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) -»qawnt}y, mtsundersﬁands thé
: pmcess

tive model is the b@t opt;en

f . avaxlable to pames gomg
.- through.a divorce who wish
represeniation by an attorney, .

but fear the potentinl costs;
both financial and emotional; .

- of using the court system to- re-
} solve t.hexr dxspubes :

In the coilaboratme model

. beth.parties and their attorneys

agree they will reach a settle.. -

.. ment of all issues between the
" parties which meets the iegm.
. mate needs of both paﬁles ‘and
protects the best mterests af o

their children. If & party want,s

“the *best deal” he/she can

achieve, ab-any cost, and re« "

“gardless of its impact on the .

other spouse or the children,

- then the collaborative model is

:fcailaboratave attorney.will =
- urgethe client to disclose nec'
v edsary information;

. ‘dibaw from representing that
client. Similarly, if the client -~

Fadni o »tnes o hide asséts during the
’I’here are m,any expeﬂaneed - &

-famﬂy {aw attomeys in this
" area who believe the coﬂabora-

ailing -
that, the attorney.may wit

process; or Tails to follow-

* agreetents made during the

process, the sitorney may. and'

' should withdraw. In that

event, the other party and atr

’tomey will probably porxciude

that the collaborative modei :

- will niot work; and both pai-

ties will retam i\hgatmn couns
sel. We'view that asa *

significant remedy” ot
abuse ofthe process by a ..

Ly,
Raberson faﬂs to mentwn
Wiscansin. law mandates. “full
financial disclosure. betw_een

parties to g divorce, snd aftor- 1

neys are subject to professional
discipline. if they assist a client
in:hitding: raaterial -information

fmm thHe: ‘court and ather par» ’
‘ties,

kis tme that b{}th B.ttomeys
must withdraw if either party

decides 9 seek cew't ré

7 txon model :

- of the. Caliaboxgtlve ¥

tion of gny dmputcd issue,
Is the heart of the- eoﬂaberatwe
made] and i is this comnig-
ment that helps both’ parties

and their at!:omeys be.

in resoivmg all issues.. In the

collaborative modei ne.one
may threaten a court. action; it

is not an option. In.Roberson's

cooperative. model which is

simply. a litigation: modal,’ She

.attorneys specifically reserve

the right. to walk-out ef setile-
ment:-tatks with the deal-iuihng
threat, “T'll see you m court.”.

With that threat ,han "ng
over’ ‘everyone's head,. the in- .
ducement, ox} mmpromlse and
resolutmn is. lost, and. pames
face incressed hostility, manip-
ulation and costs. With the/col-
mboratxve model, all. £nergy:is
Uit toward helpmg the parties
reach a. resolution of all- issues,

- Consequently, .parties. are able

to reach agreement more effi-
ciently, and at & lower. cost
than -is pa@sible with the. lit:iga :

It your readers are ‘1:~
ested in learning. more ahaut

-collaborative family Jaw, we ins -

vite them fo visit. thie. Weh ‘ute

Law Council of Wiscon
WWW, wiiabdworce,cmn,

Ky Q ‘ t .
Lmda Roberscn reaponds

1 think ore reason ‘that ‘the
collaborative felks are mcenseei

tmly crmged when | saw it. i
undersiand that, writing. head—
Hnes is 'an editor’s job — which
is fine. ---except when it: ap-
pears to.put words in my
mouth that I personaiiy :
wouldn't have ut,tered :




