Welch’s t-test when there was heterogeneous variance) and

chi-squared tests of independence for categorical variables were conducted.

Results

Descriptive statistics

In Table 1, mothers in the sample generally reported little tension and a fairly high satisfaction with
the fathers’ parental and financial involvement. Furthermore, they reported a fairly good atmosphere
in the relationship with the fathers. Finally, the fathers’ were in contact with the target child several
times per month on average and respected the agreed upon frequency. The coparenting variables
showed significant but moderate correlation between them. The results likewise showed significant,
weak (.10) to moderate (.30) correlations (Cohen, 1988) between the coparenting and paternal

involvement variables. These data also indicated an absence of multicollinearity.

Latent class analysis

To be included in the analyses, the participants had to answer at least one of the six DVs; 10
participants were consequently excluded from the analysis (n = 173). No significant difference was
observed between the participants who were included and excluded from the analyses with regard to
their sociodemographic characteristics, suggesting that the data were missing completely at random
(MCAR). Models having from one to five latent classes were estimated. The model's adjustment
indices are presented in Table 2 as a function of the number of classes. The selected model,
indicated in bold, has four classes, since it corresponds to the intermediary model which presented
the highest entropy index and for which the addition of a fifth class was not significant. Furthermore,
the parsimony indices (AIC, adjusted BIC) were among the lowest. The 3-class solution was not
chosen because the classes were similar to the four-class solution (i.e., two groups were merged,
forming one large group and two small groups). The 4-class solution was then of additional clinical

interest, allowing further refinement of our sample analysis.
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Figure 3 illustrates the results of the LCA, that is, the predicted means for each DV as a function of
the four selected classes. Table 3 shows significant differences between the classes for each DV and
the proportion of explained variance for each DV in the model. The results indicate that the classes
are better distinguished with the coparenting variables than with the paternal involvement variables,
this particularly being the case for tension regarding custody and the mothers’ satisfaction with the

fathers’ paternal involvement with the children.

The first class, Harmonious — Involved, comprised 29.5% of the sample (expected prevalence in the
general population = 28.4%; mean, posterior probability of a case belonging to this class = .91). The
set of variables associated with coparenting were significantly different from those of the other three
classes; the mothers reported less tension with the fathers concerning custody, a better atmosphere
after the separation, and greater satisfaction regarding the fathers’ parental and financial
involvement. Moreover, the mothers reported a high frequency of contact and high respect of the

agreed upon frequency of contact on the part of the fathers.

The second class, Moderately harmonious — Involved, comprised 44.5% of the sample (expected
prevalence = 43.5%; mean posterior probability = .88). The coparenting variables were significantly
different from the preceding class, with a moderate level of tension, satisfaction, and atmosphere.
The mothers in this class reported that frequency of contact and respect of the agreed upon visits

were high and similar to the Harmonious — Involved class.

The third class, Moderately conflictual — Moderate contact, represented 14.5% of the sample
(expected prevalence = 15.1%; mean posterior probability = .80). It is distinguished from the two
preceding classes by the tension between the two parents, which was significantly higher, and the
satisfaction concerning paternal involvement, which was significantly lower. The atmosphere of the
parents’ relationship and the mothers’ satisfaction concerning the fathers’ parental involvement with
the children were similar to that of Moderately harmonious — Involved. The frequency of contact was
the lowest of the four classes, whereas the respect of the agreed upon visiting schedule was

comparable to the two previous classes..

The fourth and last class, Conflictual — Inconstant contact, represented 11.6% of the sample
(expected prevalence = 13.0%; mean posterior probability = .93). The set of variables associated with

coparenting were significantly different from the other three classes: the mothers reported the highest
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tension regarding custody, the poorest atmosphere after the separation, and the most dissatisfaction
concerning the fathers’ parental and financial involvement. Even though the frequency of contact was
similar to the other classes, the fathers saw their children less often than agreed upon, which differs

from the other three classes where the fathers saw their children as or more often than agreed upon.

Variables associated to relationship patterns

The Table 3 presents the comparison of the classes for all the factors that predicted profile
membership examined here. The results revealed a significant difference between the classes in the
length of the parents’ previous relationship, which suggests that the parents of the Harmonious —
Involved class had a significantly shorter couple relationship than did the Moderately harmonious —
Involved class (M = 109 versus 136 months). Another significant difference was observed when there
was a court order for child custody. There were more families with a court order in the Conflictual —
Inconstant contact group than in the Harmonious — Involved and Moderately harmonious - Involved
groups. As for the other associated variables, the results revealed no significant differences between

the classes.

Discussion

The present study contributes to the enhancement of knowledge in this field through the use of a
person-centered approach so that we may characterize different degrees of coparenting and paternal
involvement. This study is noteworthy in that it focuses on the first 12, post-separation months for the
vast majority of the sample, which is uncommon in studies of this type and even more so in this field.
The use of a sample of families from the general population allowed us to study families whose
parents were married or common-law partners prior to the break-up, in shared custody or in the

primary custody of a parent after separation, and from diverse socioeconomic levels.

Though parental separation obviously constitutes an adaptation challenge for all the family members,
it is nonetheless worth mentioning that, in this study, the majority of families did not seem to
experience serious conflict or lack of paternal involvement. This corroborates other observations
noting greater involvement by fathers in recent decades (Amato, Meyers, & Emery, 2009; Biland &

Schitz, 2013; Cyr et al., 2012; Juby et al., 2005) and a low proportion of families from the general
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population experiencing serious conflict after the separation (Drapeau, Gagné, Saint-Jacques,
Lépine, & Ivers, 2009; Maccoby & Mnookin, 1992; Mclntosh & Long, 2005).

The results of this study point to four relationship patterns in the period following the separation. The
Harmonious — Involved and Moderately harmonious — Involved were respectively characterized by a
good and fairly good situation concerning coparenting and high paternal involvement. Given that the
length of the parents’ previous relationship was longer in the Moderately harmonious — Involved
group than in the Harmonious — Involved, it would be interesting to examine the trajectory of these
families over time. Some authors have put forward that parents who have been in a long-lasting
relationship take longer to reconstruct their individual identity outside of their initial couple relationship
and encounter more difficulties separating their spousal role from the parental role (Duran-Aydintug,
1995; Kitson, 1982). The Moderately conflictual — Moderate contact group was characterized by fairly
high tension between the parents concerning custody and a moderate frequency of father-child
contact that nonetheless respected the arrangements agreed upon by the parents. This tension,
combined with the relative dissatisfaction of the mothers concerning the fathers’ involvement, could
indicate that the mothers wanted the fathers to be more involved - the frequency of contacts is the
lowest of the four groups on average. In order to test this hypothesis, it would have been interesting
to know more precisely the reasons of interparental conflicts. The Conflictual — Inconstant contact
group comprised families experiencing difficulties in coparenting and paternal involvement. It is
noteworthy that this was the only group whose contact frequency was lower than agreed upon, which
explains why it was designated as “Inconstant contact.” At the same time, these families turned more
often to court orders for the custody of their children, contrary to the two less conflictual groups in the
study. This possibly explains the high tension between the parents when, for example, the court order

was not respected.

Whereas several previous studies reported that coparenting is associated with paternal involvement
(Carlson et al., 2008; Sobolewski & King, 2005), the present study suggests that the relation between
these two components varied from one family to another. Indeed, the characteristics of the
Harmonious - Involved, Moderately harmonious — Involved, and Moderately conflictual — Moderate
contact groups were in keeping with studies reporting positive correlations between these variables.
However, the characteristics of the Conflictual — Inconstant contact group were in keeping with the

results of studies by Modecki et al. (2015) and Elam et al. (2016), which identified a group for which
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positive and negative components were observed. Family dynamics in which there are high conflicts
and frequent contact have sparked researchers’ interest. Authors report that when there is conflict
between parents combined with frequent contact with the children, the children may be at risk of
being exposed to parental disputes and finding themselves in a loyalty conflict (Johnston, 1995;
Johnston, Kline, & Tschann, 1989). Other studies will be necessary to examine these families in

greater depth.

Other than the length of the parents’ previous relationship and the presence of a court order for
custody, this study examined the role of other associated variables, such as socio-demographic or
family context variables, in determining to which of the identified groups the families belonged. These
variables did not help to distinguish the groups. Furthermore, the results are similar to those of
studies by Baum (2004) and Elam et al. (2016), showing that we cannot predict to which groups

families belong using variables related to the mother’s socio-economic status.

The present study has limitations that must be taken into account when interpreting its results. First,
even though this study allowed us to identify indicators associated with family conflicts, it would have
been interesting to have standardized measure of conflict between the parents in the QLSCD.
Second, to better portray the processes in play in the father-child subsystem, other quantitative and
qualitative indicators of paternal involvement should be studied (e.g., the quality of the relationship,
the quality of the parental practices, and the length and regularity of visits) (Fabricius, Braver, Diaz, &
Velez, 2010). Third, it would have been preferable to document coparenting from the viewpoint of the
two parents. It would be worthwhile for future studies to describe the father’'s viewpoint of his contact
with the children. It has been shown that, in certain cases, mothers underestimate the frequency of
father-child contact (Mikelson, 2008). Fourth, since child’s stage of development is associated with
specific issues and challenges regarding coparenting and paternal involvement, the results of this
study cannot be generalized to other age groups. Fifth, as concerns the relationship pattern groups
and their associated variables, it would have been interesting to examine other variables and to have
additional information about the variables examined here. Relationship factors (e.g., quality of the
parent-child relationship) and individual factors (e.g., parent's psychological well-being) associated
with coparenting and paternal involvement would have been relevant. Moreover, even though a court
order for child custody was noted more often in the Conflictual — Inconstant contact group, it was not,

as formulated in the QLSCD, an indicator of family conflict. There can be a court order for custody
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without there being a dispute between the parents. Consequently, it would have been interesting to
examine the presence of litigation and its underlying reasons, as well as the length of the legal

proceedings.

The parents’ separation is a transition which requires considerable adaptation and which presents
specific challenges, particularly with regard to the reorganization of coparenting and parent-child
relationships. While numerous studies have noted the difficulties arising during this transition, the
present results suggest that we more closely consider the diversity and complexity of the interaction
patterns in post-separation families, which supports the need to provide services that take into
account the differentiated needs of families (Johnston, Roseby, & Kuehnle, 2009). Population-based
prevention strategies such as information sessions on coparenting generally meet the needs of most
families; on average, the rate of satisfaction with these programs is high and parents view them as
useful (Bacon & McKenzie, 2004; Quigley & Cyr, 2014). However, for more conflictual families,
experts agree that these universal programs are insufficient and poorly adapted, and are even
inappropriate for parents in severe conflict due to their overemphasis on cooperation between them
(Drapeau et al., 2008; Grych, 2005; Johnston et al., 2009). For these parents, the authors suggest
that more intensive and individualized support be provided, combining legal and psychosocial
services in order to promote respect of the parental plan (Fidler, Bala, & Saini, 2012; Quigley & Cyr,
2014). Furthermore, parallel-type co-parenting is preferred to a cooperative style, that is, the
establishment of a detailed and structured parenting plan that decreases the number of transitions
between homes, reduces conflicting behaviour, and supports parental behavior centered on the
child's well-being (Sullivan, 2014).

Conclusion

One of the main contributions of this study was its examination of the diversity of family dynamics and
their associated variables using a person-centered approach conducted with representative data from
the Québec population. From the systemic perspective, the family is a complex system comprising
different subsystems (Minuchin, 1974). The strength of this study was that it considered variables
related to two family subsystems, namely the coparental and father-child subsystems. To our
knowledge, no other studies have considered these indicators in order to create typologies.

Moreover, the period following the separation is often considered to be a pivotal period which is
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marked, notably, by the reorganization of the family system (Emery, 2011). Few studies have focused
on assessing the relationship context between the parents following their break-up using diverse

indicators.
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Table 1.

Coparenting and Paternal Involvement Variables: Spearman Correlations (rs) and Descriptive

Statistics

Dependent Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Tension created by living arrangements /
visiting rights

2. Mother’s satisfaction with the father’s
- 41** 1
parental involvement

3. Mother’s satisfaction concerning the
=37 59+ 1
father’s financial support

4. Atmosphere of the separation between

=32 45" 3™ 1
parents

5. Frequency of father-child contact =34 20* A9* 18" 1

6. Father’s respect of the agreed upon visiting
=25 24 28* A1 21 1

schedule

Mean 182 307 303 284 282 385
Standard deviation 1.01 0.83 1.01 0.92 112 0.89
Range 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-4 1-5 1-6
N 131 151 147 149 146 152

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01.
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Table 2.

Model Fit Comparisons (n = 173)

AIC Ajd. BIC Log-likelihood LRT (p) Entropy
Class 1 788.58 788.30 -1061.93 - -
Class 2 690.68 690.21 -991.03 <.001 0.71
Class 3 662.02 661.16 -954.65 <.001 0.78
Class 4 669.74 668.58 -936.51 .028 0.79
Class 5 697.45 696.00 -928.36 801 0.79

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; Adjusted BIC = Adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion: the lowest AIC and
adjusted BIC values indicate a better fit; LRT = Log-likelihood Ratio Test: a significant p-value (< .05) indicates that the
addition of a class significantly improves the data fit compared to the previous model. Entropy (0-1): a score of 1 indicates
that individuals are perfectly classified.

The bolded scores indicate the model (number of classes) where the best fit is observed.
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Figure 3. Predicted means for coparenting and paternal involvement variables across the four relationship patterns.
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Table 3.

Means and Proportions, Differences between Classes (F, x2) on Dependent and Predictive Variables

Class
Harm.— Involved Mod. Harm.- Mod. Conf. — Mod. Conf. — Incons..
(29.5%) Involved (44.5%) contact (14.5%) contact (11.6%)
% or M (SD) % or M (SD) % or M (SD) % or M (SD) F/y2 R2
Dependent Variables
Tension living arrangements / visits [1-4] 1.16 (0.34)a 1.76 (0.87)c 2.94 (0.49)q 3.55 (1.18)p 51.14* .55
Satis. father’s involvement [1-4] 3.94 (0.23), 2.98 (0.36)c 2.64 (0.70)q 1.78 (0.98)s 8747 .64
Satis. financial support [1-4] 3.93(0.34)a 2.70 (0.78)c 3.13 (1.09)c 1.85 (1.04)s 35.15* 42
Atmosphere of sep. between parents [1-4] 3.42(0.70)a 2.92 (0.75)c 2.49 (0.66)c 1.70 (1.14), 21.78* .31
Frequency of contact [1-5] 4.29 (1.09), 3.78 (0.95), 3.09 (1.41), 3.70 (0.94)ap 6.32* 12
Respect agreed visiting schedule [1-6] 4.05 (0.62), 3.98 (0.46)a 3.88 (1.51)a 2.63 (1.11) 14.64* .23
Predictive Variables
Child’s gender (% girls) 54.59 52.84 40.68 46.14 1.65
Pre-sep. marital status (% married) 36.85 51.63 62.64 36.61 5.69
Presence new partner mother’s life (% yes) 14.12 4.95 13.89 15.56 419
Mother’s highest education level 3.96 (1.89) 4.02 (2.24) 3.68 (1.83) 3.26 (1.75) 2.14
Mother’s annual income (Canadian dollars) $40,000-59,999 $40,000-59,999 $20,000-39,999 $40,000-59,999 0.94
Presence court order child custody (% yes) 29.20, 31.404 45.504p 66.70p 8.57*
Length pre-sep. relationship (months) 108.98 (37.03)a 135.94 (55.30)y 123.68 (42.63)ap 115.90 (49.63)ap 3.31*

Note. =p <. 05. Means or proportions in the same row that do not share subscripts differ at p < .05.
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Résumé

Cette étude longitudinale, basée sur des données représentatives de la population québécoise, a
pour but d’examiner la force et la direction des liens entre des indicateurs de coparentalité et de la
fréquence des contacts pere-enfant, rapportés par la mere au moment de la séparation et 1 a 2 ans
plus tard. Un modéle de relations longitudinales croisées a été réalisé sur la base d'un échantillon de
145 enfants &gés de 4 a 8 ans au moment de la séparation. Les résultats mettent en évidence que
les difficultés sur le plan de la coparentalité au moment de la séparation prédisent une fréquence
plus faible de contacts pére-enfant 1 a 2 ans plus tard, alors que la relation inverse n’était pas
supportée. Le deuxiéme objectif de cette étude est d’explorer le role modérateur de certaines
caractéristiques individuelles des enfants et du contexte familial dans la relation entre la coparentalité
et la fréquence des contacts pere-enfant. Les résultats montrent que la force et la direction des
relations entre les variables ne varient pas selon les niveaux des modérateurs, de sorte que le
modéle est robuste pour différents sous-groupes de ['échantillon. La question des liens
bidirectionnels entre la coparentalité et de I'implication paternelle est susceptible des retombées dans
lidentification des cibles d’action a prioriser dans I'élaboration des politiques et des programmes

d’intervention s’adressant aux familles séparées.

Mots-clés: Coparentalité, Séparation, Divorce, Implication parternelle, Etude longitudinale.
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Abstract

The first goal of this longitudinal study, based on representative data for the population of the
Province of Québec, was to examine the strength and direction of the relations between coparenting
and frequency of father-child contact, as reported by the mother at the time of separation and 1 to 2
years later. A cross-lagged panel model was conducted with a sample of 145 children from 4 to 8
years old at the time of the separation. The results indicated that coparenting difficulties at the time of
separation predicted a lower frequency of father-child contact 1 to 2 years later, whereas the inverse
relationship was not found. The second goal of this study was to explore the moderating role that
certain characteristics of the children and family context played in the relation between coparenting
and the frequency of father-child contact. The results also showed that the strength and direction of
the relations between the variables did not vary as a function of the level of the moderators, such that
the model was robust for different sample subgroups. The exploration of bidirectional relations
between coparenting and paternal involvement is liable to help us to identify priority targets in the

development of policies and intervention programs for separated families.

Keywords: Coparenting, Marital separation, Divorce, Father involvement, Longitudinal study
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In the Province of Québec, more than 30% of children under the age of ten have lived in a single-
parent family, for the most part because their parents have separated (Cyr et al., 2012; Juby et al.,
2005). Even though the number of separations and divorces has been fairly stable over the last few
years, the structural diversity of post-separation families continues to increase (Castagner Giroux et
al., 2016; Desrosiers & Simard, 2010). One of the changes observed at the demographic level has
been the growing involvement of fathers in the lives of their children (Dubeau et al., 2016). A
Canadian study found moreover that, in the two years following the separation, 70% of the children
maintained regular contact with their two parents (Juby et al., 2005). Furthermore, the proportion of
Québec families in joint custody is increasing, even though sole maternal custody remains the most
common arrangement (Biland & Schtz, 2013; Cyr et al., 2012; Juby et al., 2005). A situation in
which the two parents remain involved with the children challenges them to put aside their former
identities and roles as partners, while all the while retaining their interdependent roles as parents
(Drapeau et al., 2008).

Maintaining each parent’s involvement with the children and coparenting with the former partner are
considered to be two essential aspects for the well-being of all the family members and the children’s
development after the break-up (Afonso, 2007; Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011). Coparenting is
generally defined as instrumental and emotional support that the parent figures provide (or not) to
each other in their role as parents (Drapeau et al., 2008; Feinberg, 2003; McHale & Irace, 2011;
Rouyer & Huet-Gueye, 2012). In these studies, the degree of involvement of the non-custodial
fathers was more or less considered to be a consequence of the quality of the coparenting
relationship, inferring a unidirectional conception of the relationship (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Ryan et
al., 2008). Several studies have tried to identify the factors related to paternal, post-separation
commitment (or withdrawal) with sole maternal custody samples. Concomitantly, some researchers
point out that fathers are able to actively choose the nature and degree of their involvement with their
children, such that paternal involvement influences coparenting (Fagan & Cabrera, 2012; Jia &
Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011). Moreover, the systemic theory postulates the interdependence of family
subsystems, thereby suggesting that the parent-parent and parent-child subsystems exert a
reciprocal influence on each other (Cox et al., 2011). However, few scientific studies have examined
the bidirectional relation between the two family subsystems after separation (Carlson et al., 2008;
Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski & King, 2005).
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Using the systemic theory, the goal of the present study is to: (1) examine the strength and direction
of the relations between post-separation coparenting and the frequency of father-child contact as a
measure of paternal involvement; and (2) explore the moderating role that certain characteristics of
the children and family context played in the relation between coparenting and the frequency of

father-child contact.

Conceptual framework

A couple’s break-up initiates a transition entailing considerable reorganization of the family system
(Emery, 2011), particularly in the first two years (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Whiteside, 1998). Family
members are liable to be exposed to a series of changes, whether this be at the emotional, relational,
material, or financial level (Amato, 2010; Lansford, 2009; Parent et al., 2016). Among the primary
challenges to be met are the role of the non-custodial parent (Poitras & Drapeau, 2014) and

coparenting (Drapeau et al., 2008), particularly when conflict continues after the separation.

Complex and multidimensional, coparenting is comprised of interrelated positive and negative
dimensions (Feinberg, 2003; McHale & Irace, 2011): the degree of agreement between the parents
concerning the children, the division of parental tasks and responsibilities, actions that support (or
hinder) the other parent in his/her coparenting, and the management of family interactions (Feinberg,
2003). Whereas the couple’s relationship is dyadic in nature, the coparenting relationship can be
considered to be triadic since it also includes the child, whether or not the latter is present (Drapeau
et al., 2008; McHale & Irace, 2011; P. Minuchin, 1985; Rouyer & Huet-Gueye, 2012). The transition
from a couple relationship to a strictly coparental relationship involves coordination, expectations, and
clear borders, and this in a context where the parents are encouraged to communicate with each
other so as to exercise their role as parents (Drapeau et al., 2008; Parent et al., 2016). The difficulty
of ex-partners is likely to be greater when there is a great deal of emotional intensity towards one
other or there is difficulty in accepting the separation (Sbarra & Emery, 2008). Canadian, Australian,
and American data suggest that two to three years after the separation, 20 to 35% of separated
parents still experience a high level of conflict (Drapeau, Gagné, Saint-Jacques, Lépine, & Ivers,
2009; Maccoby & Mnookin, 1992; Mclntosh & Long, 2005; Whiteside, 1998).

At the time of separation, the choice of custody type and contact characteristics (e.g., visiting

frequency) is a major issue for the parents and their children. These decisions are likely to affect the
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parents’ future commitment and continuation of contact (Dubeau et al., 2016). Based on a
representative sample, a longitudinal American study reported that almost a quarter of the non-
custodial fathers maintaining regular contact at the time of separation decreased their involvement
over time (Cheadle et al., 2010). Furthermore, a sizable proportion of custodial parents (12%) and
non-custodial parents (47%) were found to be dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the contact
arrangements (Statistics Canada, 2009). This dissatisfaction could be a source of coparenting conflict
and of difficult parent-child contact that is likely to undermine respect for the parental agreement or

judicial decision (Drapeau et al., 2014).

Up until now, the majority of studies examining coparenting and paternal commitment have looked at
the unidirectional association between these constructs (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Bronte-Tinkew &
Horowitz, 2010; Coates & Phares, 2014; Coley & Hernandez, 2006; Fagan & Barnett, 2003;
Forehand et al., 1991; Ryan et al., 2008; Sobolewski & King, 2005) through several indicators,
namely: the frequency of non-custodial father-child contact (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Coates & Phares,
2014; Ryan et al., 2008), the quality of the relationship with the child (Forehand et al., 1991), the
participation of the father in activities with the child (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Fagan & Barnett, 2003;
Ryan et al., 2008), and financial support (Coates & Phares, 2014; Fagan & Barnett, 2003; Ryan et al.,
2008). The involvement of the father would seem to be influenced by conflict (or lack thereof) and the
gatekeeping behaviour of the custodial parent, facilitating or limiting the non-custodial parent’s
access to the child. Coley and Hernandez (2006) report that conflict about a child’s upbringing and
financial aspects are strongly associated with a decrease in paternal commitment (material support,
accessibility, responsibility). The mother, who is the main person in charge of upbringing in the case
of sole custody, can limit or facilitate the father’s access to the child and thereby influence the father-
child relationship. What is more, the influence of paternal involvement on the coparenting relationship
after separation has not been greatly questioned in studies. Only Bronte-Tinkew and Horowitz (2010)
have examined this question, in a study of 522 non-custodial fathers whose child was 3 years old and
in sole maternal custody. The authors reported that the frequency of non-custodial father-child
contact and financial support was strongly associated with fathers' perceived support of his parenting
by his ex-wife. Mothers would seem to be more disposed to letting fathers participate in upbringing-

related decisions when the fathers are involved.

49



It is clear that the main objective of these studies, which are for the most part cross-sectional, was to
examine diverse factors associated with paternal commitment or coparenting rather than to study the
direction of the relations between these constructs. Furthermore, the great majority of these studies
were based on samples of American families where there was sole maternal custody and the children
were born out of wedlock, these families typically presenting a lower socioeconomic level than the
general population (Bronte-Tinkew & Horowitz, 2010; Coates & Phares, 2014; Coley & Hernandez,
2006; Ryan et al., 2008).

A second current of longitudinal research has questioned the presence of bidirectional relations
between coparenting and paternal involvement in intact families (Fagan & Cabrera, 2012; Jia &
Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011) and in separated families (Carlson et al., 2008; Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski
& King, 2005). The results of the studies with intact families seem to agree that the effect of paternal
involvement in care for children and play activities with them predicted greater support and less
conflict between the parents, whereas the effect in the opposite direction was not significant (Fagan &
Cabrera, 2012; Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011). Studies with separated families generally show, albeit
with some nuances, that a better coparenting relationship seemed to predict more paternal
involvement rather than the contrary (Carlson et al., 2008; Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski & King,
2005).

Based on data from a representative sample, Sobolewski and King (2005) interviewed mothers about
their coparenting relationship and conflicts and questioned children from 10 to 18 years old about the
frequency of contact with their father (n = 276). The results showed a bidirectional relation between
coparenting at Time 1 and contact at Time 1, but a unidirectional one at Time 2, suggesting that
coparenting at Time 2 strongly predicted contact at Time 2 but not the contrary. However, it must be
notedthat the authors only tested relations at the cross-sectional level and not at the longitudinal level
(i.e., the relation between coparenting at Time 1 and contact at Time 2 and vice versa), which would
better inform us on the direction of these relations. Studies by Goldberg (2015) and Carlson,
McLanahan, and Brooks-Gunn (2008) focused on American families whose children were born out of
wedlock. The Goldberg (2015) study was based on a sample of 1752 mothers whose partner no
longer lived with the family, and this for two measurement times out of a survey of five for children
from zero to nine years old. The results indicated a bidirectional relation: a higher quality coparenting

relationship at Time 1 was associated with better financial support at Time 2, and better financial
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support at Time 1 was associated with a higher quality coparenting relationship at Time 2. That being
said, the influence of financial support on coparenting was of a lesser amplitude, suggesting that
coparenting better predicted financial support (particularly informal financial support) than the
contrary. The study by Carlson et al. (2008) was based on data from 1228 mothers where the partner
and father of the children no longer lived with the family but had contact with the children more than
once during the last month. There were three measurement times to this study, namely when the
child was one, three, and five years old. The results showed a stable, unidirectional pattern over time:
cooperation in coparenting better predicted the amount of time the father spent with the child and his

involvement in various activities with the child than did the contrary.

Nonetheless, certain limitations must be mentioned. First of all, two studies focused on children born
out of wedlock in the United States (Carlson et al., 2008; Goldberg, 2015), their samples
corresponding to more typically disadvantaged families at the socioeconomic level. In these studies,
the mother had sole custody of the child, which reduced the father’s involvement in the family system.
In several cases of a sole custody arrangement, the involvement of the other parent with the child
could depend on the approval of the custodial parent (Fagan & Barnett, 2003). Moreover, the
exclusion of children who had little or no contact with their father (Carlson et al., 2008) left aside
those very families who were most likely to experience difficulties. Furthermore, the gap between the
two time measurements sometimes varied considerably within the same sample (e.g., up to five
years in the study by Sobolweski and King; from two to four years in Goldberg's study). Finally, the
age of the child at the time of separation and the time passed after the separation were not always
reported (Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski & King, 2005), which can be problematic in so much as the
relation between coparenting and paternal involvement could change over time. For example, a
longitudinal study by Ahrons and Miller (1993) showed that coparenting influenced paternal
involvement at the time of the parents’ divorce but that this relation was not significant in the years

that followed.

The current study

A better understanding of the interdependent relations between the coparenting and father-child
subsystems is crucial to better determine how post-separation family dynamics work. The family
systems theory emphasizes the hierarchical organization of the family system inside which each

subsystem has unique properties and the potential to influence and be influenced by the other
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subsystems (Cox et al., 2011; P. Minuchin, 1985). Consequently, the attitudes and behavioural
patterns that characterize the coparenting relationship are likely to influence the father-child

relationship and vice versa.

The first goal of the study was to evaluate the strength and direction of the relations between
coparenting and the frequency of father-child contact as a measure of paternal involvement. As
illustrated in the conceptual model of Figure 4, the relation between coparenting and paternal
involvement is postulated to be bidirectional; that is, coparenting at the moment of separation
influences future paternal involvement (relation A) and paternal involvement at the time of separation
influences future coparenting (relation B). In keeping with previous research, it was expected that
relation A would be of greater magnitude than relation B, namely that coparenting would predict
paternal involvement more so than the reverse. The second objective was to explore the moderating
role that certain characteristics of the children and the family context played in the relation between
coparenting and paternal involvement. Despite the presence of contradictory results in the scientific
literature, the gender of the child would seem likely to moderate the relation between coparenting and
paternal involvement. The father-daughter relationship seems more fragile and distant, and fathers
appear to be more involved when the child is a boy (Cox et al., 2011; Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011;
Sobolewski & King, 2005). Sobolewski and King (2005) likewise reported that the involvement of
fathers diminished when the children were older, that is towards the end of adolescence. Some
studies have revealed different patterns for coparenting or contact trajectories which depended on:
the length of the parents’ previous union (Lachance, Drapeau, Gagné, Baude, & lIvers, 2017), the
presence of a court order for custody (Lachance et al., 2017), a new couple relationship for the
mother (Bellavance, 2016), and pre-separation marital status (Bellavance, 2016; Sobolewski & King,
2005).

This study focused on the period following the separation (up to two-years post-separation), as
several studies have shown that paternal involvement and coparenting are likely to evolve over time
(Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Cheadle et al., 2010; Goldberg & Carlson, 2015; Tremblay et al., 2013).
Moreover, this study concentrates on children from four to eight years old at the time of the break-up.
Several authors have reported that the longer the child and father live together before the separation,
the longer they maintain post-separation contact (Cheadle et al., 2010; Le Bourdais et al., 2000;

Swiss & Le Bourdais, 2009). Indeed, fathers have had more time to develop their relationship when
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the child is older at the time of separation. Children over eight years old were excluded, as the
variables of interest are measured differently in the following years, which could constitute a
limitation. Finally, the present study was conducted with families from the general Québec population,
including married parents and common-law partners before the break-up, families in joint custody or

sole custody, and those from diverse socioeconomic levels.

Method

Sample
Population

The data for this study comes from the QLSCD, the Québec longitudinal study of child development.
This vast study was based on a representative sample of children born to mothers residing in Québec
in 1997-98, with the exception of extremely premature babies and the health regions of Nord-du-
Québec, Nunavik, and Terres-Cries-de-la-Baie-James (N = 2120). Follow-ups were conducted with
the children on an annual basis from five-months up till the age of eight years, and then every two
years up to 17, for a total of 14 rounds (each survey year was called a “round”). Information about the
children and their family context comes from several sources (e.g., target child, parents, teacher), but
for the most part it comes from the “person most knowledgeable (PMK) about the child,” which is the
mother in 99% of cases in the QLSCD (Jetté & Des Groseilliers, 2000) and all cases in this study.

The study focused on a sub-sample of the QLSCD, namely children whose parents had separated. It
was comprised of two consecutive measurement times. To be selected for Time 1 (T1), that is in the
round where the parents’ separation was observed for the first time in the child’s life, families had to
be intact at the child’s birth, the parents had to have lived together with the child for at least four
years before their separation (i.e., from round one to round four), the couple’s physical separation
had to have occurred during rounds five and nine inclusively, that is when the child was from four to
eight years old, and the two parents had to be alive (n = 183). To be selected for Time 2 (T2), that is
the round immediately following that of the separation, the couple had to be separated and living
apart, both parents had to be alive, and families had to still be participating in the survey (n = 168).
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Socio-demographic characteristics

The sample was comprised of 168 mothers. At T1, the length of time since the parents’ separation
varied from 0 to 31 months (M = 8.18, SD = 5.76). At T1, 83% of the parents were separated in the
last 12 months, which is one of the strengths of the present study. The children’s age varied from 44
to 102 months (M = 73.32, SD = 16.50); of these, 49% were girls. At the time of separation, mothers
age varied from 24 to 49 years old (M = 33.48, SD = 5.19), and fathers, from 25 to 51 (M = 36.37, SD
= 5.66). A total of12% of mothers reported having a new partner. As for their annual income, 35.1%
earned from 0 to $19,999, 36.9% from $20,000 to $39,999, 20.8% from $40,000 and $59,000, and
7.1% more than $60,000. The majority of the women were working full- or part-time (85.7%). A
university degree was attained by 26.8% of mothers, 37.5% had a community or vocational college
diploma, 22% had a high school diploma, and 13.7% had no diploma. As the data for the fathers was
not available at the time of separation (T1), their characteristics were described on the basis of the
data available for the round preceding the separation. A university degree was attained by 24.8% of
the fathers, 33.1% had a community or vocational college diploma, 23.6% had a high school diploma,
and 18.5% had no diploma. Concerning employment, 93.5% of the fathers were working full- or part-
time. Prior to separation, parents were together on average 10.41 years (SD = 3.80), 47.4% had
been married. After the separation, mothers had sole custody of the child (with regular or irregular
visits by the father) in 57.1% of the cases, one parent had most of the custody in 15.7% of the cases
(i.e., mainly with the mother, except in one case where the father had main custody), and the parents
had equally divided custody in 22.6% of the cases. Child custody was endorsed by a court order in
34.3% of the cases.

Variables

For the first goal, that is the evaluation of the strength and direction of the relations between
coparenting and the frequency of father-child contact, variables related to these two concepts were
examined. All of these variables come from two questionnaires: the Interviewer Completed
Computerized Questionnaire (ICCQ), reported by the PMK, and the Self-Administered Questionnaire
for the Mother (SAQM).
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Coparenting

Four variables that mothers answered pertained to coparenting. At T1, the Atmosphere between the
parents was measured in the SAQM with the following question: “If you have separated from the
biological father of your child since our last visit, how would you describe the emotional atmosphere
surrounding this separation?”. At T2, the question about Atmosphere between the parents changed
slightly: “How would you describe the current situation between you and the biological father of your
child?”: 1 = very bad, 2 = bad, 3 = fairly good, 4 = good. The Tension created by living arrangements
or visiting rights was measured in the ICCQ by the following question: “Between the [target child’s]
parents, is the question of living arrangements or visiting rights: 1= no source of tension at all?, 2 =
very little source of tension?, 3 = some source of tension?, 4 = a great source of tension?”. Response
values were inverted so that a high score indicated high tension. The mother’s dissatisfaction with the
father's parental involvement was measured in the SAQM with the following question: “How do you
feel about the extent of the biological father’s involvement as a parent with your child (e.g., contact,
custody arrangements)?” The mother’s dissatisfaction concerning the father’s financial support was
measured in the SAQM with the following question: “How do you feel about the extent of financial
support from the biological father to your child?”. The response values of these two variables were: 1

= very satisfactory, 2 = somewhat satisfactory, 3 = somewhat unsatisfactory, 4 = very unsatisfactory.

Frequency of father-child contact

The frequency of father-child contact was measured in the ICCQ with two possible questions. Which
question was asked depended on whether the child lived 1) solely with the mother or 2) with both
parents, whether primarily with the mother or equally with the mother and father: “What type of
contact does [target child] now have with his/her other parent” and “At that time, how much time did
[target child] live at his/her other parent's home?”. The possible responses to these two questions
were harmonized and recoded as follows: 1 = Lose contact completely, 2 = Telephone or letter
contact only, 3 = Irreqular visiting, without set pattern, 4 = Irregular visiting on holidays only, 5 =
Regular visiting, monthly, 6 = Regular visiting, every two weeks, 7 = Regular visiting, every week, 8 =
Shared custody.
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Moderating variables

For the second goal, that is the examination of the moderating role that certain characteristics of the
children and family context played in the relation between coparenting and the frequency of father-
child contact, the following variables were explored: the gender and the age of child, the pre-
separation marital status (married or common-law relationship), the length of the parents’ pre-
separation relationship, the presence of a court order for child custody and the presence of a new
partner in the mother’s life (see Table 6 for moderator levels and proportions). Two moderators were
dichotomized through median split, that is the child’s age (1 = 44-72 months, 2 = 73-102 months) and
the length of the parents’ pre-separation relationship (1 = less than 10 years, 2 = more than 10

years).

Data analysis

To take into account a possible selection bias and attrition rate variation, the longitudinal sampling
weights included in the QLSCD and calculated for the round when the separation was reported were
used in all analyses. The tension created by living arrangements or visiting rights and father-child
frequency of contact were measured every two rounds. When unavailable at a given assessment,
data collected at the next round were imputed (Tension: T1, n = 82; T2, n = 56; Frequency of contact:
T1, n=50; T2, n = 63). Consequently, T1 corresponded to 0-24 months after the separation and T2,

12-36 months later. No other data imputations were conducted.

Descriptive analyses and Spearman correlations were conducted to draw up a portrait of the sample.
For the first goal, which was to evaluate the strength and direction of the relations between
coparenting and the frequency of father-child contact, a cross-lagged panel model was estimated
using a structural equations procedure (PROC CALIS) in the SAS 9.4 software program. The
estimation of the model's parameters was conducted using a specific approach of the maximum
likelihood method (Full Information Maximum Likelihood Estimation), which is robust with incomplete
data. In a structural equations model, the latent variables are hypothetical factors measured through
numerous observed indicators. Coparenting was a latent variable represented at two measurement
times by four observable variables, namely the Atmosphere between the parents, the Tension
created by living arrangements or visiting rights, the Mother’s dissatisfaction with the father's parental
involvement, and the Mother's dissatisfaction concerning the father's financial support. The
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Frequency of father-child contact was a variable seen at T1 and T2. The adjustment of the data to the
tested model was assessed with the fit indices recommended by Kline (2011): the comparative fit
index (CFI), where a value > .90 is acceptable; the Chi-square (x?), where a non-significant test
indicates a good adjustment; the Chi-square/degree of freedom ratio (y?/df), where a value < 2
indicates a good adjustment; the standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR), where a value <
.08 is acceptable; the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), where a value < .06
indicates a better adjustment (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).

For the second goal, which was to explore the moderating role that certain characteristics of the
children and family context played in the relation between coparenting and the frequency of father-
child contact, the distribution of the potential moderating variables was examined. Given the limited
sample size, a preliminary analysis was conducted using Bartlett's test for homogeneity of variance-
covariance matrices between groups. This test, which was carried out using the discriminant analysis
procedure (SAS DISCRIM) (Anderson, 1984), made it possible to verify whether the relations
between the variables differed according to the level of the moderators, thus testing the moderation
potential (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Consequently, a significant Bartlett test (p < .05) provided
sufficient indications to conclude that the relations between the variables in the correlation matrix
differed according to each moderator’s level and thus to then proceed with an invariance test (i.e.,

moderation analysis for a structural equation model).

Results

Preliminary analysis

To be included in the analysis, the mothers had to answer at least one coparenting variable at T1 or
T2, in addition to answering the frequency of contact variable at T1 or T2 (n = 145). No significant
differences were observed between the participants excluded and included in the analyses with
regard to the children’s gender and age, the parents’ age at T1, and the indicators of the parents’
socioeconomic level at T1, thus suggesting that data was missing completely at random (MCAR

pattern).
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Descriptive statistics

It can be seen in Table 4 that mothers in the sample generally reported: 1) a fairly good atmosphere
with fathers, 2) little tension regarding custody, 3) general satisfaction with the fathers’ parental
involvement and financial support, and 4) regular contact of the fathers, every two weeks, with the
target child. Means at T1 and T2 indicated stability of coparenting and frequency of contact over time.
Whether it be at the cross-sectional or longitudinal level, the variables associated with coparenting
were significantly but moderately correlated with each other, whereas the mother’s dissatisfaction
variables were more strongly correlated with each other (Cohen, 1988). The contact frequency at T1
was strongly correlated to that of T2 (rs = .53). The coparenting variables, particularly mother
dissatisfaction regarding the father's parental involvement and financial support, were negatively

correlated with frequency of contact.

Cross-lagged panel model

After having tested the original design of the model, two small modifications were implemented to
improve the adjustment between the postulated relations and the variance-coherence matrix (Table
5). To do so, a Lagrange multiplier test was conducted to determine if associations between the
measured variables should be added to improve the adjustment. Consequently, a correlation
between measurement errors of the variables for the mother’s dissatisfaction concerning the father’s
financial support at T1 and T2 was added in model 2, to model correlated uniquenesses which can
occur when the same item is administered repeatedly in longtudinal research (Marsh, Byme &
Yeung, 1999). In model 3, the final model in Figure 5, the weak non-significant relation (8 = -.09)
noted in model 2 between the latent variable for Coparenting at T2 and the Frequency of contact at
T2 was set to zero and removed from the model. The fact that this relation was not significant does
not mean that the coparenting variables at T2 were not associated with contact at T2, given that an
exploratory regression showed so that the coparenting variables predicted more than 53% of the
variance in contact frequency (p < .0005). This means rather that the relation was better explained by
the longitudinal relation between the latent variables of coparenting at T1 and T2 and by the cross-
lagged relation between the latent variable of coparenting at T1 and contact at T2. In short, this
indicates that the frequency of contact at T2 was better explained by the past coparenting context
(T1) than by the coparenting relation at the same time (T2).
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The measurement model shed light on the strong, significant relations between the latent variable for
coparenting and the variables measured at T1 and T2, with the exception of Tension created by living
arrangements or visiting rights whose relation was not significant at T2. These results suggest that
the latent variables for coparenting were well defined. The direction of association meant that a high

score for the latent coparenting variable indicated coparenting difficulties.

As for the structural model, the longitudinal relations, which provide information about the relative
position of each family with respect to the rest of the sample, showed that coparenting difficulties at
T1 significant and strongly predict coparenting difficulties at T2 (8 = .76, p < .05). This also for the
case for frequency of father-child contact at T1, which significantly and strongly predict the high
frequency of contact at T2 (8 = .51, p < .05). Moreover, a strong and negative significant correlation
was observed between coparenting difficulties at T1 and low frequency of contact at T1 (8 =-.53, p <
.05). Finally, the cross-lagged longitudinal relations, which informed us on the direction of the
relations between coparenting and contact frequency, revealed that difficulties at the coparenting
level at T1 predicted less frequent contact at T2 (8 = -.21, p < .05), whereas the reverse was not
found, that is contact at T1 did not significantly predict coparenting at T2 (8 = -.01, p >.05) above and
beyond what could be accounted for by coparenting at T1. In short, these results indicated that

coparenting predicted future frequency of contact but not the contrary.

Moderators of the relations between coparenting and the frequency of father-

child contact

Table 6 presents the results of an exploratory analysis of the moderating role that certain
characteristics of the children and family context played in the relation between coparenting and the
frequency of father-child contact. After the distribution of the moderating variables was examined,
only the variables Gender of the target child, Age of the target child, and Length of the previous
relationship were selected for the analyses because they presented a balanced distribution, that is a
relatively homogeneous distribution of the participants among the levels of the moderating variables,
as well as a small amount of missing data. The non-significant Bartlett test for these two variables at
two measurement times suggests that the strength and direction of the relations between the different
variables did not vary as a function of the moderators’ levels, and thus that they were not potential
moderators of the relation between coparenting and contact frequency in this sample.
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Discussion

The present study is in keeping with a few previous studies which retained the postulate of the
interdependence of subsystems, the purpose being to simultaneously examine, using a longitudinal
design, two crucial dimensions of family dynamics at the time of the parents’ break-up, that is
coparenting and parental involvement. A cross-lagged panel model based on these two constructs
was examined among families from the general Québec population with children from four to eight
years old at the time of separation. The results supported the hypothesis: whereas coparenting at the
time of separation emerged as a significant predictor of paternal involvement one or two years later,

the inverse relation was not supported.

The fact that the results support the unidirectionality of the relation corroborates the conclusions of
three previous longitudinal studies (Carlson et al., 2008; Goldberg, 2015; Sobolewski & King, 2005).
This likewise agrees with the postulate of the hierarchical organization of subsystems, and in
particular the idea that the relation between the parents is a central “executive subsystem” as regards
the quality of post-separation family life (McHale & Irace, 2011; S. Minuchin, 1974). Numerous
authors agree that the post-separation coparenting relationship has the potential to influence family
interactions and the adaptation of family members (Afonso, 2007; Amato, 2000), as well as the
continued involvement of parents in their roles and responsibilities (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Coates &
Phares, 2014; Coley & Hernandez, 2006; Fagan & Barnett, 2003; Forehand et al., 1991; Ryan et al.,
2008; Sobolewski & King, 2005). The results should encourage practitioners and program designers
working with separated families to see coparenting as an important and even priority intervention
target as compared to paternal involvement. It would appear that this period is crucial for the
resolution of differences between the parents, since the relationship between the parents can

influence how future parental time with the children is divided up.

The lack of influence that the frequency of father-child contact at the time of separation had on
coparenting one or two years later is in keeping with observations by Carlson et al. (2008) and
Goldberg (2015). These two studies point to a weak (< .05) but nonetheless significant relation
between father involvement and coparenting, which could be due, among other things, to the large
sample size as compared to that of the present study. That being said, a stronger relation was

nonetheless expected, since we can suppose that, on average, fathers see their children more often
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than in studies where the mother had sole custody of the child. The present study is based on
families from the general population comprising several families with equally divided custody (22.6%
at T1), whereas the studies by Goldberg (2015) and Carlson et al. (2008) were conducted only with

families having sole maternal custody.

Two hypotheses could explain this result. On the one hand, it is possible that the relation between
contact frequency at Time 1 and coparenting at Time 2 was stronger when using a measure that
made it possible to more precisely determine the concept of paternal involvement. Researchers who
have examined the bidirectional relation between paternal involvement and coparenting in intact
families (Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011) have typically relied on a multidimentional measure of
paternal behaviour (e.g., physical care, play, cognitive stimulation) to assess paternal involvement.
The present study exclusively considers the amount of time spent by fathers with their child, which
could have been measured by more precise indicators such as length of time and visit regularity
(Fabricius et al., 2010). On the other hand, this result could be explained by the fact that there was a
smaller temporal stability in the frequency of contact as compared to coparenting. Indeed,
coparenting at T2 was strongly predicted by coparenting at the time of separation, which leaves little

residual variance for the prediction of coparenting at T2 by contact frequency.

Furthermore, one of the strengths of the present study is to take into account the time passed since
the parents separated and to target, as a first measurement time, the period following the separation.
It bears repeating that, at T1, 83% of the parents in the sample had separated in the last twelve
months, which sheds light on the specific issues with which family members were confronted during
this period. It is worth noting that the tension around custody and visiting rights was strongly
associated with the latent variable of coparenting at the time of separation, whereas this was not the
case two years later. It is possible that the custody arrangement was being established at T1 and
that, once agreed upon, the tension around custody became less of an issue in the coparenting
relationship. The temporal stability of coparenting and the frequency of contact might indicate that,
once this reorganization was carried out at the time of the separation, the family dynamics then
tended to stabilize. The use of additional measurement times after the separation would shed more

light on this question.

The model likewise indicated that, by taking into account the coparenting relationship two to three

years after the separation, the frequency of contact at the same time was significantly and negatively
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predicted by the coparenting relationship in the first year after the separation. This result supports
numerous other studies indicating the importance of intervening early in the separation process to
avoid poisoning the parents’ post-separation relationship and thereby negatively affecting the

children’s well-being.

With respect to the second goal of the present study, the fact that none of the moderating variables
explored here played a role in the relation between coparenting and contact frequency may be an
indicator of the model’s robustness for different sample subgroups. However, the small size of some
subgroups should be kept in mind when interpreting the results. It is nonetheless possible that other
variables that have not yet been studied influenced the relation, such as the father's income
(Sobolewski & King, 2005) or the presence of a child from a previous relationship (Carlson et al.,
2008; Manning, Steward, & Smock, 2003). Other studies will have to be conducted to confirm the
results regarding the moderation (or lack thereof) of the relations between coparenting and paternal

involvement.

This study points to new research questions and avenues that will allow us to improve our
understanding of the interdependence of parent-parent and parent-child subsystems in the period
surrounding the separation. A research design allowing us to follow families before and after the
separation would help us to better understand the reasons for which the direction of the observed
relations between coparenting and paternal involvement in intact families seems to be the opposite of
that observed after the separation. Adding other measurement times after the separation would also
allow us to understand whether the relation between these constructs changes over time and
whether they evolve at a different pace. It is likewise possible that the coparenting relation and
contact at the time of separation are influenced by the coparenting relation or paternal involvement in

the year immediately preceding the separation.

Moreover, it would have been interesting to document the coparenting relation from the viewpoint of
the two parents and to measure paternal involvement from the fathers’ viewpoint. Parents can have
different perceptions about their relationship and it has been shown that, in certain cases, mothers
underestimate the frequency of father child contact (Mikelson, 2008; Seltzer & Brandreth, 1994). The
fact that the data from the study comes entirely from the mother of the target-child could likewise

cause a problem of common method variance.
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Finally, even though this study is based on data from the general Québec population, large
longitudinal surveys founded on representative samples like the QLSCD must accept the
compromise that comes with wide focused, large scale encompassing studies, namely measures
comprised of few items so as to reduce the demand on the participants and the risk of attrition.
Consequently, certain variables could not be examined, either because they were not measured at all
the rounds of the survey or because they were modified over time. Even though the present study
allowed us to identify indicators associated with the presence of conflict in the family situation, it
would have been interesting to have a standardized (validated) measure of inter-parental conflict.
Furthermore, conflict, paternal involvement, and coparenting were often understood independently,
as much at the theoretical as the empirical level. In keeping with Feinberg (2003), these constructs
are likely to be conceptually connected; coparenting in the broad sense refers to parents working as
a team, being involved to various degrees with the child, and even sometimes experiencing conflict.
Validated with intact families (Feinberg et al., 2012), an adaptation of this model would be useful to
take into account the reorganization of the family system after the separation and, as such, the

singular context of these families.
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Figure 4. Conceptual model of the cross-sectional and longitudinal relationships between coparenting

and father involvement.
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Table 4.

Spearman Correlations (rs) and Descriptive Statistics between Coparenting and Frequency of Contacts at the Two Measurement Times

Time 1 Time 2
1 2 3 4 o 1 2 3 4 5

Time 1
1. Atmosphere between parents [1-4] 1
2. Tension created by living arrangements / o

e 27 1

visiting rights [1-4]
3. Mother dissatisfaction with the father's o o

) 42 44 1

parental involvement [1-4]
4. Mothe.rdlssatlsfactlon with the father's o7k 36w g 1

financial support [1-4]
5. Frequency of father-child contact [1-8] -15 -28  -50* -35* 1
Time 2
1. Atmosphere between parents [1-4] 33 327 31 40 -16 1
2. Tlepjsmnlcreated by living arrangements / 14 28 oT* 19 _15 37 1

visiting rights [1-4]
3. Motherd!ssatlsfactlon with the father’s o8t BQH  BQH BB _aqw 48 26" 1

parental involvement [1-4]
4, Mothe.rdlssatlsfactlon with the father's o5+ 3gH  Eow  pate o7 40+ 06 62+ 1

financial support [1-4]
5. Frequency of father-child contact [1-8] -18 =27 -36* -30*™ .53* -14 -14 -39 -28* 1
Mean 219 184 194 198 6.55 171 172 207 229 6.37
Standard deviation 092 102 080 098 157 078 098 093 122 153
N 123 116 125 121 124 106 90 117 116 110

Note. #p<.05, **p<.01.
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Table 5.

Model Fit Comparisons (n = 149)

CFl X2 X2/df SRMR RMSEA

Model 1 .866 72.73 (31), p < 01 2.35 082 .096

Model 2
Addition of a relation
between the measurement
errors of the dissatisfaction 944 50.65 (30), p <.01 1.69 073 .069
variables concerning the
financial implication at T1
and T2

Model 3
Withdrawal of a relation
between Coparenting at T2
and Contacts at T2

942 52.39 (31), p <.01 1.69 072 .069

Note: CFl = Comparative Fit Index: a value > .90 indicates a better fit; x2= Chi-Square: a non-significant p-value indicates a better fit; y2/df < 2 indicates a better fit; SRMR =
Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual: a value > .08 indicates a better fit; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation: a value < .06 indicates a better fit.
The bolded scores indicate the model where the best fit was observed.
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Table 6.

Exploratory Analysis of Potential Moderators of the Relationship between Coparenting and
Frequency of Father-Child Contact (n = 145)

Moderator / Moderator levels N (%) Bartlett Test

Gender of child
Girl 73(50.3) T1:x2(15)=16.57,p=.35
Boy 72 (49.7)  T2:%2(15)=20.62,p=.15
Age of child (T1)
44 - 72 months 71 (49) T1:x2(15)=16.57,p=.35
73 - 102 months 74 (51) T2:x2(15)=20.62,p=.15
Pre-separation marital status
Married 67 (50.4)
Common-law relationship 66 (49.6)
Presence of a new partner in the mother’s life (T1)
Yes 16 (11)
No 129 (89)
Presence of a court order for child custody (T1)
Yes 47 (34.6)
No 89 (65.4)
Length of the parents’ pre-separation relationship
69 (47.6) T1:x2(15)=14.20, p= .51
Less than 10 years

76 (524) T2:x2(15)=18.57,p=.23
More than 10 years
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Chapitre IV : Conclusion générale

S'appuyant sur la perspective systémique, le but de la présente thése est de mieux comprendre les
dynamiques familiales dans la période entourant la séparation des parents. Pour ce faire, deux
dimensions cruciales pour la réorganisation du systeme familial et le bien-étre des membres de la
famille ont été étudiées, soit la coparentalité et l'implication paternelle. En mettant a profit deux
approches méthodologiques complémentaires, @ savoir I'approche centrée sur les personnes et
I'approche centrée sur les variables et sur la base de données de la population générale québécoise,
cette étude contribue a raffiner notre compréhension concernant l'interdépendance, de méme que la
force et la direction des liens entre la coparentalité et I'implication paternelle dans la période

proximale a la rupture des parents.

Le premier article de la thése s’appuie sur I'approche centrée sur les personnes et a pour but de
dégager des patrons relationnels formés par l'interdépendance des sous-systémes parent-parent et
pére-enfant. Une analyse de classes latentes effectuée a partir des données recueillies sur 173
méres d’enfants agés de quatre a huit ans au moment de la rupture a permis de mettre en lumiére
quatre patrons de dynamiques familiales. Les patrons Harmonieux — Impliqué et Modérément
harmonieux — Impliqué sont respectivement caractérisés par un bon et un assez bon fonctionnement
sur le plan de la coparentalité et par un niveau d'implication élevé des péres. Le patron Modérément
conflictuel — Contacts modérés est caractérisé par une tension assez élevée entre les parents
concernant la garde et par des contacts pére-enfant de fréquence modérée, mais qui respectent
I'arrangement prévu entre les parents. Le patron Conflictuel-Contacts inconstants regroupe des
familles vivant des difficultés a la fois sur le plan de la coparentalité et de I'implication paternelle. Cet
article a comme second objectif d’explorer les caractéristiques individuelles des enfants, des parents
et du contexte familial associées a ces patrons relationnels. Les résultats montrent que la durée de
I'union antérieure des parents et la présence d’une ordonnance pour la garde contribuent a distinguer

les groupes.

Notons qu’une solution a trois groupes aurait pu étre retenue dans le cadre de cette étude afin de
fournir une représentation plus parcimonieuse de I'échantillon. Une solution a quatre groupes a été
privilégiée pour sa richesse théorique et clinique accrue et pour aller au-dela du « divorce moyen »

(Demo & Fine, 2010), c.-a-d. en représentant la diversité des dynamiques familiales au moment de la
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rupture. Cette solution a quatre groupes a permis de faire ressortir que les groupes Harmonieux —
Impliqué et Modérément harmonieux — Impliqué, qui auraient essentiellement été fusionnés dans la
solution a trois groupes, se distinguaient quant a la durée de l'union antérieure, plus longue dans le
groupe Modérément harmonieux — Impliqué. Ce faisant, il a été possible de discuter de I'hypothéese

de la difficulté de certains parents a se reconstruire en dehors du couple conjugal initial.

Le deuxieme article de la thése s’appuie sur I'approche centrée sur les variables et avait pour but
d’examiner la force et la direction des liens entre la coparentalité et la fréquence des contacts pere-
enfant. Un modéle de relations longitudinales croisées sur deux temps de mesure, soit au moment
de la séparation et un a deux ans plus tard, a été réalisé sur la base d’'un échantillon de 145 enfants
agés de quatre a huit ans au moment de la rupture. Les résultats mettent en évidence
lunidirectionnalité des liens entre la coparentalité et la fréquence des contacts. Plus précisément, les
difficultés sur le plan coparentalité au moment de la séparation prédisent une fréquence moindre des
contacts pére-enfant un a deux ans plus tard, alors que la fréquence des contacts au moment de la
séparation n’avait pas d'influence sur la relation coparentale future. Le deuxiéme objectif de cette
étude longitudinale était d’explorer le réle modérateur de certaines caractéristiques individuelles des
enfants et du contexte familial dans la relation entre la coparentalité et la fréquence des contacts
pére-enfant. Les résultats montrent que la force et la direction des relations entre les variables ne
varient pas selon les niveaux des modérateurs, de sorte que le modéle est robuste pour différents

sous-groupes de I'échantillon.

Les sous-systéemes de la structure familiale : distincts et en étroite relation

La perspective systemique a comme postulat que les sous-systémes qui composent la structure
familiale sont mutuellement interdépendants, exercant une influence continue et réciproque les uns
sur les autres (Cox & Paley, 1997; P. Minuchin, 1985). Le devis et les données de la présente
recherche permettent d’étudier cette interdépendance entre les sous-systemes parent-parent et pére-
enfant et ce, dans la période proximale a la rupture, ce que peu de chercheurs ont fait a ce jour. Pour
ce faire, deux positionnements complémentaires face aux données ont été privilégiés. Au chapitre III,
le devis longitudinal et I'approche centrée sur les variables permettent de qualifier la force et la
direction des liens entre la coparentalité et I'implication paternelle, mettant en lumiere une
association unidirectionnelle entre ces construits : les difficultés sur le plan de la coparentalité au

moment de la séparation prédisent des contacts pére-enfant moins fréquents un a deux ans plus
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tard, alors que la fréquence des contacts au moment de la séparation n'influence pas la relation

coparentale future.

Ensuite, le chapitre Il met en lumiére que cette tendance générale, bien qu'elle s'applique a la
majorité de I'échantillon, ne refléte pas nécessairement la réalité de toutes les familles séparées.
Avec une approche centrée sur les personnes, les résultats dressent un portrait plus raffiné de
I'association entre ces variables, montrant que la relation entre celles-ci est susceptible de varier
d’'une famille a 'autre, au moment de la séparation. En effet, la relation entre ces variables n’est pas
toujours linéaire et la présence de conflits n'est pas systématiquement associée a un déclin des
contacts pére-enfant. D’une part, les caractéristiques des groupes Harmonieux- Implique,
Modérément harmonieux -Impliqué et Modérément conflictuel — Contacts modérés rejoignent les
études rapportant des corrélations positives entre ces variables. Ces familles représentent la majorité
de I'échantillon, corroborant des études longitudinales antérieures qui montrent que la coopération
dans I'exercice de la coparentalité est associée a davantage de contacts parent non-gardien/enfant
(Carlson, et al., 2008; Sobolewski & King, 2005). D’autre part, a l'instar de Modecki et al. (2015) et
d’Elam et al (2016), la présente thése met en lumiére des dynamiques familiales caractérisées a la
fois par des composantes positives et négatives, a savoir des conflits élevés et des contacts pére-

enfant fréquents.

La relation coparentale comme sous-systéme exécutif de la famille

Si I'approche centrée sur les variables, préconisée au chapitre Ill, permet de rendre compte de fagon
plus globale de la force de I'association entre la coparentalité et I'implication paternelle a l'intérieur de
'ensemble de I'échantillon, le devis longitudinal nous éclaire sur la direction des liens entre les
construits, ce qui est une force. Ainsi, il apparait que dans la période proximale a la rupture, la

coparentalité influence I'implication paternelle ultérieure, plutét que l'inverse.

De nombreux écrits font ressortir que I'exercice de la coparentalité est un enjeu majeur dans la
réorganisation du systeme familial post-rupture. Les auteurs s’accordent a I'effet que la relation
coparentale a le potentiel d'influencer les interactions familiales et I'adaptation des membres de la
famille (Afonso, 2007; Ahrons, 1981; Amato, 2000; P. Minuchin, 1985), de méme que la poursuite de
limplication des parents dans leurs roles et leurs responsabilités (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Coates &
Phares, 2014; Coley & Hernandez, 2006; Fagan & Barnett, 2003; Forehand, et al., 1991; Ryan, et al.,
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2008; Sobolewski & King, 2005). Les théories systémiques familiales postulent dailleurs
l'organisation hiérarchique des sous-systémes, de sorte que la relation entre les parents apparait
comme un « sous-systéme exécutif » qui donne le ton aux interactions entre les membres de la
famille (McHale & Irace, 2011; S. Minuchin, 1974).

Plusieurs défis sont associés au maintien de la coparentalité post-rupture, puisqu’elle se remanie
inévitablement dans les premiéres années aprés la séparation (Ahrons, 1981; Whiteside, 1998).
Dans une revue systématique des écrits sur la coparentalité post-rupture, McBroom (2011) identifie
en effet plusieurs différences dans la relation coparentale pré- et post-rupture. Un premier aspect
concerne les conflits et la gestion des accords éducatifs entre les parents. L’exercice de la parentalité
dans deux résidences différentes suscite le défi de communication concernant les décisions a
prendre pour le bien-étre de I'enfant. Les couples en conflit avant la rupture peuvent avoir davantage
de difficulté a faire équipe, ce qui peut compliquer les relations au sein du systéme familial. Un
second aspect unique a la coparentalité post-rupture est la division des taches et des responsabilités
concernant I'enfant. D’'une part, il est peu réaliste de répliquer la répartition des taches qui prévalait
avant la rupture; d’autre part, il est fort probable qu'un parent doive dorénavant réaliser des taches
susceptibles d'étre incombées a l'autre parent avant la séparation. La répartition des téches inclut

également I'enjeu de négociation du mode de garde et des modalités de contacts.

Cela dit, il importe de raffiner davantage la conceptualisation et I'opérationnalisation de la
coparentalité post-séparation. Les conflits, limplication paternelle et la coparentalité ont longtemps
été appréhendés de fagon indépendante, autant sur le plan théorique que sur le plan empirique. A
linstar de Feinberg (2003), il se pourrait que ces construits se rejoignent conceptuellement. De plus,
la grande majorité des connaissances sur la conceptualisation et I'opérationnalisation de la
coparentalité découlent de travaux menés auprés de familles intactes, de sorte qu'on ne sait pas a
quel point celles-ci sont transférables aux familles séparées. Un manque de consensus subsiste
également sur la fagon de définir et de mesurer de fagon exhaustive les dimensions essentielles de
ce construit. Comme le suggerent Pruett et Donsky (2011), certaines dimensions de la coparentalité
pourraient étre universelles pour toutes les configurations coparentales, alors que d’autres
dimensions seraient plutét spécifiques. Par exemple, le soutien, la négociation et le respect entre les

parents sont en effet essentiels a une coparentalité coopérative, quel que soit le contexte, mais chez
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les familles séparées, la réorganisation des frontiéres familiales modifie nécessairement le contenu

et la maniére de communiquer a l'intérieur du systéme familial.

Forces et limites de la thése

La présente these a des particularités qui lui conférent plusieurs forces. Tout d’abord, sur la base du
postulat de l'interdépendance des sous-systemes familiaux, cette thése est focalisée sur I'étude de
deux sous-systémes, a savoir les sous-systemes parent-parent et parent-enfant. Deux processus
considérés comme étant essentiels au bien-étre et a 'adaptation de tous les membres de la famille
aprés la séparation ont été ciblés, a savoir la coparentalité et I'implication paternelle (Afonso, 2007;
Amato, 2000; Feinberg, 2003). Ces processus ont souvent été appréhendés de fagon indépendante,
autant sur le plan théorique que sur le plan empirique. Ensuite, la période proximale a la rupture a
été ciblée, car l'implication paternelle et la relation coparentale sont des processus susceptibles
d’évoluer au cours du temps (Ahrons & Miller, 1993; Cheadle, et al., 2010; Goldberg & Carlson,
2015). Notons que la séparation est survenue dans 12 derniers mois pour plus de 80% de
I'échantillon de cette étude, alors que peu de recherches ont permis de cerner le contexte relationnel
entre les parents au cceur de la transition de la séparation et en se basant sur des indicateurs
diversifiés. Dans le souci de préserver une certaine homogénéité, la présente these se centre sur
des familles dont les enfants sont &gés entre quatre et huit ans au moment de la séparation. En effet,
la petite enfance et 'adolescence posent des enjeux différents sur le plan de la coparentalité et de
limplication paternelle post-rupture. Alors que de nombreux écrits scientifiques sur la séparation des
parents portent sur des échantillons de familles en garde principale a la mére ou ciblant des enfants
nés hors mariage, la présente étude est réalisée auprés de familles issues de la population générale
québécoise. Ce faisant, elle cible des situations familiales dont les parents mariés ou conjoints de fait
avant la rupture, en garde partagée ou en garde principale a un parent aprés la séparation et issues
de niveaux socio-économiques diversifiés. Le caractére novateur de la présente thése réside aussi
dans l'intégration de deux approches méthodologiques complémentaires, soit 'approche centrée sur
les personnes et I'approche centrée sur les variables, permettant d’apporter un éclairage plus
complet de la réorganisation des sous-systemes familiaux au moment de la séparation. Enfin, alors
que de nombreuses recherches visaient a étudier I'association entre la coparentalité et I'implication
paternelle de fagon transversale, le caractere longitudinal a permis de documenter la force et la

direction des liens entre ces construits.
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Certaines limites doivent cependant étre considérées dans [linterprétation des résultats.
Premiérement, si 'ELDEQ est une banque de données représentatives des enfants nés au Québec
en 1997-98, le sous-échantillon extrait dans le cadre de la présente thése ne refléte pas 'ensemble
des familles séparées du Québec. Deuxiémement, des limites a la généralisation des résultats sont a
considérer. Cette theése porte sur des familles dont les enfants sont &gés de quatre a huit ans au
moment de la séparation. Le stade de développement de I'enfant suppose des défis spécifiques aux
plans de 'exercice de la coparentalité et de I'implication paternelle, de sorte que les résultats de cette
étude ne peuvent étre généralisés a d'autres groupes d’age de méme qu'a des familles dont les
parents n‘ayant jamais fait vie commune. Troisiémement, la mére de I'enfant-cible est 'unique source
des données pour I'ensemble des variables étudiées, ce qui peut amener un probléme de variance
partagée. Le faible taux de réponses des péres aprés la séparation rendait impossible ['utilisation de
leurs données pour la présente étude. Quatriémement, les items utilisés afin de mesurer les
indicateurs de la présente thése sont non standardisés et somme toute, peu d’items permettent de
rendre compte des construits multidimensionnels complexes que sont la coparentalité et I'implication

paternelle.

Pistes de recherches futures

La présente thése conduit aussi a de nouveaux questionnements et perspectives de recherches qui
permettraient d’'améliorer la compréhension de l'interdépendance des sous-systemes parent-parent
et parent-enfant dans la période entourant la rupture. D'abord, tout comme dans I'étude d’Elam et al
(2016), la présente thése met en lumiére un groupe de familles ou des contacts fréquents et des
conflits sont observés. Ces familles font actuellement I'objet d’'un grand intérét sur les plans
scientifique, juridique et social (Fabricius & Luecken, 2007; Fabricius, et al., 2012; Mclntosh, 2010). Il
serait intéressant de saisir, sur le plan qualitatif, le contenu des représentations des parents qui
vivent cette réalité familiale. De plus, il aurait été enrichissant de documenter d’autres processus
familiaux permettant de distinguer les groupes qui présentent une dynamique familiale plus
conflictuelle ou plus harmonieuse, que ce soit par exemple, les motifs de la rupture (Adamsons &
Pasley, 2006; Baum, 2004; Kamp Dush, Kotila, & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011) ou des caractéristiques
liées a la santé psychologique des parents (Baum & Shnit, 2003; Mandarino, Kline Pruett, &
Fieldstone, 2016; Sbarra & Emery, 2005).
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En ce qui concerne les liens bidirectionnels entre la coparentalité et I'implication paternelle, il serait
pertinent d’approfondir les mécanismes par lesquels la coparentalité au moment de la séparation
influence la fréquence des contacts pére-enfant par la suite. L'utilisation d'un devis qualitatif
permettrait de documenter ces dynamiques relationnelles avec plus de finesse et d'identifier des
facteurs de risque et de protection qui favorisent le maintien des liens pére-enfant post-rupture. Par
ailleurs, un devis longitudinal permettant de suivre les familles avant et aprés la séparation
contribuerait a comprendre les raisons pour lesquelles la direction des liens observés entre la
coparentalité et I'implication paternelle au sein des familles intactes est a linverse de ce qui est
observé aprés la rupture. Bien que cela n’ait été possible pour des raisons de puissance statistique,
I'ajout d’autres temps de mesure pourrait aussi permettre de comprendre si la relation entre ces
construits change au fil du temps aprés la rupture, car il est possible que les relations observées ne
s'appliquent qu'a la période proximale a la rupture. L'ajout d'un troisiéme temps de mesure aurait
également permis de mieux comprendre la réalité des familles une fois le tumulte de la séparation

passé et dans le contexte ou plusieurs familles sont recomposées.

Sur le plan méthodologique, des chercheurs ayant examiné la réciprocité des liens entre
I'engagement paternel et la coparentalité au sein de familles intactes (Jia & Schoppe-Sullivan, 2011)
soulignent I'importance d’examiner plusieurs dimensions de I'engagement paternel, car la direction
des liens pourrait différer selon le type de comportement paternel étudié (p. ex., soins physiques, jeu,
stimulation cognitive). Dans la lignée des travaux récents, les auteurs suggérent également de
considérer la quantité de temps passée par le pére avec I'enfant sur un continuum et d'étudier
d’autres indicateurs comme la durée et la régularité des visites, de méme que la fréquence des

transitions entre les maisonnées (Fabricius, et al., 2010; Fabricius, et al., 2012).

Enfin, les recherches futures devraient documenter la coparentalité en ayant la perspective des deux
parents, puisqu'ils peuvent avoir une vision différente de leur relation. Il serait pertinent que les
études futures rendent compte du point de vue des peres sur leurs contacts avec I'enfant afin d’avoir
une description plus conforme de leur réalité. Il a ét¢ montré que, dans certains cas, les méres sous-

estimaient la fréquence des contacts pere-enfant (Mikelson, 2008; Seltzer & Brandreth, 1994).
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Implications cliniques

Le premier article de cette thése a permis d’éclairer la diversité des dynamiques familiales dans la
période entourant la rupture des parents. Si une majorité de familles vivent un climat de coparentalité
plutdt harmonieux et que les péres maintiennent le lien avec leur enfant, il n’en demeure pas moins
que prés du tiers d’entre elles présentent des difficultés qui méritent notre attention. Le deuxiéme
article a mis en évidence l'influence de la relation coparentale au moment de la séparation sur le
partage du temps parental futur, soulignant I'importance d'intervenir précocement dans le processus
de séparation pour éviter que la relation ne s’envenime et que les enfants n’en subissent les

contrecoups.

A Theure actuelle, les écrits scientifiques font état d’une panoplie de programmes d'intervention
ciblant la coparentalité et/ou la relation parent-enfant via entre autres I'implication paternelle (Grych,
2005; Johnston, Roseby, & Kuehnle, 2009; Pruett & Donsky, 2011). Cependant, force est de
constater que (1) 'ampleur des difficultés vécues par la clientéle avant de recevoir les services est
peu documentée; (2) que peu de données sont disponibles pour juger de I'efficacité de ces initiatives
au regard de ce qu’elles ciblent, comme la réduction des conflits entre les parents, 'amélioration des
relations parents-enfant(s), de I'exercice de la coparentalité ou de I'adaptation de I'enfant (Galovan &
Schramm, 2017; Godbout & Saint-Jacques, 2014; Sigal, Sandler, Wolchik, & Braver, 2011); (3) que
le temps écoulé depuis la séparation est peu pris en compte et (4) que les études ont généralement
recours a des paramétres agrégés sous forme de moyennes pour évaluer I'efficacité, ce qui ne tient
pas compte de I'hétérogénéité et des spécificités des sous-groupes a l'intérieur de la population des

familles séparées (Galovan & Schramm, 2017).

Pour mieux tenir compte de la diversité des familles, deux avenues pourraient ainsi étre préconisées.
Premiérement, une approche d'universalisme proportionné permettrait d’offrir des services a
I'ensemble des familles, mais avec des modalités et une intensité ajustée a leur niveau de risque.
Deuxiemement, pour évaluer I'efficacité des interventions selon les différents patrons de dynamiques

familiales post-rupture, les études pourraient recourir a 'approche centrée sur les personnes.

Plusieurs auteurs documentent les interventions destinées aux familles séparées selon le risque et
lintensité des conflits entre les parents et les regroupent sous trois catégories (Johnston, et al., 2009;

Pruett & Donsky, 2011): (1) les stratégie de prévention universelles, essentiellement de nature
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populationnelle, qui informent et sensibilisent les parents sur les aspects légaux et psychosociaux de
la séparation; (2) les stratégies de prévention sélectives, s'adressant a des parents qui vivent des
conflits faibles @ modérés et qui peuvent avoir besoin d’une assistance juridique ou psychosociale
pour soutenir leur réorganisation familiale; (3) les interventions indiquées, s'adressant plus
spécifiquement a des familles pour lesquelles les conflits sont élevés ou plus fortement susceptibles

de s’envenimer.

En ce qui concerne les initiatives de prévention universelles, a I'échelle québécoise, une séance
gratuite d’'information sur la coparentalité permet d'informer et de sensibiliser les parents sur un ou
plusieurs aspects de la séparation, comme les lois et procédures Iégales, la médiation familiale, les
différentes modalités de garde des enfants, les besoins des enfants dans le contexte de rupture et la
coparentalité (Ministére de la Justice du Québec, 2015). Evaluée sous l'angle de la satisfaction des
parents et de I'organisation des services, la grande majorité des usagers de ce programme se disent
satisfaits de ce programme et mieux informés au sujet de I'exercice du role parental post-rupture
(Torkia, 2012). Les experts du domaine font consensus sur deux aspects a propos de ces
programmes a portée universelle et préventive : (1) ceux-ci sont congus et répondent bien aux
besoins du « participant moyen » (Galovan & Schramm, 2017), cest-a-dire les parents qui
présentent de bonnes habiletés de coopération et de soutien et qui cumulent peu de facteurs de
risque sur le plan des conflits; (2) ceux-ci sont peu adaptés a la diversité des familles, et sont
insuffisants, voire inappropriés (car ils insistent sur la coopération entre les parents) pour les familles
vivant des conflits sévéres ou de la violence conjugale, par exemple (Bacon & McKenzie, 2004;
Drapeau, et al., 2008; Grych, 2005; Johnston, et al., 2009). Or, les résultats de nombreuses études,
dont la notre, font la démonstration de la diversité des dynamiques familiales post-séparation (Amato,
et al., 2011; Baum, 2004; Beckmeyer, et al., 2014; Elam, et al., 2016; Galovan & Schramm, 2017;
Lamela, Figueiredo, Bastos, & Feinberg, 2015; Modecki, et al., 2015).

La médiation familiale est un exemple d’intervention de type sélective (Drapeau, et al., 2008;
Johnston, et al., 2009). La médiation familiale traditionnelle vise & parvenir & une entente concernant
notamment la garde des enfants, le partage des biens et la pension alimentaire pour un enfant ou
pour un conjoint. Il s’agit d'un processus décisionnel nécessitant un minimum de collaboration des
parents (Quigley & Cyr, 2014). Deux revues des écrits scientifiques sur la médiation familiale

concluent que globalement, cette méthode s’avére efficace pour la plupart des familles séparées
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(Emery, Sbarra, & Grover, 2005; Quigley & Cyr, 2014). Toutefois, les parents doivent étre en mesure
de se focaliser sur les besoins de leurs enfants, ce qui risque d'étre plus difficile pour certains
parents trop submergés par leur détresse psychologique ou ayant des opinions trop divergentes en
ce qui concerne les besoins de leurs enfants (confusion de leurs propres besoins de ceux de I'enfant)
ou encore, s'ils n'ont pas confiance en la capacité de I'autre parent de fournir un environnement

sécurisant a I'enfant (Johnston, et al., 2009).

Pour ces parents plus hautement conflictuels, les interventions usuelles axées sur le développement
d'une coparentalité coopérative peuvent s’avérer inefficaces. De nombreux auteurs préconisent
plutdt une gestion psycho juridique par des méthodes alternatives de résolution de conflits, comme la
coordination parentale (Mitcham-Smith & Henry, 2007; Pruett & Donsky, 2011; Quigley & Cyr, 2014).
Cette forme d'intervention de type indiquée vise limplantation et le respect du plan parental ordonné
par le tribunal, par I'établissement d’'une coparentalité parallele (Kelly, 2007; Sullivan, 2014). Ainsi,
les interventions sont chapeautées par un coordonnateur parental (c.-a-d., un professionnel a la fois
du milieu psychosocial et juridique) et visent & décentrer rapidement les parents de leurs conflits en
établissant un canal de communication a la fois minimal et structuré, et ce, afin de recentrer leur

attention sur les besoins de I'enfant (Sullivan, 2014).

Cela dit, comme le mentionnent Godbout & Saint-Jacques (2014) dans une recension des services
psychosociaux spécialisés pour les familles séparées du Québec, il est nécessaire de favoriser d’'une
distribution plus optimale des services et tenant compte des besoins différenciés des familles. Une
approche de prévention « en gradins », telle que préconisée par le programme a données probantes
Triple P- Positive Parenting Program (Sanders, Cann, & Markie-Dadds, 2003), visant a prévenir la
maltraitance chez les enfants, serait une avenue prometteuse a transférer au domaine des
transitions familiales. Basé sur le principe d’universalisme proportionné, ce programme regroupe des
interventions universelles, sélectives et indiquées, afin de répondre aux besoins de chaque catégorie
de la population en fonction de son niveau de besoin. Le programme Triple P comprend d’ailleurs un
volet « Family Transitions », spécialisé pour les familles séparées. De plus, afin d’étre en mesure de
diriger les parents vers des services adaptés a leurs besoins, il serait intéressant, d’une part,
d’évaluer davantage l'efficacité des interventions et d’autre part, de le faire en recourant a I'approche
centrée sur les personnes. |l serait ainsi possible de documenter ['efficacité des interventions pour

différents sous-groupes de la population qui cumulent certains facteurs de risque et de protection.
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