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Unfortunately, it is too often the case that reunification interventions are recommended or 
ordered without a clear assessment of the reason for parent-child relationship problems, and 
critically, without clarifying estrangement, protectiveness from alienation, and from coercive 
control. Instead, a recommendation or order to attend reunification therapy often comes with 
the implication or assumption that one parent is intentionally manipulating the child or that a 
course of therapy might be helpful regardless and, even if not helpful, will not have cause 
harm. There are, however, significant problems with these assumptions and conflating the 
child’s resistance/rejection of their parent with attempts by the preferred parent to deliberately 
alienate the child from that parent without proper assessment is fraught with problems. 
Especially in cases of family violence, courts have a duty to listen to children’s recounts of their 
experiences and prioritize their physical and emotional safety above all else. This requires that 
decisions regarding decision-making and parenting time are well-informed and based on the 
behaviours of both parents and children, as well as familial, partner and individual contextual 
factors (Fidler & Bala, 2010). If children’s views are ignored, or only partially considered, the 
risk of children being re-exposed to harm amplifies.

P. 9 paragraphs 2 and 3

Have the reasons for a child’s reluctance/resistance 
been properly assessed?


	Untitled Section
	Slide 1: Comments on to HB 272 Utah House Judiciary Committee 2/8/24
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5
	Slide 6:  


