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ABSTRACT 

The mental health costs of divorce are staggering: no 

variable has been more consistently associated with the 

distribution of psychopathology in the population. Al

though the literature contains many descriptive guides for 

the treatment of the divorced, few empirical investigations 

of specific intervention strategies exist. This study 

sought to evaluate the effectiveness of one such treatment 

program, Divorce Recovery of Tucson. Three hypotheses were 

tested in the study. The f:.rst predicted that participants 

in Divorce Recovery would make greater progress in complet

ing the social and psychological tasks of divorce adjust

ment than would a contrast group of divorced individuals. 

The second hypothesis posed a similar advantage for Divorce 

Recovery participants in the area of general psychological 

health, as measured by a symptom checklist, the SCL-90-R. 

The last predicted a moderately strong negative correlation 

between levels of symptomatology and adjustment to divorce, 

in the hope of aiding in the validation of a new instru

ment, the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS). 

xi 
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The study's treatment group consisted of 46 partici

pants in Divorce Recovery, while the contrast group of 45 

was drawn from separated or divorced volunteers residing 

primarily in Ventura County, California. Both groups 

completed the FDAS and SCL-90-R at ten week intervals, 

treatment group subjects doing so before and after at

tending a support group. 

The results provided partial support for the study's 

first hypothesis. In general, participation in Divorce 

Recovery facilitated the intrapersonal, rather than the 

social, tasks posed by divorce. More specifically, results 

obtained using the analysis of variance indicated a statis

tically significant advantage for the treatment group in 

the area of disentanglement from the love relationship, and 

clinically significant trends favoring the treatment group 

in the areas of self-esteem and resolution of anger. The 

second hypothesis found very mild support, with some weak 

trends present which favored the treatment group. The 

study's third hypothesis was confirmed, as moderately 

strong negative correlations were obtained between the FDAS 

and the SCL-90-R. Implications of the results for both 

theory and treatment are discussed, issues of internal 

validity and generalizability are explored, and suggestions 

for future studies are made. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

America has the highest divorce rates in the world. 

In 1983, almost three and one-half million people in the 

united states were directly affected by the dissolution of 

a marriage (United states Bureau of' the Census, 1985). 

There were approximately one and one-quarter million 

divorces that year, and in each of these there was an 

average of 1.0 children involved. With the great increase 

in the divorce rate that began in the early 1960' sand 

leveled off only in the late 1970's, two demographers now 

predict that 38 percent of those who marry will at some 

time in their lives divorce (Glick and Norton, 1979). The 

sheer numbers of the divorced are staggering. 

Yet divorce is only one solution to the problem of 

an unsatisfactory marriage. Many continue to live in 

unhappy marriages that are highly stressful. Booth and 

White (1979), for example, found that ten percent of a 

random sample of married Midwesterners reported thinking 

seriously about divorce during the year. Still others opt 

for permanent separation rather than divorce. 

difficult to estimate accurately the number of 

1 

While it is 

people who 
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fall into these groups, it seems reasonable to say that 

divorce exists at one extreme on a continuum of marital 

instability. Many more than even the three and one-half 

million a year directly involved in a divorce are affected 

by marital distress and lack of marital quality. The scope 

of marital dysfunction of all kinds is enormous. 

The mental health costs of marital disruption are 

tremendous. Of all the variables whose relationships with 

the distribution of psychopathology in the population have 

been studied, none has been more consistently and powerful

ly associated with this distribution than marital status 

(Bloom, Asher, and White, 1978). It is not only divorce 

and separation that have been connected with various 

measures of pathology; researchers suggest that, at least 

in terms of physical health, it may be better to be di

vorced than to be unhappily married (Renne, 1971). Given 

the scope of the problem, the response of the mental health 

professions has been somewhat limited. It is only within 

the last ten years that clinical practitioners, who have 

long been dedicated to the prevention of divorce in the 

treatment of marital discord, have begun to systematically 

address the issue of postdivorce adjustment. This shift in 

professional commitment to postdivorce adjustment as a 

legitimate clinical concern has resulted from an awareness 

of 'the increased numbers of the divorced, a recognition of 

the dimensions of the problem, and altered societal values 

regarding divorce (Granvold and Welch, 1979). 
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Although the literature contains many descriptive 

guides and case studies aimed at facilitating the practi

tioner's intervention skills with individuals, dyads, and 

groups, few articles have addressed specific intervention 

procedures for the amelioration of postdivorce adjustment 

problems. Fewer articles still have focused on empirical 

investigations of treatment strategies. It is the purpose 

of this study to report on, and evaluate the effectiveness 

of, one such postdivorce adjustment program. 

Divorce Recovery of Tucson was established in 1978 

to provide a comprehensive program of services to divorced 

and separated persons and their families in Pima County, 

Arizona (Divorce Recovery of Tucson, 1984). The organiza

tion was developed by both laypersons and professional 

service providers with the goal of lessening the fragmenta

tion in service delivery to the divorced and separated. 

Divorce Recovery functions apart from, yet in cooperation 

and collaboration with, various mental health and family 

counseling agencies to provide needed services. Among the 

broad range of programs conducted by the organization is 

its Adult Support Group, a short-term treatment that 

includes both structured and unstructured components. It 

is this group program which will be examined. 

Before a more complete description of the structure 

and content of these support groups is given, however, it 
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is important to place them in the context of what research

ers have learned about the consequences of divorce and what 

practitioners have typically done to reduce or control the 

stressful character of marital disruption. It is within 

these traditions of research and practice that the efforts 

of Divorce Recovery are most clearly understood. 

Epidemiology of Divorce 

The incidence of divorce, as was stated, has 

increased dramatically during the past 20 years. A fre

quent historical explanation for the increase in divorce 

focuses on changes in the organization of the family that 

began during the Industrial Revolution. Several genera

tions ago the dominant family form was still a 

multigenerational, extended system that fulfilled a variety 

of needs and functions for its members. With the shift to 

a nuclear, or conjugal, form based on labor in an urban, 

industrial setting, the influence and ultimate utility of 

the family has decreased (Winch, 1977). Other authors 

emphasize a slightly different, though related, phenomenon: 

the greater role equality and economic independence of 

women (Goode, 1963). This latter hypothesis has received 

some empirical substantiation. A cross-cultural study 

conducted by Pearson and Hendrix (1979) showed that when 

women's status is equal or close to the status of men 

(e.g., as measured by equal participation in religious or 



5 

political activities), divorce rates are high. Additional 

developments to which the recent increase in divorce has 

been attributed include the women's movement, more liberal 

attitudes toward personal behavior, and the liberalization 

of divorce laws (Kitson and Raschke, 1981). While plausi

ble, such global explanations have remained largely untest

ed. 

A key component in efforts to understand the conse

quences of this divorce "explosion" has been the 

epidemiological research which examines the impact of 

marital status on mental and physical health. In a review 

of 11 studies of marital status and the incidence of mental 

disorder reported during the previous 35 years, Crago 

(1972) found that, without a single exception, admission 

rates into psychiatric facilities were lowest among the 

married, intermediate among the widowed and never-married, 

and highest among the divorced and separated. Not only are 

the highest admission rates reported for persons with 

disrupted marriages, but the differences between these 

rates and those for the married are quite remarkable. 

Redick and Johnson (1974) calculate that the ratio of 

divorced and separated persons to that of married persons, 

given their representation in the population, is on the 

order of 18 to 1 for males and 7 to 1 for females for 

admission to public inpatient facilities. In the case of 

admission to public outpatient clinics, the ratios are 7 to 
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1 for males and 5 to 1 for females. Two additional points 

should be made about this data. First, regardless of sex 

or type of facility, admission rates for separated persons 

are notably higher than those for divorced persons, gener

ally by about 40 percent. Second, admission rates into all 

facilities are higher for males with disrupted marriages 

than for females, though the evidence pertaining to outpa

tient clinics is somewhat equivocal. In the case of 

admissions to inpatient facilities, men clearly are repre

sented three times more often than are women. There is a 

striking incongruity between this fact and the commonly 

held belief that marital disruption is a far more difficult 

problem for women than for men. 

Various sources of data serve to link marital 

disruption to deaths from suicide, homicide, and specific 

diseases. The divorced and separated are consistently 

found to be overrepresented among all three groups. In 

relation to suicide, Schneidman and Farberow (1961) exam

ined the characteristics of persons who committed suicide 

in Los Angeles County; data regarding these suicides was 

obtained from the Los Angeles County coroner's office. The 

authors found that 13 percent of the persons who died of 

suicide were divorced, while 8 percent were separated. 

Both of these figures are more than double the expected 

value based on the proportion of the divorced and separated 

in Los Angeles County. A report from the National Center 
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for Health Statistics (1970) also concludes that, at least 

among white females and both white and nonwhite males, the 

suicide rate is higher among the divorced than among any 

other marital status category. In the case of deaths from 

homicide, the figures are ev~n more striking. For both 

sexes and for both whites and nonwhites alike, the risk of 

death by homicide is far higher for the divorced than for 

any other marital status group (National Center for Health 

Statistics, 1970). Among white males, the risk climbs to 

more than seven times higher. This same report also 

concludes that there is an excess vulnerability to motor 

vehicle accidents among the divorced. For both sexes and 

for all racial groups, automobile fatalities are higher 

among the divorced than among any other group -- about 

three times as high. There are studies which suggest that 

alcoholism, both acute and chronic, is more prevalent among 

the divorced than among the married (Wechsler, Thurn, 

Demone, and Dwinnell, 1972; Rosenblatt, Gross, Malenowski, 

Broman, and Lewis, 1971). Finally, links between marital 

disruption and higher mortality rates from diseases such as 

tuberculosis, diabetes, and arteriosclerotic heart disease 

have been established (Kobrin and Hendershot, 1977). 

In examining the literature further, it becomes 

evident that different groups of people are differentially 

vulnerable to the effects of marital disruption. As was 

previously mentioned, males, particularly as measured by 
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admission rates to inpatient facilities, seem to have more 

difficulty adjusting to marital disruption than do females 

especially in the early stages of that disruption. 

Other findings are contradictory, with some researchers 

reporting greater distress among females (Raschke and 

Barringer, 1977) and others finding no differences (Weiss, 

1975). The key to the gender puzzle may be a time factor: 

Deckert and Langelier (1978) found little difference in 

distress between males and females in the separation 

period, while women were shown to be more distressed than 

men after the divorce. In brief, the divorce process may 

impact harder on men at the start and harder on women later 

on. The findings are also somewhat inconsistent with 

regard to whether having children, or having custody of 

children, adversely affects adjustment to divorce. Pais's 

(1978) study of divorced mothers concluded that having more 

children was associated with greater trauma, as did Goode's 

(1956) pioneering work. Two studies of members of Parents 

Without Partners report conflicting results: neither 

females' nor males' adjustment was affp.cted by number of 

children in Barringer's (1973) study, \>lhile only males' 

distress was affected in Raschke's (1974) study. Marroni 

(1977), using a sample of Catholic adults, found that 

having more children was associated with less distress. 

Whatever the association between presence and number of 

children and adjustment to divorce may be, it seems to be 
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confounded in the research at this point with such factors 

as economic resources, parenting ability, social support 

networks, and attitudes toward children. Further research 

is necessary in order to clarify the relationships among 

these variables. 

There are other important correlates of adjustment 

to marital disruption. In general, most of the postdivorce 

studies find that individuals who take an active role in 

the divorce decision, either as the initiator or in a 

mutual decision, have an easier time adjusting (Goode, 

1956; Raschke, 1974; Marroni, 1977). The majority of 

studies also conclude that the time immediately preceding 

and following physical separation is the most difficult 

period in the divorce process (Barringer, 1973; Raschke, 

1974; Chiriboga and Cutler, 1977). Most research shows 

that the ending of longer marriages produces more traumatic 

effects and more difficult adjustment (Pais, 1978; 

Chiriboga, Roberts, and Stein, 1978); however it is diffi

cult in these cases to distinguish between the effects of 

age and the length of marriage. Studies dealing specifi

cally with age do find. that older individuals, older women 

in particular, have more distress and a more difficult time 

adjusting than do younger individuals (Goode, 1956; 

Barringer, 1973; Marroni, 1977). 

One noteworthy fact about all of the factors just 

mentioned gender, children, period in the divorce 



precess, length of marriage, and age 

important sense they are unchangeable. 

10 

is that in an 

While it is true, 

for instance, that specific preventive strategies can be 

devised for men in light of the fact that they suffer more 

at the beginning of the divorce process, the fact of their 

gender remains unmodifiable. The same is true for the 

other variables in the list: practitioners will not be 

able to alter the fact that divorce is particularly diffi

cult for 50-year-old women, for example, though they may 

take this into account in planning their interventions. 

There are groups of factors that affect adjustment, howev

er, that are potentially modifiable by individuals or 

through programs. It is to these variables which practi

tioners might most profitably turn when designing treatment 

strategies. 

One of these factors is socioeconomic status. 

Everly (1978) found that higher current education was 

related to lower levels of distress and to an earlier role 

transition from married to divorced. In a related vein, 

the economic problems faced by divorced persons, particu

larly by women, have been documented. In general, the 

higher the income, the .better the adjustment to divorce 

(e.g., Goode, 1956; Raschke, 1974; Pais, 1978). But, once 

again, this is a stressor that seems to affect women more 

than men. White and Asher (1976) noted that few men in 

their sample experienced difficulties in the areas of 
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employment or income, while numerous studies have confirmed 

that women are more prone to adjustment problems as a 

function of income than are men (Raschke, 1974; Bould, 

1977; Pais, 1978). These data suggest that educational and 

occupational preparations for the divorced, especially for 

women, should be seriously considered as part of any 

intervention strategy. 

Maritally disrupted persons, both men and women, 

are faced with changes in maintaining a household. They 

must deal with disruptions in routines that involve cook

ing, cleaning, child care, and other practical domestic 

problems. This is a set of factors that in some ways may 

be more distressing for males. Hetherington, Cox, and Cox 

(1976) found that the households of divorced fathers were 

more disorganized than those of intact families. The 

authors also noted irregular eating habits and erratic 

sleep patterns exhibited in these households, behaviors 

that have the potential for exacerbating or precipitating 

both physical and mental health problems. The responsibil

ity for child care usually falls on women, however. In 

Ferri's (1973) work on single-parent families, a study that 

involved an exceptionally large sample, she reported that 

1.7 percent of the children she studied were living in 

families without their biological mothers while 7.7 percent 

were living in families without their biological fathers. 

While some of this large difference may be due to a greater 
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number of early deaths among males, Ferri stated that, 

"These findings probably reflect basic differences in 

social attitudes toward men and women as sole parents" 

(p. 93). Such attitudes serve to isolate women, make it 

difficult for working mothers, and effectively place the 

responsibility for raising children on the mother. 

Another factor of crucial import in adjusting to 

the effects of marital disruption is the nature and level 

of social support available to the individual. Studies 

have generally shown that higher social participation -- as 

measured by such indices as dating activity -- is correlat

ed with lower distress and better coping (Raschke, 1974; 

Weiss, 1975; Hetherington et al., 1976), although in the 

Raschke study the relationship held only for males. Hynes 

(1979) found that higher levels of social support 

provided by friends, family, or organizations were 

related to lower distress. Colletta (1979) demonstrated 

that both social support and degree of satisfaction with 

support affect child-rearing practices. Mothers with 

higher levels of social support and greater satisfaction 

with supports were less punitive and less restrictive with 

their children than others. Social support and its impact 

on marital disruption is an area that is drawing increasing 

interest and research attention. 

There appear to be some personality variables that 

also affect postseparation adjustment. Barringer (1973) 
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and Marroni (1977) found that higher religiosity related to 

better adjustment. Nontraditional and/or egalitarian 

gender role attitudes in divorced women have been related 

to more personal growth and less distress (Meyers, 1976). 

Higher tolerance for change and less dogmatism were associ

ated with better adjustment in Raschke's (1974), Marroni's 

(1977), and Hynes's (1979) studies. Internal locus of 

control was associated with lower distress in Bou1d's 

(1977) and Pais's (1978) studies. 

Finally, marital disruption precipitates a host of 

intense and complex emotional reactions whose associations 

with adjustment are not easily quantifiable. It is here 

that the descriptive and case studies -- prepared by those 

clinicians, counselors, and social workers who treat the 

divorced -- become most informative. Perhaps the best way 

to characterize this literature is to say that most writers 

describe divorce as a process during which individuals pass 

through stages, in each of which they must confront certain 

emotional, social, and practical tasks. The best known 

stage theory of divorce is the one proposed by Paul 

Bohannan (1970). He describes six simultaneous divorce 

"stations" through which one must pass in order to success

fully complete the divorce: emotional, legal, economic, 

co-parental, community, and psychic. Another model fre

quently used to conceptualize the divorce experience is 

borrowed from Kub1er-Ross's (1971) stage theory of coping 
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with death. Herman (1974), for instance, describes a 

five-stage model of the divorce process, calling the stages 

denial, anger, bargaining, depression, and acceptance. 

DeFazio and Klenbort (1979) describe a close parallel in 

discussing the dynamics of psychotherapy during marital 

dissolution; they delineate a three-stage process of 

divorce. They state that the initial stage of dissolution 

is accompanied by feelings of shock, disbelief, and confu

sion. This shock and confuslon give way, in the middle 

stage, to rage and depression. In the final phase, the 

individual "begins to have a new, perhaps heightened 

realization of being separate, alone, and individual. With 

this may corne feelings of exhilaration" (p. 104). Toomim 

(1972) and Wiseman (1976) also report seeing "stages" in 

their clients which they describe in very similar terms. 

The descriptive literature is especially rich in 

its examination of what Brown (1976) calls "the emotional 

sub-process" of divorce. Beatrice (1979) remarks that 

divorced persons often initially feel that the entire 

structure of their lives has fallen apart, leaving them 

empty, worthless, and with nothing to offer. This early 

phase is also accompanied by intense feelings of lonellness 

and loss of a sense of purpose. Anger, guilt, and a sense 

of failure in connection with the dissolution become 

dominant emotions later in the process; the sense of 

failure may be especially strong for those with children 
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(Bonkowski and Wanner-Westly, 1979). As recovery contin

ues, the divorced must deal with a host of conflicting 

feelings provoked by renewed contact with members of the 

opposite sex. They may long for companionship and intima

cy, yet they must balance these needs with fears of vulner

ability based on the dissolution of the marriage (Granvold 

and Welch, 1979). Finally, issues of dependence and 

autonomy. must be addressed. There is an overwhelming 

consensus among those writing on divorce that the success

ful emotional resolution of the divorce process depends on 

coming to final terms with the marriage and on developing a 

new identity as a single person (Bohannan, 1970; Brown, 

1976) . 

The preceding description of the divorce process 

should not be construed to imply linearity. The stages of 

the divorce process -- and the emotions associated with 

them -- are thought of as overlapping by most writers 

(Wiseman, 1976). Individuals are assumed to cycle and 

fluctuate through these responses with diminishing intensi

ty as the coping and adjustment period winds down. What 

both the empirical and descriptive studies seem to converge 

on, then, is a picture of the divorce adjustment process as 

a time during which people must come to terms with a 

particular set of problems or tasks. Bloom, Asher, and 

White (1978) include the following in such a list of tasks: 

the need to work through a variety of intense emotional 
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reactions; the redefinition and reconstruction of a social 

support system; assistance with such issues as 

child-rearing and resocialization; and help with such 

practical matters as finances, educational and employment 

planning, housing and homemaking, and protection of legal 

rights. With an idea of what both researchers and clini

cians have had to say about the consequences of divorce and 

the goals of divorce work, it is helpful at this point to 

examine the literature on treatment programs. Particular 

attention will be given to the modality of the group. 

Intervention strategies 

One of the first intervention efforts to be report

ed in the literature was one conducted by Freudenthal 

(1959) . The author developed "research meetings" for the 

group discussion of problems among parents who, because of 

either divorce or death, were rearing children alone. 

Subjective responses from those participating in the 

program indicated that the experience was beneficial. 

Peeke (1963) described a divorce counseling program made 

available to 144 parents in San Bernardino, California. 

The goals of the program included "lessening the trauma of 

separation for parents and children," but no data regarding 

the achievement of this goal were available. Kushner 

(1965) described an intervention program which was designed 

to involve the noncustodial parent (i.e., the father) as a 
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resource in child management. The author reported anecdot

ally that improvements were made in family communication 

and that mothers' anxiety was lessened. Leader (1973) 

presented clinical case material to support the involvement 

of the father in counseling as well. 

The latter half of the 1970's witnessed the birth 

of the "divorce counseling" movement; Fisher (1973) herald

ed its inception by calling on her colleagues to institute 

divorce counseling when it becomes clear that the marriage 

relationship is no longer viable. A series of stimulating 

articles followed Fisher's call. Brown (1976) described an 

extremely well thought out divorce counseling program based 

on Bohannon's six stages of divorce. She recognized "the 

very rudimentary nature of divorce counseling" even at that 

time, however. Froiland and Hozman (1977), reflecting on 

their therapy experience with couples who were undergoing 

relationship disintegration, concluded that divorce could 

best be conceptualized as "the death of a relationship." 

They adopted Kubler-Ross' s model of loss due to death in 

their work. Their intervention program is rich in detail 

and includes suggestions for the use of rational emotive, 

psychodramatic, and assertiveness training techniques with 

clients. Wallerstein and Kelly (1977) created a program 

for families that is strongly preventive in its philosophy. 

Based in Marin County, California, the Children of Divorce 

Project draws heavily on crisis intervention theory and 



18 

advocates time-limited psychotherapy as the treatment of 

choice. The authors seem cognizant of the relevant stres

sors their families are likely to face. They describe how 

both adult and child must achieve complex changes in 

intimate relationships and self-concept, without the 

structural support and role assignments of the family 

system. 

The use of group techniques to facilitate adjust

ment to divorce began at approximately the same time that 

divorce counseling as a whole gained popularity and legiti

macy. Kessler (1976) can be credited with one of the first 

attempts to make use of the group format. She saw the 

unique contributions of the group as including the ability 

to provide people with a sense of belonging and identity; 

the provision of a place to ventilate the anger, frustra

tion, grief, and relief accompanying divorce; the opportu

ni ty to learn from others who have shared similar experi

ences; and the nonjudgmental acceptance of both the deci

sion to divorce and the need for time in adjusting. The 

format of the author's groups was partly didactic and 

partly unstructured. Bonkowski and Wanner-Westly (1979) 

ci ted many of the same properties as reasons for their 

selection of the group treatment format. In addition, they 

stressed the opportunity group members received to learn a 

variety of interpersonal skills: fair fighting, conflict 

resolution, and both verbal and nonverbal communication and 
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These authors used a format based on 

Transactional Analysis principles, in which group members 

establish workable contracts which the group must then 

approve. Shelton and Nix (1979) developed a comprehensive 

group treatment program which aimed at not only providing a 

support system and a forum for the discussion of 

divorce-related problems but also at dispensing information 

about such crucial resources as food stamps, legal aid, and 

vocational guidance. These clinicians were particularly 

interested in addressing the needs of women who had been 

married for a considerable length of time (15 years or 

more). They found this group to have by and large assumed 

traditional roles as wives and mothers. For these women 

the group provided a special opportunity to view themselves 

as capable of learning new skills and of independently 

engaging in problem solving and decision making. Prescott 

and Morris (1979) designed therapy groups for the separated 

and divorced which were intended to be highly 

"process-oriented." Although these groups typically dealt 

wi th such issues as loss of the marriage and anxieties 

about forming new relationships, they differed from most 

other intervention programs in the degree to which they 

were unstructured. Nonetheless, Prescott and Morris 

reported substantial gains for their clients and the almost 

unanimous expression of satisfaction with the experience. 



20 

Perhaps it is to be expected that well-controlled 

studies evaluating thE.~ effectiveness of intervention 

programs should lag behind the creation of such programs. 

Bloom, Hodges, and Caldwell (1982) attribute this lack of 

evaluation to the continued effects of the historical 

opposition to divorce counseling. Whatever the reason, 

most programs described in the literature are unaccompanied 

by data pertaining to their efficacy. The following 

studies present a complex, and often contradictory, picture 

of what is known empirically at this point about group 

intervention efforts. 

Fisher (1976) conducted divorce adjustment seminars 

aimed at meeting the social and emotional needs of people 

who were working through the divorce process. Using a 

randomly assigned no-treatment group for comparison, he 

placed experimental subjects in a ten-week, three-hour-per

week group experience. In contrast to the controls, those 

in the experimental group showed improvement in the follow

ing areas: self-esteem, acceptance of the divorce, disen

tanglement from the previous love relationship, rebuilding 

of a social network, and overall divorce adjustment. 

Kessler (1978) compared three groups: a structured group 

which included film-based discussions and skill building 

exercises in addition to open-ended group interaction, a 

completely unstructured group in which the leaders respond

ed to the concerns of individuals as they arose, and a 
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Findings from this 

posttest-only design, in which participants were randomly 

assigned to groups in order to compensate for not pretest

ing, showed members in both of the treatment groups to be 

significantly more successful 'than members of the control 

group in regaining their sense of confidence and 

self-mastery and in attaining emotional autonomy and a 

positive self-identity. The structured group was also more 

effective than the unstructured group of non-completers on 

measures of all of these constructs. Sal ts and Zongker 

(1983) attempted to replicate Kessler's work by comparing 

the effectiveness of structured and unstructured groups in 

enhancing self-concept and adjustment. They determined 

that while no differences existed between the two treatment 

groups, a "minimal contact" contrast group, and a casualty 

group of non-completers on measures of self-concept, those 

who participated in the structured group had higher post

test adjustment than the casualty group. Their work, then, 

does not give structured groups the unequivocal support 

they thought it might. Thiessen, Avery, and Joanning 

(1980) examined the effects of a group program in which 

communication skills training was a major component. 

Results indicated that the experimental group, relative to 

the control group, increased significantly in overall 

divorce adjustment and on one of two measures of self

esteem. The authors also reported that an anticipated 
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difference between the two groups in perceived social 

support was not found. 

Perhaps the best-controlled study reported in the 

literature -- and one with a distinctly preventive orienta

tion -- is the program developed by Bloom, Hodges, and 

Caldwell (1982) at the University of Colorado. Groups were 

designed to provide general emotional support and to assist 

in the building of some specific competencies identified as 

being of import to those undergoing marital disruption. 

The authors sought to provide a specific test of an impor-

. tant hypothesis in the area of primary prevention: that 

vulnerabili ty to psychological dysfunction can be reduced 

by increasing a person's skills in coping with stressful 

life events. Subjects in the experimental group were 

assigned a paraprofessional counselor, who provided emo

tional support and crisis intervention and served as the 

link between participants and the rest of the program (the 

study groups). Five specialized study groups were avail

able to experimental subjects on an as-needed basis, and 

focused on the following topics: career planning and 

employment, legal and financial issues, child-rearing and 

single-parenting problems, housing and homemaking issues, 

and socialization and self-esteem. The researchers em

ployed two classes of outcome measures in their study: 

initial and six-month area-specific problem scores designed 

to assess problem severity, and general measures of 
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psychological distress, maladj ustment, and symptomatology 

collected both before and after completion of the program. 

The results of this study were quite encouraging. 

Three of the four measures of general psychological adjust

ment showed significant control versus experimental differ

ences. Decreases in the general measures for experimental 

group participants represented reductions in such areas as 

fatigue, anxiety, nervousness, tenseness, weakness, and ill 

heal th and increases in the ability t.O cope and to carry 

out important life tasks. On the other hand, participation 

in program-focused study groups did not result in signifi

cant reductions in the severity of these problems. In 

short, improvement was general rather than specific. The 

nature of the improvement provided some significant support 

for the authors' primary prevention goals. The results 

were among those they had hoped to obtain in a program that 

attempted to reduce the incidence of diagnosable 

psychopathology by providing instruction in specific skill 

areas. 

In examining the empirical literature on group 

interventions for the divorced, several issues corne into 

focus. First, there is a clear shortage of well-controlled 

studies aimed at evaluating these interventions. As 

mentioned, this may be due to the relative recency of such 

programs. The fact remains, however, that divorce 
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adjustment groups are corning into existence at a rate which 

far outstrips our knowledge concerning their effectiveness. 

Second, comparing these studies presents some serious 

problems. Few of the studies are thorough in reporting the 

characteristics of their subjects; in one for example, no 

explanation is made for the fact that the sample is 100 

percent female. Given the impact of many subject variables 

on adjustment (e.g., length of separation), such reporting 

is crucial in assessing the successes and/or failures of 

particular programs. Procedures or formats for group 

treatment vary widely as well. In a few studies, such as 

the one by Bloom et ale (1982), group process is virtually 

ignored. Those groups that employ structured exercises 

vary as to the choice of skills deemed most important to 

teach. Perhaps the biggest problem centers on the lack of 

agreement about which assessment instruments to employ. 

For example, a number of self-esteem measures have been 

used, including the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (Fitts, 

1964) and the Self-Esteem scale of the Fisher Divorce 

Adjustment Scale (Fisher, 1978). The problem is more acute 

when it comes to measuring the complex construct referred 

to as "divorce adjustment." Bloom et al. (1982) resorted 

to creating a symptom checklist; others have employed 

relatively new instruments like the Fisher Divorce Adjust

ment Scale (Fisher, 1978) or the Postdivorce Problems and 

Stress Scale (Raschke, 1974), for which information about 
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validity is slow in accumulating. A third point of concern 

is that empirical evaluations of divorce adjustment groups 

have by and large ignored the ongoing community based 

programs which comprise the bulk of the programs available. 

Laboratory based interventions certainly offer researchers 

a number of advantages, but those groups which will con

tinue to provide services to clients in the future merit 

the attention of investigators as well. Finally, the 

empirical literature is noticeably lacking in evaluations 

of an important adaptation of the group format: the self

help group. There is a need to examine both the impact and 

effectiveness of such a popular form of the group modality, 

particularly because it is so often used in assisting 

individuals through the divorce adjustment process. A 

study of the Divorce Recovery program should serve to 

address many of the issues raised by the literature. 

Divorce Recovery 

As mentioned previously, Divorce Recovery of Tucson 

provides a range of services to the separated and divorced, 

among which is its Adult Support Group program. These 

ten-week, two-hour-per-session groups are described as 

"transition groups" which focus on the issues and problems 

arising from being in transition from one life state to 

another (Manual for Group Leaders, 1983). They are 
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structured to provide education, skill-building, and 

support to their members. As educational groups, they 

provide information about the divorce process and the 

emotional and practical issues surrounding it. As 

skill-building groups, they seek to teach members fundamen

tal skills such as empathy, self-disclosure, assertiveness, 

and problem solving through structured exercises. As 

support groups, the focus is on helping individuals to 

learn about themselves through the group relationship and 

process. 

An individual interested in participating in 

Divorce Recovery may find his or her way into the program 

in a number of ways: by obtaining information about it from 

the community's Information and Referral Service; through 

referral by an agency, therapist, or member of the clergy; 

or by attending a Divorce Recovery Community Education 

meeting and asking for information about groups at that 

time. The person's name is usually placed on a mailing 

list, and he or she is sent a letter regarding the time and 

place of the next available support group. Groups begin at 

the rate of one every two weeks. 

Co-leaders for the Divorce Recovery groups are 

almost always male-female pairs. One of the two is often a 

mental health practitioner from the community, and both 

have usually gone through a divorce. All facilitators are 

trained and supervised by the Divorce Recovery Training 
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committee. Training consists of five two-hour sessions and 

one half-day workshop in which education about the divorce 

process plays a key role. 

Purpose of the Study 

The paucity of outcome studies and the problems 

involved in comparing them have made it difficult to draw 

firm conclusions about the effectiveness of divorce adjust

ment groups. In addition, few, if any, studies have 

examined the community-based self-help group. The purposes 

of this study, therefore, are twofold. The first is to 

determine whether participation in a divorce self-help 

group facilitates the transition to a single lifestyle and 

promotes psychological adjustment during the divorce 

process. The second is tc address some of the methodologi

cal problems prominent in the literature. 

Formally stated, the study's first hypothesis is 

that participants in Divorce Recovery will make greater 

progress than a contrast group in coping with the specific 

emotional and interpersonal tasks posed by divorce. The 

experimenter also wishes to explore the predictive value of 

certain subject variables for the process of divorce 

adjustment, though he has no formal hypotheses to test. 

The second formal hypothesis is that members of Divorce 

Recovery will experience fewer general symptoms of psycho

logical distress than will a comparable group of divorced 
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indi viduals . Finally, the study seeks to determine the 

relationship between an established psychological instru

ment, the SCL-90-R, and an increasingly popular but rela

tively new one, the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale. It is 

hypothesized that a moderately strong negative correlation 

will exist between levels of symptomatology, as measured by 

the former, and adjustment to divorce, as measured by the 

latter. Such a result would serve to provide construct 

validation in a needed area. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

subjects 

Subjects in this study consisted of two groups of 

individuals. Those in the treatment condition were drawn 

from Pima County, Arizona residents who participated in 15 

Divorce Recovery groups conducted between June of 1984 and 

August of 1985. Individuals who attended these programs 

were with rare exceptions either physically separated from 

their spouses and considering divorce to be imminent or 

were legally divorced. At the first meeting of each group, 

a research assistant or group leader explained the nature 

and purpose of the research. Group members were given a 

choice about participating in the research by their group 

leader, but were strongly encouraged to do so. Almost all 

of the individuals who attended a first meeting chose to 

provide data. Of approximately 200 people who provided 

some form of initial, or pretest data to the researcher 

only 55 completed at least one of the posttest question

naires, and only 46 returned both of the assessment instru

ments. There were several reasons for this low rate of 

completion. Sample attrition was due in the first place to 

29 
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a dropout rate of perhaps 30 to 40 percent. Problems were 

also encountered because the researcher was unable to 

maintain close contact with group leaders; hence the low 

response rate of members who did complete groups was an 

issue that was not adequately addressed. Finally, some 

individuals simply chose not to fill out questionnaires, 

seeing this as an activity that was peripheral to their 

purpose in coming to Divorce Recovery. Table 1 profiles 

the 46 treatment group subjects from whom complete pretest 

and posttest data were obtained. 

The contrast group consisted of recently separated 

or divorced individuals residing primarily in Ventura 

County, California. This still highly agricultural area of 

600,000 residents immediately to the north of Los Angeles 

County was thought to provide a reasonably good match with 

Pima County, Arizona in terms of size and degree of urban

ization. Table 2 lists the characteristics of this sample. 

Subjects in the contrast group were recruited in one of two 

ways. Advertisements were placed in the classified sec

tions of several of the small community newspapers that 

serve the county. These notices offered to provide infor

mation about activities and services for the divorced and a 

fee of $10 in exchange for participation in a doctoral 

study. (See Appendix A for the complete text.) Interested 

persons contacted the experimenter by phone and were told 

that the selection criteria included being recently 



TABLE 1 

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF 
DIVORCE RECOVERY PARTICIPANTS 

Total 
Males 
Females 

Ethnicity 

Caucasian 
Hispanic 
Black 
Other 

Education 

Did not complete high school 
High school grad or G.E.D. 
Some college 
College graduate 
Graduate degree 

Religion 

Protestant 
Catholic 
Jewish 
Other 
Declined to state 

N 

46 
8 

38 

43 
3 
o 
o 

o 
8 

11 
15 
12 

21 
7 
4 
2 

12 

31 

Percent 

17.4 
82.6 

93.5 
6.5 

17.4 
23.9 
32.6 
26.1 

45.7 
15.2 

8.7 
4.3 

26.1 



TABLE 1, Continued 

Decision to Separate/Divorce 

My Decision 
Joint, Other's Decision 

Custody 

My Custody 
Other's, Joint, or 
Split Custody 

N Percent 

14 
32 

30.4 
69.6 

N Percent 

11 
14 

44.0 
56.0 

Note: 21 cases with missing data include subjects 
reporting no children and those indicating 
children are of legal age. 

Use of Therapy 

Used 
Not Used 

Length of Separation 
(in Months) 

Total 
Males 
Females 

-1L 

46 
8 

38 

N Percent 

38 
8 

Mean 

8.35 
5.25 
9.00 

82.6 
17.4 

Standard 
Deviation 

10.64 
4.37 

11.96 

32 



TABLE 2 

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF 
CONTRAST GROUP SUBJECTS 

Sex 

Total 
Males 
Females 

Ethnicity 

caucasian 
Hispanic 
Black 
Other 
Declined to 
state 

Education 

Did not complete high school 
High school grad or G.E.D. 
Some college 
College graduate 
Graduate degree 

Religion 

Protestant 
Catholic 
Jewish 
Other 
Declined to state 

N 

45 
13 
32 

39 
4 
1 
o 

1 

2 
3 

27 
6 
7 

20 
11 

2 
5 
7 

33 

Percent 

28.9 
71.1 

86.7 
8.9 
2.2 

2.2 

4.4 
6.7 

60.0 
13.3 
15.6 

44.4 
24.4 
4.4 

11.1 
15.6 



TABLE 2, Continued 

Decision to separate/Divorce 

My Decision 
Joint, Other's Decision 

Custody 

My Custody 
Other's, Joint, or 
Split Custody 

N Percent 

20 
25 

44.4 
55.6 

N Percent 

17 
10 

63.0 
37.0 

Note: 18 cases with missing data include subjects 
reporting no children and those indicating 
children are of legal age. 

Use of Therapy 

Used 
Not Used 

Length of Separation 
(in Months) 

Total 
Males 
Females 

N 

45 
13 
32 

N Percent 

28 
17 

Mean 

19.09 
14.31 
21. 03 

62.2 
37.8 

Standard 
Deviation 

16.24 
12.26 
17.86 

34 
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separated or divorced, residing in Ventura County, and not 

being currently enrolled in a divorce recovery or divorce 

adjustment program. Those who had been divorced (or 

separated) for a period of more than three years were 

rejected as subjects, as this formed the outside limit for 

almost all Divorce Recovery participants. A few residents 

of another small county, Santa Barbara, were also recruited 

through advertisements to participate in the study, in 

order to increase the size of the subject pool. A total of 

64 subjects was recruited through community newspapers, of 

whom 8 were from Santa Barbara County. 

An additional 22 subjects asked to join the con

trast group after reading an identical notice in the weekly 

newsletter of the researcher's internship facility, a large 

state psychiatric hospital. Newsletters are typically 

distributed to all wards and to all administrative, clini

cal, and support staff. Staff members who were interested 

in the study called to make inquiries. After initial phone 

contact was made, the researcher asked to meet with each 

person who satisfied the selection criteria, in order to 

distribute test materials. Requirements for eligibility 

were the same as those described above. 

Of the 86 subjects who met the selection require

ments and agreed to participate in the study, 65 completed 

a first set of materials; of these 65, all but 10 returned 

the posttest questionnaires 10 weeks later. Ten of the 55 
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contrast group subjects could ,not be included in the 

subsequent analyses: 2 were excluded because they had 

resumed their marriages and were no longer separated, 7 

were dropped because they had enrolled in divorce adjust

ment programs after beginning the study, and 1 person 

submitted data that could not be scored. The final con

trast group, then, consisted of 45 subjects, of whom 19 

were hospital employees. 

Instruments 

Four instruments were used to measure possible 

differences among group participants. They are described 

in the following sections. 

Entry Information Form 

This instrument was constructed by the researcher, 

and consists cf questions designed to elicit such basic 

demographic information as age, sex, level of education, 

ethnicity, and occupation. There are also several ques

tions aimed more directly at marriage and divorce, includ

ing those pertaining to current marital status, length of 

marriage, time since separation, number of children, and 

custody. The second half of the form solicits information 

regarding prior and current histories of help-seeking 

behavior, current life problems, and characteristics of the 

support network. Finally, information about past and 
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present socialization patterns and practices is requested. 

(Refer to Tables 1 and 2 for characteristics of the sam

ples; Appendix B contains the Entry Information Form.) 

Symptom Checklist-90-Revised (SCL-90-R) 

The SCL-90-R is a self-report inventory designed to 

measure symptoms of psychological distress (Derogatis, 

1975). The instrument describes distress in terms of nine 

primary symptom dimensions (e.g., depression, anxiety, 

paranoid ideation) and three global indices. The three 

global indices represent summary measures of psychological 

disorder, 

distress. 

including numbers of symptoms and intensity of 

On each of the 90 items of the test, subjects 

are asked to represent their distress on a discrete 5-point 

scale ranging from "not at all" (0) to "extremely" (4). 

High scores represent the presence of greater 

symptomatology. The test takes approximately ten minutes to 

complete. (Appendix C contains the SCL-90-R.) 

In terms of psychometric properties, the SCL-90-R 

has demonstrated high levels of both internal consistency 

and test-retest reliability. Derogatis (1977) reported 

coefficient alphas (a) between .77 and .90 for the 9 

primary symptom dimensions, and test-retest coefficients 

between .78 and .90. Edwards, Yarvis, Mueller, Zingale, 

and Wagman (1978) reported an overall coefficient alpha (a) 

of .95, and a series of test-retest coefficients for 
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differing time periods that fall between .81 and .94. 

Validation of the instrument has been approached in a 

considered fashion. Derogatis, Rickels, and Rock (1976) 

demonstrated very high convergent validity between the 

SCL-90-R and the MMPI using a sample of symptomatic volun

teers. Boleoucky and Horvath (1974) also demonstrated high 

convergent validity for the test using the Middlesex 

Hospital Questionnaire with a sample of normal nonpatients. 

In addition, the SCL-90-R has proven very sensitive to 

change in a broad variety of clinical and medical contexts 

(Derogatis, 1977). 

Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS) 

The Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (Fisher, 1978) 

is a self-report instrument designed to measure six impor

tant dimensions of the divorce adjustment process: feelings 

of self-worth, disentanglement from the love relationship, 

feelings of anger, symptoms of grief, social trust, and 

social self-worth. In addition, global divorce adjustment 

is measured. The test consists of 100 questions to which 

subjects respond with numbers ranging from 1 to 5, a 

response of 1 indicating "almost always" and 5 indicating 

"almost never." High scores indicate greater adjustment. 

See (Appendix D for a copy of the FDAS.) Fisher (1978) 

reported measures of internal consistency that vary between 

.87 and .95 for the scales, and an overall alpha (a) 
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coefficient of .98. He also demonstrated construct validi

ty for the FDAS by showing that scores (i.e., adjustment) 

increase with time since separation. 

Exit Information Form 

This instrument was constracted by the investiga

tor, and consists of questions aimed at certain key issues. 

It was designed to be administered only to member of the 

contrast group; 

cerning change 

specifically, it contains questions con

in marital status and participation in 

divorce recovery programs. In addition, brief inquiry is 

made into current help-seeking behavior and socialization 

patterns. (Appendix E contains the Exit Information Form.) 

Procedure 

A nonequivalent control group design with pretest 

and posttest was used in conducting the study. The use of 

nonequivalent contrast and treatment groups proved neces

sary because neither random assignment to groups nor 

matching before treatment was possible. As Cook and 

Campbell (1979) point out, however, this is the most 

frequently used design in social science research, and it 

is fortunately often interpretable. The interpretability 

of outcomes from the design depends in part on the particu

lar pattern of findings. Given the options available, the 
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nonequivalent control group design seemed best suited to 

the study. 

Treatment for the intervention group subjects 

consisted of participation in a Divorce Recovery adult 

support group. Groups lasted for a period of ten weeks and 

followed a format in which didactic presentations were 

combined with an ongoing support group. While group 

leaders were free to choose materials for their presenta

tions, their training encouraged them to address a selected 

set of issues relevant to the divorce process. Topics such 

as the emotional course of divorce, changing relationships 

with the ex-spouse and with children, and dating and 

sexuality were among those typically addressed by all 

leaders. During these presentations leaders not only 

provided information but encouraged members to share their 

experiences and to explore coping strategies. In fact, it 

was the researcher's experience that Divorce Recovery 

leaders took a strongly pragmatic approach in their work, 

and presentations were often geared toward helping members 

find useful ways of working through the divorce process. 

These structured presentations/discussions typically 

occupied half of the two-hour sessions. During the second 

hour the spontaneous needs of group members were dealt with 

in the support group. Leaders met with either the entire 

group or separated members into two or more small groups. 

At times, discussions centered on issues raised during the 
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first hour or on a topic suggested by group leaders, but 

the direction of this second hour was clearly determined by 

the members rather than the leaders. Group leaders typi

cally allowed the themes and feeling tone of the discussion 

to be determined by the needs of the members present. The 

result was that leaders might intervene to clarify a point, 

provide focus, or deal with a problem, but they rarely cast 

themselves in the role of anything more than a facilitator. 

The building of a cohesive support system, in which members 

felt free to express feelings -- rather than direct efforts 

at further education -- was the goal of the second half of 

the sessions. 

Divorce Recovery members who chose to participate 

in the study were given a subj ect 's consent, the Entry 

Information Form, and the SCL-90-R to fill out at the first 

meeting of the group, usually before the evening discussion 

began. Completion time for this set of materials was 

approximately 20 minutes. Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale 

(FDAS) questions and answer sheets were also distributed at 

this first session, but members were instructed to take 

horne this lengthiest of the questionnaires and to return it 

at the next session. At the ninth, or next to last, 

session of the group, FDAS questions and answer sheets were 

given to all those remaining in the group who had submitted 

pretest data. They were asked to take horne and complete 

the FDAS, and then to return it at the time of the last 
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meeting. At this final meeting the SCL-90-R was once again 

distributed, filled out, and collected. 

As to the contrast group members, no further 

intervention took place after the initial contact. Sub

jects in this group were often eager to talk. about their 

divorce experiences, and the researcher did not discourage 

this. However, the researcher attempted to act as a 

sympathetic listener only and to avoid giving advice, and 

he did not make follow-up contact with subj ects. There 

were a few cases in which people seemed to be quite deeply 

upset, and in such instances an explicit suggestion was 

made to contact an appropriate source of help (e.g., a 

shelter for battered women, a therapist). Beyond this, 

assistance was also offered in the form of an original, and 

then an updated, resource list, which was made available at 

the time subjects received initial and follow-up materials. 

These resource lists contained brief descriptions of, and 

ways to contact, various social service and mental health 

agencies, as well as information about support and special 

interest groups for the separated and divorced. (See 

Appendices F and G for the original and updated resource 

lists. ) 

Members of the contrast group whom the experimenter 

interviewed at the state hospital were given the resource 

list, subject's consent form, Entry Information Form, 

SCL-90-R, and Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale questions and 



answer sheet. 

43 

After the experimenter had explained the 

nature and purpose of the research and had answered ques

tions, subjects who agreed to participate in the study were 

asked to complete the subjects consent and SCL-90-R while 

the experimenter was present. They were given the other 

materials to complete on their own and were asked to return 

them to the experimenter within the following week. 

Nine weeks after the initial contact, subjects who 

had completed all pretest data were sent the FDAS questions 

and answer sheet, an Exit Information Form, and an updated 

resource list, and an appointment was made for a second 

meeting. At this second meeting, the FDAS and Exit forms 

were collected, and the SCL-90-R was once again given to 

subjects to fill out in the presence of the experimenter. 

The $10 payment was also distributed at this time. 

Contrast group subjects whom the experimenter did 

not see in person received both initial materials and 

second sets by mail. The initial packet consisted of a 

subject's consent, the first resource list, the Entry 

Information Form, and the FDAS questionnaire and answer 

sheet but not the SCL-90-R. Approximately nine weeks aft.er 

completing this data, an updated resource list, Exit 

Information Form, and FDAS questions and answer sheet were 

mailed to subjects. After receiving the second group of 

materials from a subject, the experimenter mailed a check 

for $10, unless payment had been explicitly declined. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

An evaluation of the Divorce Recovery intervention 

program is presented in two sections. The first section 

examines differences between groups in the amount of change 

from the time of pretest to the time of posttest. In the 

second section, those variables which best predict adjust

ment in the divorce process are examined. The final part 

of the cahpter presents data concerning the construct 

validity of the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale. 

Intervention-Contrast Group Comparisons 

Means and standard deviations for pretest and 

posttest scores on the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale 

(FDAS), by group and sex, are presented in Table 3. In 

this table, "Total" refers to the summary indicator of 

adjustment on the FDAS; Scale 1 measures feelings of self 

worth; Scale 2, disentanglement from the love relationship; 

Scale 3, feelings of anger; Scale 4, symptoms of grief; 

Scale 5, rebuilding of social trust; and Scale 6, social 

self worth. An inspection of Table 3 reveals that, as a 

rule, the contrast group began the study with pretest 

scores that were markedly higher than those of the 

44 
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TABLE 3 

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON 
THE FISHER DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT SCALE, BY GROUP AND SEX 

CONTRAST TREATMENT 
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 

(N=13 ) (N=32~ (N=8) (N=38) 

PRETEST TOTAL 388.15 361.81 334.50 328.05 
S.D. 56.72 78.10 76.72 70.09 

POSTTEST TOTAL 390.62 390.00 359.00 375.53 
S.D. 65.63 66.89 70.67 57.02 

PRETEST 1 98.92 91.19 81. 63 87.68 
S.D. 16.68 22.56 22.28 18.76 

POSTTEST 1 97.92 97.97 88.75 97.89 
S.D. 21. 69 19.78 16.39 17.13 

PRETEST 2 86.54 88.06 75.50 75.76 
S.D. 17.19 19.04 18.09 20.02 

POSTTEST 2 86.77 93.41 83.00 87.82 
S.D. 20.24 15.44 18.22 15.08 

PRETEST 3 41.54 36.97 36.38 33.29 
S.D. 9.70 12.64 8.57 10.58 

POSTTEST 3 42.54 40.94 41.88 38.61 
S.D. 9.44 11. 93 8.48 11.84 

PRETEST 4 95.54 87.19 83.13 78.82 
S.D. 14.14 21. 03 23.98 21.07 

POSTTEST 4 98.46 95.63 88.63 92 .03 
S.D. 16.50 16.28 22.78 15.89 

PRETEST 5 31.15 25.53 27.50 20.95 
S.D. 6.28 8.85 7.35 7.18 

POSTTEST 5 31. 08 27.47 25.63 24.39 
S.D. 4.65 10.17 6.86 7.35 

PRETEST 6 34.46 32.56 30.38 31. 84 
S.D. 5.80 6.62 7.13 6.23 

POSTTEST 6 33.85 34.59 31.13 34.79 
S.D. 6.72 6.52 7.04 4.55 
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treatment group. By the time of the posttest, differences 

between the groups had been dramatically reduced, though 

the contrast subjects generally continued to achieve higher 

scores (Table 3). There was also a trend for women in both 

groups to begin with lower scores than men, and to report 

larger gains from pretest to posttest. Finally, regardless 

of group, subj ects reported strong gains from pretest to 

posttest. Table 3 systematically presents these findings. 

In order to evaluate the impact of the Divorce 

Recovery program, an initial set of analyses of variance 

(ANOVAs) was performed on this data. In these ANOVAs I 

group, sex, and the group by sex interaction were utilized 

as independent variables. The dependent measure was the 

amount of change in scores from pretest to posttest for 

each scale and global index of the Fisher Divorce Adjust

ment Scale. Table 4 presents the results of these analyses 

of variance. 

As can be seen, there was a clear trend on four of 

the seven measures for the Divorce Recovery group to 

outgain the contrast group from pretest to posttest (Ta

ble 4). For the total score and Scales 1 and 3, treatment 

group subjects reported markedly greater gains in adjust

ment than did contrast group subjects, though these differ

ences were not large enough to be statistically significant 

(i.e., they fell in the .07 to .15 range of probability). 

On Scale 2, Disentanglement from the Love Relationship, 
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TABLE 4 

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FOR THE FISHER DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT 
SCALE, PRETEST TO POSTTEST CHANGE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE F 'df=lL87~ PROBABILITY 

TOTAL 
GROUP 2.71 .10 
SEX 3.76 .06 
GROUP BY SEX 0.01 .91 

SCALE 1 
GROUP 3.31 .07 
SEX 2.93 .09 
GROUP BY SEX 0.55 .46 

SCALE 2 
GROUP 4.26 .04* 
SEX 2.04 .16 
GROUP BY SEX 0.01 .93 

SCALE 3 
GROUP 2.08 .15 
SEX 0.47 .49 
GROUP BY SEX 0.60 .44 

SCALE 4 
GROUP 0.78 .38 
SEX 2.51 .12 
GROUP BY SEX 0.07 .79 

SCALE 5 
GROUP 0.01 .92 
SEX 6.24 .01* 
GROUP BY SEX 1.27 .26 

SCALE 6 
GROUP 0.73 .40 
SEX 3.28 .07 
GROUP BY SEX 0.03 .87 

* p < .05 
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differences in gains between the two groups were signifi

cant beyond the .05 level. These results provide strong 

evidence that Divorce Recovery is effective in promoting 

adjustment in the divorce process. While the data may 

yield statistically significant results for only one of the 

seven measures, trends in at least three other scales point 

to what might very well be clinically significant differ

ences between the groups in the amount of improvement. 

A rather striking finding to emerge from these 

ANOVAs is the importance of gender in determining amount of 

improvement. An examination of Table 4 indicates that, 

independent of group, women made greater progress in coping 

with the effects of divorce than did men. This is particu

larly interesting in light of the fact that women in the 

study almost invariably reported greater distress at the 

time of the pretest than did men (Table 3). Statistically, 

only Scale 5, Rebuilding of Social Trust, proved to be 

significant for the sex main effect; women recorded larger 

gains from pretest to posttest than did men. However, on 

Scales 1, 2, 4, and 6 and on the global index, women 

reported differences in gains that resulted in probabili

ties ranging from .06 to .16. Once again, while the data 

may only point to trends, there do appear to be noteworthy 

differences between the sexes in amount of improvement. 

Finally, it should be noted that no statistically 
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significant differences or trends were found in group by 

sex interactions. 

Results from the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale 

point to both clinically and statistically significant 

differences between groups in the amount of adjustment 

experienced. On the other hand, analyses of variance 

conducted with data from the Symptom Checklist-90-Revised 

(SCL-90-R) were more equivocal. Table 5 presents pretest 

and posttest means and standard deviations for each of the 

nine symptom dimensions and three global indices of the 

SCL-90-R, by group and sex. Scale I measures somatic 

symptomatology; Scale 2, the obsessive-compulsive di

mension; Scale 3, interpersonal sensitivity; Scale 4, 

depression; Scale 5, anxiety; Scale 6, hostility; Scale 7, 

phobic anxiety; Scale 8, paranoid ideation; and Scale 9, 

psychoticism. "GSI" refers to the Global Severity Index, a 

measure of the average severity of symptoms across all 90 

items. positive Symptom Total (PST) simply records the 

number of items to which subjects give non-zero responses. 

Positive Symptom Distress Index (PSDI) measures the average 

severity of those non-zero responses (Table 5). 

Just as they did on the Fisher Divorce Adjustment 

Scale, subjects in the contrast group scored better on 

SCL-90-R pretest measures than did those in the treatment 

group. That is, the contrast subjects reported fewer and 

less severe symptoms when initially tested, and their 
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TABLE 5 

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
ON THE SCL-90-R, BY GROUP AND SEX 

CONTRAST TREATMENT 
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 
(N=5~ (N=141 (N=8) (N=311 

PRETEST 1 .80 .55 .73 .70 
POSTTEST 1 .42 .32 .39 .34 
PRETEST S.D. .90 .66 .72 .72 
POSTTEST S.D. .48 .37 .27 .37 

PRETEST 2 1.16 1.04 1.80 1.49 
POSTTEST 2 .68 .68 1.45 .93 
PRETEST S.D. 1.01 .80 1.13 .98 
POSTTEST S.D. .70 .70 .81 .59 

PRETEST 3 1.11 1. 41 1. 72 1. 32 
POSTTEST 3 1.09 .82 1.19 .81 
PRETEST S.D. .81 1. 20 .88 .94 
POSTTEST S.D. 1.10 .62 .80 .68 

PRETEST 4 1. 31 1.41 1.93 1. 75 
POSTTEST 4 1. 08 .86 1.11 .94 
PRETEST S.D. .80 1.15 1. 23 1. 21 
POSTTEST S.D. .85 .79 .86 .67 

PRETEST 5 1.16 .93 1.41 1. 08 
POSTTEST 5 .64 .62 .84 .58 
PRETEST S.D. .80 .97 1. 06 .95 
POSTTEST S.D. .61 .61 .62 .54 

PRETEST 6 2.07 .99 1.40 .76 
POSTTEST 6 .73 .56 .69 .51 
PRETEST S.D. 2.73 .90 .81 .86 
POSTTEST S.D. .85 .71 .47 .69 
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TABLE 5, Continued 

CONTRAST TREATMENT 
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE 

(N=5) (N=14! {N=8~ (N=31~ 

PRETEST 7 .43 .39 .98 .61 
POSTTEST 7 .29 .21 .31 .18 
PRETEST S.D. .42 .40 .55 .84 
POSTTEST S.D. .37 .30 .28 .39 

PRETEST 8 .80 1.05 1.59 1.11 
POSTTEST 8 .63 .67 1. 21 .66 
PRETEST S.D. .77 1.10 .96 .99 
POSTTEST S.D. .78 .65 .87 .69 

PRETEST 9 .72 .61 1. 23 .85 
POSTTEST 9 .46 .48 .83 .43 
PRETEST S.D. .72 .55 1.08 .67 
POSTTEST S.D. .71 .44 .62 .52 

PRETEST G. S • 1. .93 .97 1. 44 1.13 
POSTTEST G.S.I. .70 .62 .90 .62 
PRETEST S.D. .58 .76 .84 .79 
POSTTEST S.D. .67 .48 .50 .47 

PRETEST P.S.T. 47.60 40.36 60.00 45.65 
POSTTEST P.S.T. 38.40 32.21 48.75 34.19 
PRETEST S.D. 32.53 20.82 23.03 19.63 
POSTTEST S.D. 27.81 18.64 21.19 16.87 

PRETEST P. S • D • 1. 1. 84 1. 91 2.01 2.03 
POSTTEST P.S.D.I. 1. 50 1. 52 1. 59 1.50 
PRETEST S.D. .39 .61 .65 .68 
POSTTEST S.D. .40 .41 .42 .52 
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scores on SCL-90-R scales and global indices were therefore 

generally lower (Table 5). Once again, however, those in 

the Divorce Recovery group tended to outgain those in the 

contrast group by the time of the posttest, though dif

ferences in amount of recovery were not as striking as on 

the FDAS. Unlike results from the first instrument, there 

were few notable differences between the sexes in levels of 

pretest or posttest distress. Finally, pretest-post test 

differences were once again quite strong regardless of 

group. 

Table 6 presents analyses of variance for each of 

the nine scales and three global indices of the SCL-90-R, 

by group and sex. The dependent measure in these ANOVAs is 

amount of change in symptomatic distress level from pretest 

to posttest, and the independent variables are group, sex, 

and the group by sex interaction (Table 6). The results 

from the ANOVAs are perhaps not as dramatic as might be 

expected. Although in most cases treatment group subjects 

outgained contrast group subjects in absolute numbers, only 

on Scale 7, Phobic Anxiety, did this result in a statisti

cally significant difference between groups. On Scales 4, 

6, and 9, and on the Global Severity Index, something of a 

trend might exist, as F-values fell in the .18 to .25 range 

of probability. (It should be noted, however, that the 

direction of the trend on Scale 6 was opposite to the one 

anticipated, with the contrast group outgaining the Divorce 
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TABLE 6 

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FOR THE SCL-90-R, 
PRETEST TO POSTTEST CHANGE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE F {df=lL54) PROBABILITY 

SCALE 1 
GROUP .05 .82 
SEX .11 .74 
GROUP X SEX .17 .68 

SCALE 2 
GROUP .02 .89 
SEX .03 .87 
GROUP X SEX .40 .53 

SCALE 3 
GROUP .61 .44 
SEX .99 .33 
GROUP X SEX 1.14 .29 

SCALE 4 
GROUP 1.84 .18 
SEX .22 .64 
GROUP X SEX .29 .59 

SCALE 5 
GROUP .21 .65 
SEX .26 .61 
GROUP X SEX .07 .80 

SCALE 6 
GROUP 1. 48 .23 
SEX 4.28 .04* 
GROUP X SEX .48 .49 

SCALE 7 
GROUP 4.63 .04* 
SEX .36 .55 
GROUP X SEX .62 .44 

SCALE 8 
GROUP .26 .61 
SEX .28 .60 
GROUP X SEX .07 .80 

SCALE 9 
GROUP 1.65 .20 
SEX .10 .75 
GROUP X SEX .19 .76 
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TABLE 6, Continued 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE F (df=lL54~ PROBABILITY 

GSI 
GROUP 1.36 .25 
SEX .05 .82 
GROUP X SEX .17 .68 

PST 
GROUP .32 .58 
SEX .01 .93 
GROUP X SEX .02 .90 

PSDI 
GROUP .33 .57 
SEX .17 .68 
GROUP X SEX .02 .88 

* p < .05 
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The other statistically significant 

difference found in Table 6, that between males and females 

on Scale 6, ran contrary to what had come before: males 

reported more improvement than females in the area of 

hostility. Taken as a whole, results from the SCL-90-R 

provided much milder support for the efficacy of Divorce 

Recovery than did those from the Fisher Divorce Adjustment 

Scale. While there were still absolute differences between 

the groups in the amount of symptom relief reported, 

evidence from the SCL-90-R suggests that the treatment 

variable had less of an impact on symptomatology than it 

did on the more direct kinds of divorce adjustment measured 

by the FDAS. 

The analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) presents a 

second means of examining intervention-contrast group 

differences. A principal reason for using the ANCOVA is 

that it permits post hoc statistical control over an 

independent variable (Hays, 1973). The ANCOVA does this by 

statistically separating the effect of an "extraneous" 

independent variable (the covariate) from the effects of 

those primary independent variables one wishes to study. 

In the process, a small amount of statistical power is 

relinquished; the covariate is treated as another indepen

dent variable, and one degree of freedom is lost. As a 

result of this separation, however, the value of the 
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dependent variable comes to reflect only the impact of 

those independent variables one wishes to study. 

In the current experiment the contrast group began 

the study with markedly higher pretest adjustment scores on 

the FDAS and significantly lower pretest distress scores on 

the SCL-90-R. The contrast group had also been separated 

for a significantly longer amount of time than the Divorce 

Recovery group (Tables 1 and 2). Therefore, in order to 

prevent differences in pretest scores from inadvertently 

influencing differences in posttest scores, an analysis of 

covariance, using pretest score as a covariate, was 

employed. Due to the possibility that length of time since 

separation would yield considerable differences in adjust

ment for the samples, a second covariate, length of time 

since separation, was also used to increase the statistical 

equivalence of the two groups. 

Table 7 presents the results of an ANCOVA performed 

with data from the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale. The 

independent variables again included group, sex, and the 

group by sex interaction, as well as the two covariates. 

Posttest score was the dependent measure. An additional 

source of variation found in Table 7, labeled "All 

Covariates," represents the joint action of the two 

covariates on the dependent measure. When an ANCOVA is 

performed, the amount of variability assigned to each 

covariate represents only its independent, exclusive 
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TABLE 7 

ANALYSES OF COVARIANCE FOR THE FISHER DIVORCE 
ADJUSTMENT SCALE, POSTTEST SCORE AS THE 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE, PRETEST SCORE 
AND LENGTH OF SEPARATION AS COVARIATES 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION DF F PROBABILITY 

TOTAL 
GROUP 1 0.62 .43 
SEX 1 2.08 .15 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.08 .78 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 1. 75 .19 
PRETEST SCORE 1 92.18 .0001* 
ALL COVARIATES 2 53.59 .0001* 

SCALE 1 
GROUP 1 1.81 .18 
SEX 1 2.53 .12 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.01 .91 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 1. 55 .22 
PRETEST SCORE 1 147.80 .0001* 
ALL COVARIATES 2 76.69 .0001* 

SCALE 2 
GROUP 1 1.53 .22 
SEX 1 2.42 .12 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.01 .91 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 2.64 .11 
PRETEST SCORE 1 81.08 .0001* 
ALL COVARIATES 2 51.30 .0001* 

SCALE 3 
GROUP 1 1. 51 .22 
SEX 1 0.00 .997 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.44 .51 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 1. 31 .26 
PRETEST SCORE 1 90.48 .0001* 
ALL COVARIATES 2 55.48 .0001* 

SCALE 4 
GROUP 1 0.03 .86 
SEX 1 0.79 .38 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.44 .51 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.60 .44 
PRETEST SCORE 1 51.18 .0001* 
ALL COVARIATES 2 28.45 .0001* 
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TABLE 7, Continued 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION DF F PROBABILITY 

SCALE 5 
GROUP 1 0.54 .47 
SEX 1 2.07 .15 
GROUP X SEX 1 1.23 .27 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.02 .89 
PRETEST SCORE 1 104.15 .0001* 
ALL COVARIATES 2 53.73 .0001* 

SCALE 6 
GROUP 1 0.17 .68 
SEX 1 3.30 .07 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.23 .63 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 1.19 .28 
PRETEST SCORE 1 54.09 .0001* 
ALL COVARIATES 2 29.73 .0001* 

Note: Error degrees of freedom = 85 for all analyses 

* p < .0001 
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effect. Whatever overlap (i.e., correlation) exists 

between the covariates in their effect on the dependent 

variable is accounted for in the category "All Covariates." 

An inspection of Table 7 reveals that when the 

effects of pretest score and length of separation were 

covaried out, there were no statistically significant 

differences between groups at posttest. In fact, when 

these results are compared to the previously conducted 

analyses of variance (Table 4), small losses in group 

differences are noted. Results from Scales 1, 2, and 3 can 

be said to represent trends in the data, with F-values 

producing probabilities that ranged from .18 to .22; but on 

the whole, when posttest scores were adjusted for pretest 

score and length of separation, no group differences were 

observed. 

Another way of examining this data exists. Hypo

thetical posttest scores can be generated which reflect 

corrections made for initial differences in pretest score 

and length of separation. Table 8 presents these adjusted 

mean posttest scores, by group and sex. It can be seen 

that differences in scores still exist between groups, and 

that, as a rule, subjects in the treatment group (particu

larly women) finish higher on FDAS measures than do those 

in the contrast group. 

enough, however, to 

results. 

These differences were not large 

produce statistically significant 
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TABLE 8 

ADJUSTED POSTTEST MEANS ON THE FISHER DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT 
SCALE, BY GROUP AND SEX 

CONTRAST 'I'REATMENT 

MALES FEMALES MALES FEMALES 

TOTAL SCORE 365.83 378.75 371. 86 390.77 

SCALE 1 91.31 96.29 95.78 100.09 

SCALE 2 83.78 88.54 87.80 91. 92 

SCALE 3 38.45 39.73 42.21 40.95 

SCALE 4 92.87 93.70 90.00 95.27 

SCALE 5 26.11 26.72 23.47 27.18 

SCALE 6 32.62 34.19 32.56 35.25 
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Results from the ANCOVA also indicated important 

differences between males and females in posttest adjust

ment (Table 7). Again, though, these differences were not 

quite large enough to yield statistically significant 

results. Probabilities for the total score and for Scales 

1, 2, 5, and 6 fell between .07 and .15, in all cases 

reflecting the fact that women obtained higher scores at 

posttest than did men. Table 8 makes these male-female 

differences even more apparent: within groups, women 

invariably reported better adjustment at posttest than did 

men, with the sole exception of the treatment group on 

Scale 3. In fact, gender differences were so strong that 

-- except again on Scale 3 -- women in the contrast group 

scored higher than did men in the treatment group. Statis

tical analysis, however, fell short of finding these sex 

differences significant. It should also be noted that 

there were no significant sex by group interactions, this 

because females in both groups consistently scored higher 

than males on the dependent measures. 

A rather surprising result of these ANCOVAs is that 

length of separation ("Months Separated") did not have as 

large an impact on scores as expected. Probabilities 

between .11 and .26 were recorded for the total score and 

for Scales 1, 2, and 3, indicating an important, but not a 

significant, influence for this variable on posttest scores 

(Table 7). One possible reason that these results were 
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obtained is that only the independent effect of this 

covariate was computed in the analyses. Because length of 

separation also correlated to varying degrees with pretest 

score, some of its impact was absorbed in the F-values 

assigned to "All Covariates." Length of separation consid

ered on its own, then, did not have nearly the effect on 

posttest scores that the other covariate, pretest score, 

did. For all seven of the dependent measures, pretest 

score was significant beyond the .0001 level. This points 

up an important phenomenon in the data: the effect of 

pretest score was greater in determining final adjustment 

than was either the group variable or length of time 

separated. Results from the ANOVA made many group differ

ences appear at least clinically significant. The ANCOVA 

reveals pretest score to be both partially responsible for 

those differences and a dominant variable in divorce 

adjustment. In short, those subjects who began the study 

with relatively good adjustment -- regardless of group or 

amount of time separated -- continued to improve at a rate 

that kept them ahead of those who began the study with 

relatively poor adjustment. Finally, the joint effect of 

length of separation and pretest score was also quite 

powerful. For the total score and for all scales, this 

source of variation was statistically significant beyond 

the .0001 level. 
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Table 9 presents the findings from an ANCOVA 

performed with data from the SCL-90-R. Again, pretest 

score on the SCL-90-R and length of separation were used as 

covariates, with score at posttest serving as the dependent 

measure. The independent variables consisted of group, 

sex, the group by sex interaction and the covariates, 

considered both separately and in their joint effect. As 

it had with data from the FDAS, the ANCOVA tended to show a 

weaker impact for the treatment variable on SCL-90-R 

posttest scores than did the ANOVA. Whereas results from 

the previously completed analysis of variance lent mild 

support to the effectiveness of Divorce Recovery in allevi

ating psychopathology (Table 6), the ANCOVA suggests that 

very few differences exist between groups in the rate at 

which symptomatic distress was dispelled. There were no 

statistically significant differences between groups on the 

nine SCL-90-R scales or the three global indices. On only 

two of the scales could any trend by detected. On Scale 2, 

the obsessive-compulsive dimension, the analysis of 

covariance produced a probability of .11; however, the 

direction of difference favored the contrast, and not the 

treatment group. On Scale 7, Phobic Anxiety, a probability 

of .16 was obtained. While it was the treatment group that 

recorded lower posttest distress scores on Scale 7, the 

ACNOVA still weakened what had been a statistically signif

icant difference in the analysis of variance (Table 6). 
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TABLE 9 

ANALYSES OF COVARIANCE FOR THE SCL-90-R 
POSTTEST SCORE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, 

PRETEST SCORE AND LENGTH OF SEPARATION AS COVARIATES 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION DF F PROBABILITY 

SCALE 1 
GROUP 1 0.04 .84 
SEX 1 0.54 .47 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.06 .81 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 1.84 .18 
PRETEST SCORE 1 20.63 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 10.82 .0001*** 

SCALE 2 
GROUP 1 2.69 .11 
SEX 1 1.10 .30 
GROUP X SEX 1 1.25 .27 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.15 .70 
PRETEST SCORE 1 24.02 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 12.29 .0001*** 

SCALE 3 
GROUP 1 0.37 .55 
SEX 1 1.18 .28 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.01 .91 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 1. 59 .21 
PRETEST SCORE 1 21.77 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 13.55 .0001*** 

SCALE 4 
GROUP 1 0.56 .46 
SEX 1 0.33 .57 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.04 .84 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.60 .44 
PRETEST SCORE 1 22.35 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 13.60 .0001*** 

SCALE 5 
GROUP 1 0.01 .98 
SEX 1 0.04 .85 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.54 .47 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.23 .63 
PRETEST SCORE 1 14.81 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 8.53 .0001*** 
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TABLE 9, Continued 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION DF F PROBABILITY 

SCALE 6 
GROUP 1 0.10 .76 
SEX 1 0.13 .72 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.14 .71 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.05 .83 
PRETEST SCORE 1 14.02 .001** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 7.37 .01* 

SCALE 7 
GROUP 1 2.00 .16 
SEX 1 0.02 .90 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.02 .89 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.45 .51 
PRETEST SCORE 1 29.19 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 15.41 .0001*** 

SCALE 8 
GROUP 1 0.22 .64 
SEX 1 0.88 .35 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.60 .44 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.10 .76 
PRETEST SCORE 1 26.23 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 13.84 .0001*** 

SCALE 9 
GROUP 1 0.16 .69 
SEX 1 0.10 .75 
GROUP X SEX 1 1.39 .24 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.28 .60 
PRETEST SCORE 1 50.76 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 27.15 .0001*** 

GSI 
GROUP 1 0.40 .40 
SEX 1 0.11 .75 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.11 .74 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.01 .99 
PRETEST SCORE 1 22.22 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 12.47 .0001*** 
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TABLE 9, Continued 

SOURCE OF 
VARIATION DF F PROBABILITY 

PST 
GROUP 1 0.08 .77 
SEX 1 0.76 .39 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.06 .81 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.06 .81 
PRETEST SCORE 1 34.39 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 18.77 .0001*** 

PSDI 
GROUP 1 0.01 .92 
SEX 1 0.59 .45 
GROUP X SEX 1 0.17 .69 
MONTHS SEPARATED 1 0.01 .92 
PRETEST SCORE 1 63.57 .0001*** 
ALL COVARIATES 2 33.10 .0001*** 

Note: Error degrees of freedom = 52 for all analyses 

* p < .01 
** p < .001 

*** p < .0001 
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Taken as a whole, little support could be found for the 

effect of the group variable on posttest distress levels. 

As in the previously performed SCL-90-R ANOVA, sex 

differences had little impact on scores in the analysis of 

covariance. Scale 6, Hostility, which had produced a 

statistically significant difference in the ANOVA, no 

longer did so. Group by sex interactions also produced no 

significant results. The effect of the covariates was 

similar to the one observed on the FDAS. Length of separa

tion did not have nearly the influence expected. Only on 

Scales 1 and 3 were any trends detected, with F-values 

generating probabilities of .18 and .21, respectively 

(Table 9). Pretest score once again had a very large 

effect on posttest distress scores, as did the joint effect 

of the two covariates; for all scales and general indices, 

probabilities that exceeded the .01 level (and usually the 

.0001 level) were recorded. In sum, initial level of 

symptomatic distress had more of an effect on posttest 

distress scores than did either group membership or any 

other independent variable. As was the case with the 

Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale, the analysis of covariance 

tended to dampen the effect of the group variable and to 

highlight the importance of pretest level of adjustment. 

Prediction of Divorce Adjustment 

In the second section of the analysis, a different 
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approach was taken to investigating the phenomenon of 

di vorce adj ustment. In the initial analyses, ANOVAs and 

ANCOVAs were performed in order to determine whether 

participation in a divorce recovery group affected adjust

ment to the divorce process. Analyses of variance and of 

covariance are designed to examine causal relationships, 

and to provide investigators with yes or no answers based 

on tests of significance; in the present study it was 

determined that group membership could not be said to 

unequi vocally affect recovery. Other questions about the 

divorce adjustment process remain, however, which are best 

answered in other than yes or no terms. Multiple regres

sion, a correlational technique, was used in order to 

assess the impact of a number of variables on both pretest 

and posttest adjustment levels. The results of three such 

mul tiple regressions are described in the following sec

tions. 

A review of the literature suggested that certain 

demographic and divorce related variables are important in 

determining an individual's first response to the divorce 

process. Among the variables most frequently investigated 

are sex, age, length of marriage, length of time separated, 

initiation of the decision to divorce, and custody of 

children. Information about these six variables was 
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obtained from all subjects, insofar as was possible, as was 

information concerning a seventh variable, use of psycho

therapy, whose effect the investigator also wished to 

examine. Tables 1 and 2 presented data on these variables 

for the treatment and contrast groups, respectively. 

Table 10 presents means and standard deviations for these 

seven variables from a subsample of 27 subjects. This 

subsample consisted of individuals from either the contrast 

or treatment group who satisfied two conditions: subjects 

had to provide complete information on all demographic and 

divorce-related variables listed on the Entry question

naire, including the aforementioned seven, and subjects had 

to complete both the pretest SCL-90-R and the pretest FDAS. 

Only 27 subjects met both conditions. Data from these 27 

individuals were then used in a multiple regression analy

sis in which age, sex, length of marriage, length of 

separation, initiation of the divorce decision, custody of 

children, and use of therapy were examined for their 

contributions to pretest scores on the FDAS. Table 11 

presents a summary of the results from this stepwise 

multiple regression. 

An inspection of Table 11 reveals that two vari

ables stood out as predictors of pretest levels of adjust

ment: age and the decision to divorce. For the Total and 

for Scales 1, 4, and 6, age accounted for a statistically 

significant amount of the variance in pretest scores, with 
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TABLE 10 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES USED 
TO PREDICT FDAS PRETEST SCORES 

VARIABLE MEAN 

AGE 37.63 

SEX 0.74 

MONTHS MARRIED 138.44 

MONTHS SEPARATED 10.63 

DECISION TO DIVORCE 0.52 

CUSTODY 0.44 

USE OF THERAPY 0.81 

Note: For Sex, Male = 0, Female = 1 
For Decision to Divorce, Mine = 0, Joint 
or Other = 1 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

6.29 

0.45 

89.12 

9.99 

0.51 

0.51 

0.40 

For Custody, Mine = 0, Joint, Other, or Split = 1 
For Use of Therapy, Not Used = 0, Used = 1 



TABLE 11 

SUMMARY OF A STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION, 
FDAS PRETEST SCORE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

STEP MULTIPLE MULTIPLE INCREASE F-
VARIABLE NUMBER r r 2 IN r2 TO-ENTER 

TOTAL SCORE 
Decision to 

Divorce 1 0.52 0.27 0.27 9.09** 
Age 2 0.63 0.40 0.13 5.18* 

SCALE 1 
Age 1 0.40 0.16 0.16 4.89* 

SCALE 2 
Decision to 

Divorce 1 0.61 0.37 0.37 14.74** 
Use of 

Therapy 2 0.71 0.51 0.14 6.82** 
Custody 3 0.78 0.60 0.09 5.37** 

SCALE 3 
Decision to 
Divorce 1 0.44 0.19 0.19 5.95* 

SCALE 4 
Age 1 0.48 0.23 0.23 7.59** 
Decision to 

Divorce 2 0.60 0.36 0.13 4.98* 

....,J 
1-1 



TABLE 11, ~ontinued 

STEP MULTIPLE MULTIPLE 
VARIABLE NUMBER r r2 

SCALE 5 
Decision to 

Divorce 1 0.46 0.21 

SCALE 6 
Age 1 0.46 0.21 
Decision to 

Divorce 2 0.60 0.36 

INCREASE F-
IN r2 TO-ENTER 

0.21 6.78* 

0.21 6.57** 

0.16 5.89** 

* p < .05 
** p < .01 

-...J 
IV 
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increases in r2 (i.e., percent of variance) ranging from 

.13 to .23. On the Total and on all other measures except 

Scale 1, initiation of the decision to divorce was a 

statistically significant predictor of pretest levels of 

adjustment, accounting for 13 to 37 percent of the vari

ance. The importance of age as a variable is particularly 

interesting, inasmuch as it is older subjects who, on all 

four measures, report greater initial adjustment to the 

divorce process. These findings clearly run counter to 

other results reported in the literature. As to the second 

variable, subjects who reported initiating the separation 

or divorce process -- as opposed to having been part of a 

joint decision or having the spouse initiate -- recorded 

higher pretest scores on all six significant measures. 

These findings stand in agreement with previous studies. 

On only one measure, Scale 2, were any of the other five 

variables significantly predictive of initial levels of 

adjustment. On that scale, the combination of using 

therapy, having custody of the children, and initiating the 

divorce decision accounted for approximately 60 percent of 

the variance in the dependent measure (Table 11). This 

figure represents the maximum obtained percent of variance 

for the seven dependent measures, the other six falling 

between 16 and 40 percent. In sum, initiation of the 

decision to separate or divorce and increasing age proved 

to be consistent and moderately sized predictors of pretest 
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levels of adjustment. None of the other five variables 

served to significantly add to the percent of variance 

accounted for in the dependent measures, with the exception 

of use of therapy and custody on Scale 2. 

The second multiple regression analysis that was 

performed took the same seven variables and examined their 

effect on FDAS posttest adjustment levels. Table 12 

presents means and standard deviations for these seven 

variables for a second subsample of 52 subjects. This 

subsample was composed of the full sample of 91 contrast 

and treatment group subjects, less 39 who did not provide 

usable data concerning custody. A majority of the 39 had 

children of legal age, while the others reported having no 

children. It should be noted that groups were collapsed 

for the regression because of the relatively weak effect of 

the treatment variable on posttest scores. 

Table 13 presents a summary of the results from 

this analysis. Once again, initiation of the decision to 

divorce was the outstanding predictor of adjustment from 

among the group of variables tested. It was significantly 

related to outcome on all measures except Scales 4 and 6. 

(On the latter, none of the seven variables tested proved 

significant.) In each case, subjects who initiated the 

separation or divorce process scored higher at posttest 

than did those who were part of a joint decision or whose 

spouses initiated the decision. The amount of variance 
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TABLE 12 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES USED 
IN PREDICTING FDAS POSTTEST SCORES 

VARIABLE MEAN 

AGE 36.63 

SEX 0.75 

MONTHS MARRIED 133.23 

MONTHS SEPARATED 13.29 

DECISION TO DIVORCE 0.58 

CUSTODY 0.46 

USE OF THERAPY 0.71 

Note: For Sex, Male = 0, Female = 1 
For Decision to Divorce, Mine = 0, Joint 
or Other = 1 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

7.02 

0.44 

88.70 

12.61 

0.50 

0.50 

0.46 

For Custody, Mine = 0, Joint, Other, or Split = 1 
For Use of Therapy, Not Used = 0, Used = 1 



TABLE 13 

SUMMARY OF A STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION, 
FDAS POSTTEST SCORE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

STEP MULTIPLE MULTIPLE INCREASE 
VARIABLE NUMBER r r2 IN r 2 

TOTAL SCORE 
Decision to 

Divorce 1 0.36 0.13 0.13 
Months 

Separated 2 0.45 0.20 0.07 

SCALE 1 
Decision to 

Divorce 1 0.36 0.13 0.13 

SCALE 2 
Months 

Separated 1 0.41 0.17 0.17 
Decision to 

Divorce 2 0.54 0.29 0.12 

SCALE 3 
Decision to 

Divorce 1 0.31 0.10 0.10 

SCALE 4 
Age 1 0.28 0.08 0.08 

F-
TO-ENTER 

7.66** 

4.04* 

7.52** 

10.39** 

8.51** 

5.48** 

4.39* 

-:J 
m 



TABLE 13, Continued 

STEP MULTIPLE MULTIPLE 
VARIABLE NUMBER r rZ 

SCALE 5 
Decision to 

Divorce 1 0.31 0.10 
Sex 2 0.42 O.la 

SCALE 6 
No Significant Variables 

INCREASE F-
IN rZ TO-ENTER 

0.10 5.58** 
0.08 4.69* 

* p < .05 
** p < .01 

-....J 
-....J 
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accounted for in the five dependent measures ranged from 10 

to 13 percent. Length of separation also appeared on more 

than one scale as a predictor of adjustment at posttest 

(Table 13). For the Total score and on Scale 2, this 

variable accounted for seven and seventeen percent of the 

variance in the dependent measure, respectively. Finally, 

age and sex appeared once each as significant predictors of 

adjustment, the former on Scale 4 and the latter on 

Scale 5. In both cases, use of the predictor variable 

increased the multiple r-squared figure by eight percent. 

Initiating the decision to separate or divorce 

appears on first inspection to be a consistent predictor of 

adjustment at the time of posttest. The amount of variance 

that this factor (and others) can account for is rather 

limited, however; the largest total r-squared achieved was 

.29, and most figures fell in the teens. One way of 

shedding some light on these relatively weak results is to 

return to an analysis of covariance conducted previously 

(Table 7). In this ANCOVA, the effect of such variables as 

group, sex, and length of separation on posttest scores was 

quite small compared to the impact of pretest scores. When 

pretest score is included among the group of predictor 

variables used in a regression equation, the results are 

quite similar to those obtained in the ANCOVA. Table 14 

presents a summary of a multiple regression identical to 



TOTAL SCORE 

SCALE 1 

SCALE 2 

SCALE 3 

SCALE 4 

TABLE 14 

SUMMARY OF A STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION, 
FDAS POSTTEST SCORE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE, 

PRETEST SCORE INCLUDED AS A PREDICTOR 

STEP MULTIPLE MULTIPLE INCREASE F-
VARIABLE NUMBER r r2 IN r 2 TO-ENTER 

Pretest 
Score 1 0.81 0.66 0.66 96.53** 

Pretest 
Score 1 0.83 0.70 0.70 114.81** 

Pretest 
Score 1 0.78 0.60 0.60 76.55** 

Pretest 
Score 1 0.78 0.60 0.60 76.25** 

Pretest 
Score 1 0.73 0.53 0.53 55.85** 

Decision to 
Divorce 2 0.76 0.57 0.04 5.11** 

~ 
1.0 



STEP 
VARIABLE NUMBER 

SCALE 5 
Pretest 

Score 1 

SCALE 6 
Pretest 

Score 1 

TABLE 14, continued 

MULTIPLE MULTIPLE INCREASE F-
r r 2 IN r 2 TO-ENTER 

0.82 0.67 0.67 102.25** 

0.70 0.48 0.48 46.91** 

** p < .01 

00 
o 
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t.he previous one except for the inclusion of pretest scores 

in the regression equations. 

Table 14 reveals that pretest score was an out

standing predictor of posttest adjustment for all seven 

dependent measures. This variable accounted for as much as 

70 percent of the variance in one case (Scale 1), and 

generally produced figures in the 60 percent range. These 

are extremely large values for regression analyses, and 

indicate, as they did in the previously mentioned ANCOVA, 

that initial level of adjustment is a singularly important 

determinant of final adjustment level. It should be noted 

that, except for initiation of the decision to divorce on 

Scale 4, no other variable was significantly predictive of 

posttest scores. This is a different picture than the one 

presented by the previous regression analysis, in which 

initiation of the decision to divorce and, to a lesser 

extent, length of time separated, served as small but 

significant predictors of posttest adjustment (Table 13). 

The explanation lies in the fact that pretest scores covary 

with both initiation of decision and length of separation; 

when pretest scores are entered first in a stepwise regres

sion equation, only the independent variance left to the 

other variables is available for entry. In the case of the 

second examination of posttest predictors, this remaining 

variance was too small to allow other variables to signifi-

cantly increase the value of the multiple r2. In short, 
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the impact of pretest scores on posttest adjustment over

whelmed the effect of all other variables. Just as it did 

in the ANCOVAs, this variable dominated regression analyses 

aimed at understanding the sources of divorce adjustment. 

construct Validity of the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale 

One of the chief difficulties in divorce research 

centers on the fact that studies of intervention programs 

h,3.ve rarely employed a single, well established, and 

comprehensive instrument. Assessing and comparing the 

effectiveness of such interventions has therefore proven to 

be problematic. The present study sought to address this 

issue by gathering data concerning the validity of the 

Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS). The method of 

validation involved concurrently testing subjects with the 

FDAS and the SCL-90-R. The first instrument, while care

fully designed to assess the full range of constructs 

thought to be important in the divorce adjustment process, 

has yet to achieve widespread use or recognition. The 

latter is a highly regarded and carefully tested measure of 

psychological distress. It was hypothesized that a moder

ately strong negative correlation would obtain between 

level of adjustment and degree of symptomatology. 

The sample employed in comparing the two instru

ments was again composed of that subset of subjects used in 

the study's initial regression analysis. This subsample 
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consisted of individuals from either treatment condition 

who completed both the pretest and posttest SCL-90-R and 

who also provided usable data on all demographic and 

divorce-related variables. Since the former provision 

excluded 33 subjects and the latter an additional 31, those 

making up the subsample totaled 27. Two matrices were 

created from the scores of these individuals. Table 15 

presents correlations between the pretest FDAS and pretest 

SCL-90-R for the subsample, while Table 16 does the same 

for posttest scores on the two instruments. 

The results supported the hypothesis that levels of 

adjustment to divorce and measures of psychological 

symptomatology would, to a moderately strong degree, 

correlate in a negative fashion (Tables 15 and 16). 

Without exception, all correlations computed were negative. 

As a rule, correlations between scales or totals of the 

FDAS and scales or global indices of the SCL-90-R fell in 

the -.40 to -.60 range, with the average of all correla

tions for the pretest being -.52 and, for the posttest, 

-.54. 

Certain scales and global measures from the FDAS 

were more strongly correlated with the scales and indices 

of the SCL-90-R than others. On the pretest, Self-Worth, 

Symptoms of Grief, Social Self-Worth and the Total all 

correlated at the -.55 level or better with the scales and 

global indices of the SCL-90-R, using an average of the 12 
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TABLE 15 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE FDAS AND SCL-90-R, PRETEST LEVELS 

F TOTAL F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 

SCL 1 -.42 -.33 -.18 -.33 -.56 -.30 -.51 

SCL 2 -.66 -.67 -.28 -.56 -.71 -.51 -.69 

SCL 3 -.55 -.57 -.28 -.36 -.58 -.45 -.64 

SCL 4 -.68 -.69 -.37 -.43 -.74 -.55 -.73 

SCL 5 -.67 -.65 -.35 -.50 -.74 -.46 -.67 

SCL 6 -.42 -.40 -.10 -.42 -.46 -.45 -.42 

SCL 7 -.62 -.48 -.41 -.44 -.70 -.46 -.73 

SCL 8 -.44 -.38 -.23 -.39 -.42 -.45 -.49 

SCL 9 -.66 -.58 -.35 -.53 -.71 -.56 -.70 

SCL GSI -.70 -.65 -.36 -.52 -.77 -.54 -.75 

SCL PST -.64 -.65 -.38 -.36 -.68 -.50 -.63 

SCL PSDI -.56 -.49 -.21 -.58 -.62 -.48 -.62 

Mean r -.59 -.55 -.29 -.45 -.64 -.48 -.63 
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TABLE 16 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE FDAS AND SCL-90-R, POSTTEST LEVELS 

F TOTAL F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 

SCL 1 -.51 -.53 -.33 -.11 -.51 -.43 -.61 

SCL 2 -.43 -.31 -.20 -.37 -.44 -.56 -.41 

SCL 3 -.66 -.63 -.45 -.32 -.66 -.48 -.66 

SCL 4 -.82 -.79 -.47 -.53 -.84 -.65 -.63 

SCL 5 -.61 -.52 -.33 -.47 -.61 -.68 -.46 

SCL 6 -.66 -.56 -.40 -.59 -.61 -.62 -.56 

SCL 7 -.58 -.51 -.49 -.18 -.56 -.48 -.65 

SCL 8 -.65 -.57 -.40 -.31 -.64 -.79 -.58 

SCL 9 -.75 -.70 -.46 -.46 -.73 -.74 -.62 

SCL GSI -.77 -.71 -.48 -.48 -.77 -.71 -.67 

SCL PST -.73 -.70 -.47 -.32 -.72 -.67 -.70 

SCL PSDI -.43 -.32 -.20 -.46 -.45 -.45 -.28 

Mean r -.63 -.57 -.39 -.38 -.63 -.61 -.57 

------~~-
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correlations computed for each FDAS measure (Table 15). 

These same measures, along with Scale 5, Social Trust, 

correlated on the posttest at the -.57 level or higher with 

scales and indices of the SCL-90-R (Table 16). Notably low 

results included mean correlations of -.29 and -.39 on the 

pretest and posttest, respectively, for Scale 2, Disentan

glement from the Love Relationship. Taken as a whole, 

these correlations serve as substantial support for the 

validity of the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale. 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

This study was conducted in order to test three 

primary hypotheses. In general, the resul ts provided a 

moderate degree of support for the first hypothesis, that 

participation in a divorce self-help group would lead to an 

acceleration of the divorce adjustment process. Stat

istical analysis failed, by and large, to confirm the 

study's second hypothesis, that membership in a divorce 

adjustment group would result in comparatively lower levels 

of psychological symptomatology during a time of increased 

stress. The third hypothesis predicted that a moderately 

strong negative correlation would obtain between degree of 

distress, as measured by the SCL-90-R, and progress in 

adjustment, as measured by the FDAS; such was the case. In 

the sections that follow, results pertaining to these three 

main hypotheses are discussed. In a second section, 

findings that are not as central to the study yet nonethe

less of some note are examined. The chapter concludes with 

discussion of the study's internal and external validity 

and with recommendations for future investigations. 

87 
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Primary Hypotheses 

The study's first hypothesis posited that partici

pa tion in a divorce adj ustment group, Di vorce Recovery, 

would promote a more rapid adjustment to divorce than would 

have occurred without such participation. Two distinct 

statistical techniques were used in testing this hypothe

sis: th~ analysis of variance and the analysis of 

covariance. While the answers these tests provided are 

somewhat different, they agree sufficiently to permit the 

following conclusions to be drawn. First, it cannot be 

said unequivocally that participation in Divorce Recovery 

groups leads to greater adjustment. It seems fair to say, 

however, that there are trends in the data, and that these 

trends point to the usefulness of Divorce Recovery for its 

members in some important areas of adjustment. Results 

from the analysis of variance indicate that Divorce Recov

ery members made significantly greater progress in disen

tangling from their spouses emotionally and socially than 

did members of the contrast group. On two other dimensions 

of adjustment, feelings of self-worth and feelings of 

anger, as well as on the total score, the treatment group 

outperformed the contrast. Although these differences were 

not quite statistically significant, their clinical signi

ficance cannot be discounted. Considering results from a 

more stringent statistical procedure, the analysis of 

covariance, makes it probable that only trends in the data 
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are present for those scales and indices mentioned above, 

and that the strength of the results from the ANOVAs is due 

in some measure to initial differences between groups in 

pretest adjustment and length of separation. Taken togeth

er, the statistical analyses provide moderate support for 

the study's first hypothesis. 

It is interesting to contrast the areas in which 

Divorce Recovery seems to have facilitated adjustment \-lith 

those in which it had little effect. Participation in 

Divorce Recovery groups appears to promote a breaking away 

from the former partner and an acceptance of oneself as a 

single person. Items on Scale 2, Disentanglement from the 

Love Relationship, typically concern how emotionally 

attached a person remains both to the marriage and to the 

ex-spouse. Divorce Recovery groups, then, aid in the 

process of establishing a new, independent identity. Being 

able to express and dispel one's anger toward the former 

partner is also facilitated by groups, and would seem to be 

instrumental in the separation process. Scale 3, Feelings 

of Anger, measures the ability to accept, and then move 

beyond, the need for such things as blame or revenge. 

Finally, Divorce Recovery appears to promote feelings of 

self-worth, a phenomenon which can be viewed as more 

broadly based self-acceptance than is denoted by the 

acceptance of oneself as a single person. Taken together, 

significant results or trends on Scales 1, 2, and 3 
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represent an increased ability to resolve an important 

negative emotion and the return of positive feelings about 

one's role and oneself. 

In contrast to those areas in which Divorce Recov

ery members make noticeably greater improvement, program 

participants report no relative advantage in the sphere of 

what might be called social adjustment. That is, the 

scales on which treatment group members report no greater 

progress than their counterparts include Scale 5, Rebuild

ing of Social Trust, and Scale 6, Social Self Worth. Items 

on these scales reflect a person's degree of comfort with 

dating and intimacy and his or her success in rebuilding a 

social network. The other scale on which there is no 

significant group difference is Scale 4, Symptoms of Grief; 

items typically reflect symptoms of depression but also 

concern feelings of loneliness, alienation, and fear. 

Comparing the scales on the FDAS that point to the 

effectiveness of Divorce Recovery with those that indicate 

no treatment effect provides for an extremely interesting 

look not only at Divorce Recovery but at the process or 

chronology of divorce adjustment as well. On the whole, 

the results seem to indicate that the Divorce Recovery 

program facilitates the intrapersonal, rather than the 

social, processes of adjustment. It helps its members to 

define or identify themselves as single and to reestablish 

a generally positive sense of self. What it does not 
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appear to accelerate is a readiness to test the "social 

waters." 

It is not clear why Divorce Recovery achieves this 

kind of success. It may be the case that the Divorce 

Recovery curriculum is particularly well suited to facili

tating certain kinds of changes. The argument could 

certainly be made that providing individuals with informa

tion about what to expect in the divorce process aids in 

mastery of the process and, consequently, enhances self-es

teem. It is also the experience of the author that Divorce 

Recovery groups implicitly sanction members' new status as 

single individuals. These same support groups may provide 

a particularly good forum for expressing feelings of anger, 

but may still be difficult places in which to grieve. 

Whatever the causative agents, however, the pattern of 

results has intriguing implications for a theory of divorce 

adjustment. While those who write descriptively about 

divorce have not been universal in their opinion, there has 

been a consensus that disentanglement from the marriage and 

the development of a new identity as a single person are 

the concluding steps in adjustment. Data from the Divorce 

Recovery program suggest something quite different: coming 

to terms with the dissolution of the partnership and 

acceptance of oneself as an independent person may be the 

most pressing problems in the early stages of divorce. If 

this is the case, intervention efforts should be aimed at 
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these issues from the start. While the pattern of results 

generally supports previous notions about the early emer

gence of anger and the relatively late emergence of social 

and interactional needs, the current findings concerning 

separation and identity may cast a somewhat different light 

on ideas about the divorce adjustment process. 

The evidence in support of Hypothesis 2, that 

participation in Divorce Recovery would lead to decreases 

in psychological symptomatology, was weak in nature. While 

the Divorce Recovery group generally outperformed the 

contrast group in terms of absolute gains, the analysis of 

variance indicated that only in the realm of phobic anxiety 

was there a statistically significant difference favoring 

the treatment group. Mild trends in support of the treat

ment group were also present for the symptom dimensions of 

depression and psychoticism, as well as for one of the 

global measures. Once again, the ANCOVAs tended to narrow 

treatment group statistical advantages. Only on Scale 2, 

the obsessive-compulsive dimension, and on Scale 7, Phobic 

Anxiety, could even weak trends favoring this group be 

detected. In sum, the results obtained with both methods 

of statistical analysis do not provide much more than the 

mildest support for Hypothesis 2. 

The nature of the improvement experienced by 

Divorce Recovery members -- that is, improvement that was 

specific to divorce rather than general -- provides further 
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data on an issue that researchers have been interested in 

for some time. Investigators in the area of primary 

prevention have attempted to determine whether the training 

of specific competencies renders individuals less vulnera

ble to stress and more resistant to psychological 

dysfunction. In relation to divorce, Bloom et ale (1982), 

for example, reported that subjects participating in 

skill-based study groups (e.g., single-parenting problems, 

resocialization) experienced less 

depression than controls; their 

however, result in decreases in 

divorce-related problems. In the 

study, the opposite effect seems 

fatigue, anxiety, and 

participation did not, 

the severity of their 

case of the present 

to have taken place. 

Di vorce Recovery participants adj usted more quickly than 

expected in a number of areas that are specific to the 

divorce process. Concomitant gains in general psychologi

cal adjustment and resistance to symptomatology did not 

take place, however. In short, the results do not appear 

to support one of the current aims of work in the area of 

primary prevention. It is not known whether modifications 

could be made in the Divorce Recovery curriculum to achieve 

a more comprehensive effect, or whether such changes would 

be desirable. It may be that should clinicians wish to 

"inoculate" clients against the broader psychological 

effects of divorce, they will have to take other steps to 

do so. In addition to a divorce recovery support group, 
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practitioners may wish to recommend short-term therapy for 

their clients. 

The third hypothesis in the study concerned the 

statistical relationship between an established psychologi

cal instrument, the SCL-90-R, and a new, comprehensive, 

though largely untested one, the FDAS. It was predicted 

that moderately high negative correlations would obtain 

between the two instruments, thus providing support for the 

validity of the FDAS. Such was the case. Of fourteen mean 

correlations computed, eleven fell in the -.45 to -.64 

range; the other three were all negative, and only slightly 

lower in value (Tables 15 and 16). This is precisely the 

kind of result one would hope to see in an attempt to 

establish construct validity for a new instrument. In her 

discussion of construct validity, Anastasi (1976) states 

that the preferred result in a comparison of new and older 

tests is a moderately high, but not too high, correlation. 

If the two tests correlate too highly, then the new test 

simply represents a duplication of the older one. If the 

new test correlates too weakly, then there is insufficient 

evidence that it measures a similar general area of behav

ior. The construct "divorce adjustment," then, appears to 

tap areas of behavior that are related to, though not 

identical with, the ones referred to by such constructs as 

"psychological distress" and "symptomatology." 
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The FDAS scales which correlated most strongly and 

consistently with the SCL-90-R include Self-Worth, Social 

Self-Worth, and Symptoms of Grief. Items on the first two 

scales reflect level of self-esteem, feelings of social 

ease and re la tednes s , and conf idence in one's abi li ty to 

act on the world. The last scale measures such clearly 

symptom-related constructs as the tendency to somatize, the 

inability to concentrate, lability of mood, and feelings of 

loss of control. Correlations between these three FDAS 

scales and such SCL-90-R scales as Depression, Anxiety, 

Phobic Anxiety, and Psychoticism are quite high -- in the 

-.70, or better, range. It seems reasonable to say, then, 

that the Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale appears to be a 

valid measure of divorce adjustment, if that process is 

thought to include such phenomena as depression, anxiety, 

and other psychological symptomatology. Most writers and 

researchers in the area of divorce have thought this to be 

the case. It should be noted that the sample used to 

support the above conclusion is somewhat small. Neverthe

less, the current study begins the process of a gradual 

accumulation of information from a variety of sources that 

is needed in order to evaluate the soundness of a new 

instrument. 
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Secondary Findings 

There are several other aspects of the results in 

the current study that warrant attention. One of the most 

intriguing concerns gender differences in the amount of 

gain reported in divorce adjustment. Using data from the 

Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale, ANOVAs indicated that, on 

the whole, women made more progress in adjusting to divorce 

than did men (Table 4). While only one of the seven FDAS 

measures produced statistically significant results, all 

other measures gave a clear indication of superiority in 

gains for women. The adjusted posttest means on the FDAS 

presented in Table 8 provide a graphic illustration of 

these gender differences. With a single exception, women 

scored higher than men at posttest on every scale and in 

both the contrast and treatment groups. Gender differences 

were so strong as to produce higher scores for females in 

the contrast condition than for males in the treatment 

condition -- again, with one exception. 

The reasons for these results are not certain, but 

the pattern fits the one described in part by Deckert and 

Langelier (1978). As previously noted, these two research

ers reported that during the latter stages of the divorce 

process, women in their sample experienced more distress 

than did men. Other data, in particular inpatient admis

sions rates, suggest that men have greater problems during 

the earlier phases. Examining the raw data in the present 
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study discloses that the larger gains made by women in the 

contrast group simply brought them even with men in overall 

divorce adjustment by the time of the posttest (Table 3). 

Since the mean length of separation for contrast group 

participants was 19 months, females' initial relative 

deficits may have reflected their greater distress at this 

later stage of the divorce process. At posttest, women's 

scores had achieved parity with men's as might by expected 

in the long term -- but it is only parity, and not superi

ority. On the other hand, the greater gains made by women 

in the treatment condition clearly propelled them past the 

men. However, subjects in this group had been separated 

for only eight months on average; hence, the lower standing 

of the men may represent their early difficulties in the 

process. 

It should also be noted that women outnumber men in 

all Divorce Recovery groups by a ratio of about two to one. 

This proportion is in line with the one found in outpatient 

treatment as a whole, and in part reflects gender role 

conditioning about the appropriateness of help-seeking 

behavior. It may be that the men who find their way into 

the Divorce Recovery program are, as a rule, more dis

tressed to begin with than the women (though the men in the 

present study began with marginally higher scores). They 

must overcome a relatively strong resistance to treatment 

in order to join a group; perhaps it is only their greater 
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discomfort which impels them to do so. Thus, while they 

receive the same treatment as the women, they may begin, 

and end, at a disadvantage. 

There are undoubtedly other hypotheses that could 

be advanced to account for differential gains between the 

sexes. Whatever the explanation, the fact of the differ

ence remains one of the most striking results to emerge 

from the current study. Such a finding implies that group 

leaders may wish to be particularly sensitive to the 

distress of their male participants. 

Another compelling finding concerns the importance 

of initiation of the decision to divorce for both pretest 

and posttest levels of adjustment. Using multiple regres

sion techniques to analyze FDAS data, this variable was 

found to be significantly predictive of adjustment on 11 of 

14 measures (Tables 11 and 13). These results are particu

larly noteworthy for pretest adjustment levels, where 

initiation of the decision to divorce accounts for 20 to 30 

percent, or more, of the variance in the dependent measure. 

These are quite large figures for a variable of this kind. 

They suggest that, both within Divorce Recovery and in the 

community at large, two distinct groups with different 

needs may exist. Initiators of the decision to divorce, 

for example, may have a "head start" on nonini tiators in 

such areas as disentanglement from the relationship and 

grieving. In effect, initiators may have already gone 
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through the first phases of the divorce process by coming 

to the kind of decision they have. Both initiators and 

noninitiators may make an equally good adjustment to 

divorce in the long term; in the short term, the two groups 

may need to deal with different sets of issues. This 

diversity in needs might be considered when selecting 

participants for groups or subgroups. 

Finally, the role of length of separation and 

pretest level of adjustment or symptomatology should be 

noted. In analyzing data from both the FDAS and the 

SCL-90-R, it was expected that length of time separated 

would have quite a significant impact on posttest scores. 

Probabilities as low as .11 were recorded for this variable 

in several instances, indicating an important, though not a 

statistically significant, effect (Tables 7 and 9). Part 

of the explanation for these results seems to lie in the 

fact that more than one covariate was used in the analyses. 

Because the second covariate, pretest score, correlated 

with length of separation, some of the effect of the latter 

variable was diverted to the source labeled "All 

Covariates." It is hypothesized that if an ANCOVA were 

conducted using length of separation as the sole covariate, 

results would often as not indicate a statistically signif

icant effect for this factor. Nevertheless, results 

concerning length of separation imply that, in and of 

itself, time may not be the dominant factor in adjusting to 

divorce. 
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When pretest score is made the variable of inter

est, the results are much more impressive. In both analy

ses of covariance and multiple regressions, highly signifi

cant results were consistently achieved for this variable. 

The case for the importance of initial level of adjustment 

or symptomatology is a bit misleading, however. To assert 

that where a person began was where he or she was likely to 

end is really to say two things: one, that the treatment 

effect was not as powerful as was hoped, and did not in all 

cases propel Divorce Recovery subjects past their contrast 

group counterparts; and two, that there was a host of 

variables which the researcher was not able to delineate 

and separately test as sources of variation. These unspec

ified variables, in effect, were the constituents of the 

variable labeled broadly as "pretest level," and their net 

effect was indeed impressive. That pretest levels of a 

complex construct embracing numerous behavioral and affec

tive components -- here, "divorce adjustment" or "psycho

logical distress" -- should overpower the treatment vari

able is perhaps not all that surprising. 

Internal Validity and Generalization 

The principal reason for choosing to conduct 

randomized experiments over other types of research designs 

is that they make causal inference easier. In the present 

study a randomized design could not be implemented. When 
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the study was in the design stages it was hoped that a wait 

list control group procedure similar to the one employed by 

Salts and Zongker (1983) could be used. Such a procedure 

calls for "minimal contact" rather than a strict absence of 

treatment. In the case of the aforementioned study, when 

individuals were assigned to a waiting list instead of an 

experimental group they were given an intake interview and 

assured of receiving treatment. A telephone number was 

provided in the event of a crisis, and during the midpoint 

of the waiting period control group members were called to 

ask how they were getting along and to remind them that 

they would soon be assigned to a treatment group. Unfortu

nately, such a procedure did not prove feasible given the 

needs of participants in the Divorce Recovery program. 

Such individuals are clearly in distress when they contact 

Divorce Recovery or are referred to the organi.zation; to 

have asked them to wait ten weeks before receiving treat

ment would have been to ignore great need and, perhaps, 

unethical. Therefore, a quasi-experimental design was 

employed in obtaining a contrast group. 

The difficulty with quasi-experimentation, of 

course, is that the investigator cannot rely on randomiza

tion to rule out threats to the internal validity of his or 

her study (Cook and Campbell, 1979). When subjects are 

randomly assigned to groups, researchers can usually come 

to confident conclusions about the causal relationships 
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between the independent and dependent variables; with 

quasi-experimental groups, it becomes necessary to make all 

threats to validity explicit and then rule them out, if 

possible. 

In the current experiment the threats to causal 

inference were primarily ones of selection. That is, what 

appears as improved adjustment as the result of participa

tion in-Divorce Recovery may in fact be due to the differ

ence between the kinds of people in the treatment and 

contrast groups. One can think of any number of ways in 

which Divorce Recovery participants and Ventura County 

volunteers might have differed. Subjects who self-select 

into treatment, as the Divorce Recovery participants did, 

are usually eager to improve themselves. This intrinsic 

motivation may have contributed to the treatment group 

changing at a faster rate than the contrast group, making 

it appear that a treatment effect (i.e., as measured by the 

FDAS) had taken place. On the other hand, it might also be 

argued that those referred for treatment (as many in 

Divorce Recovery are) invariably more distressed than those 

who are able to cope on their own. Such a relative lack of 

adjustment would prevent the treatment variable from taking 

its full effect. There is also the matter of drop-outs to 

consider. As was previously noted, about 200 people 

attended the first meeting of a Divorce Recovery group 

during the span in which data was collected. Perhaps 40 



103 

percent or more of this total left the program before 

completing the full ten weeks. It seems at least conceiv

able that their absence could have either inflated or 

depressed the effect of participation on adjustment. The 

composition of the contrast group could certainly have 

contributed to conditions of nonequivalence as well. It 

was the investigator's impression, for example, that those 

responding to announcements for subjects were a fairly 

distressed group, even though they had been separated for 

more than a year and a half on average. All things being 

equal, such distress would have served to place the con

trast group at a disadvantage in the study. 

One means of examining selection differences is to 

conduct systematic comparisons of the two samples. Table 

17 presents a set of chi-squ,3.res in which key characteris

tics of the treatment and contrast groups are compared. 

For all but two of the variables, differences prove to be 

nonsignificant (Table 17). In the case of education, the 

treatment group contains a significantly greater proportion 

of subjects with college and graduate degrees. This might 

be construed as placing the treatment group at an advan

tage; level of education may be associated with learning 

ability, for example, a variable which might promote 

adjustment. The advantage does not seem crucial, however. 

As to use of therapy: while the difference between groups 

is marginally significant, there is doubt concerning the 



Group 

Contrast 

Treatment 

Total 

TABLE 17 

SELECTED CHI-SQUARE COMPARISONS OF 
TREATMENT AND CONTRAST GROUPS 

Male 

13 

8 

21 

Female 

32 

38 

70 

104 

Total 

45 

46 

91 

Yates Corrected Chi-Square = 1.113, Degrees of Freedom = 1. 
Probability = 0.29 

Group 

Contrast 

Treatment 

Total 

Cauc 

39 

43 

82 

Ethnicity 

Hisp Black Other Total 

4 1 0 44 

3 0 0 46 

7 1 0 90 

Note: 1 case had data missing. 

Pearson Chi-Square = 1.294, Degrees of Freedom = 2. 
Probability = 0.52 
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TABLE 17, Continued 

Education 

Group No High High Some Coll Grad Total 
Coll Degr 

Contrast 2 3 27 6 7 45 

Treatment 0 8 11 15 12 46 

Total 2 11 38 21 19 91 

Pearson Chi-Square = 16.173, Degrees of Freedom = 4. 
Probability = .003 

Religion 

Group Prot Cath Jewish Other Total 

Contrast 20 11 2 5 38 

Treatment 21 7 4 2 34 

Total 41 18 6 7 72 

Note: 19 cases had missing data. 

Pearson Chi-Square = 2.652, Degrees of Freedom = 3. 
Probability = 0.45 

Group 

Contrast 

Treatment 

Total 

Decision to Separate 

My Decision 

20 

14 

34 

Not My Decision 

25 

32 

57 

Total 

45 

46 

91 

Yates Corrected Chi-Square = 1.356, Degrees of Freedom = 1. 
Probability = 0.24 



Group 

Contrast 

Treatment 

Total 

Mine 

17 

11 

28 

TABLE 17, continued 

Custody 

Not Mine 

10 

14 

24 

Note: 39 cases had missing data. 

106 

Total 

27 

25 

52 

Yates Corrected Chi-Square = 1.193, Degrees of Freedom = 1. 
Probability = 0.27 

Group 

Contrast 

Treatment 

Total 

Used 

28 

38 

66 

Use of Therapy 

Not Used 

17 

8 

25 

Total 

45 

46 

91 

Yates Corrected Chi-Square = 3.777, Degrees of Freedom = 1. 
Probability = 0.052 
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reliability of the data. The question on the Entry Infor

mation Form concerning use of therapy may not be written 

clearly enough, and it is possible that it produced a 

number of false positives, particularly among treatment 

group subjects (Appendix B). In short, comparisons between 

the two samples do not reveal any outstanding differences 

in group composition. Conclusions about the presence of a 

true treatment effect would appear to be strengthened. 

Selection differences between the groups may have 

existed nonetheless. There are any number of unexamined 

variables which might have proved important. A more 

conservative and comprehensive adjustment for initial group 

differences is made by the analysis of covariance. Using 

the pretest as a covariate accomplishes such an adjustment 

by "matching" the pretest scores of individuals in the 

treatment and contrast groups and analyzing the differences 

between their predicted posttest scores. A statistically 

significant ANCOVA then suggests that one group would have 

significantly outperformed the other on the posttest if the 

groups had started with the same pretest scores (Cook and 

Campbell, 1979). This is the procedure which was followed 

in the current study, and as previously noted, the use of 

ANCOVA tended to weaken the value of the treatment effect. 

What had appeared with gain score ANOVAs to be significant 

diffe~ences and clear trends favoring the Divorce Recovery 

group became, with the ANCOVA, simply small, though 
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detectable, trends (Tables 4 and 7). Because using a gain 

score ANOVA does not rule out such relatively complex 

threats to validity as selection-maturation interactions -

i.e., different rates of change for groups based on selec

tion differences results based on its use must be 

interpreted with caution. It is much safer, therefore, to 

accept the results provided by the ANCOVA when questions of 

internal validity are a focus of concern. 

Beyond decisions about the presence of a true 

treatment effect, conclusions must also be drawn about the 

generalizabili ty of results across persons and settings. 

In their discussion of external validity, Cook and Campbell 

(1979) distinguish between generalizing to, and generaliz

ing across populations. The former concerns the ability to 

specify the population that has actually been sampled; that 

is, to answer questions about precisely what kinds of 

persons and settings are represented in the sample. The 

latter is important in estimating the limits of the find

ings, in determining which different populations or 

subpopulations would be, or have been, affected by a 

treatment. While generalization across populations has 

usually been emphasized by researchers, ascertaining the 

nature of the population one has studied would seem an 

important first step. In the present study, the population 

of interest was that set of individuals attending Divorce 
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Recovery groups in Tucson, Arizona. Those attending groups 

surely represent a particular subset of all divorcing 

persons. One might speculate that those who participate in 

organizations like Divorce Recovery are more gregarious 

than usual, that they possess better than average social or 

verbal skills, and that they are particularly motivated to 

adjust to the divorce process. Perhaps they are more 

distressed than is normal for individuals undergoing a 

divorce, and thus find their way into treatment. Whatever 

special characteristics are possessed by those who attend 

Divorce Recovery, this treatment group can safely claim to 

represent only a particular segment of the divorced commu

nity. Yet if this is the group to be sampled, the repre

sentativeness of the achieved population is open to ques

tion. As was noted, about 200 people attended an initial 

session of Divorce Recovery during the time in which data 

was collected. Perhaps as many as 40 percent did not 

complete the 10 sessions. (While these dropouts are 

certainly of interest, they do not constitute part of the 

target population in this case.) Of the remaining group, 

less than half completed both pretest and posttest ques

tionnaires. The achieved population, therefore, is likely 

to have differed from the target population in some re

spects. The most obvious difference is that nearly five 

out of six members of the final treatment group were women. 

While women may outnumber men in Divorce Recovery, the 
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ratio is not as extreme as the one achieved in this study. 

Results from the study may therefore be generalizable only 

to women; more specifically, to female members of self-help 

or support group organizations. The other noteworthy 

characteristic of the achieved sample is its ethnic compo

sition: 94 percent of the treatment group were white. 

While this figure may not be too far from representative of 

Divorce Recovery as a whole, it is worth mentioning that 

findings, strictly speaking, should be generalized only to 

this particular group. 

There are other findings of note regarding the 

applicability of results across groups. The primary one 

concerns the decision to divorce. Multiple regression 

analyses indicated that, along with. pretest levels of 

adjustment, the decision to divorce was a highly consistent 

predictor of posttest adjustment levels. Such a result 

implies that, were "deciders" to be compared to 

"nondeciders," differential gains in adjustment. might 

emerge. If this were the case, it would confirm the notion 

that results cannot be generalized across populations of 

both deciders and nondeciders; that is, the treatment may 

only work, or may work significantly better, for those who 

initiate the divorce. If one accepts that an adequate 

sample of men was used, then another limitation may exist. 

Because women appeared to benefit more from Divorce Recov

ery than did men, the results may not be generalizable 
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across the sexes. Such restrictions should not obscure the 

fact that the results may apply to groups of divorced 

individuals beyond even those in self-help organizations. 

The sample used in the study contained individuals from 

diverse educational and religious backgrounds; individuals 

whose marriages were measured in months and those married 

for more than 30 years; people who had just moved to the 

county and longtime residents; and 22-year-olds and 

65-year-olds. While caution should be exercised in at

tempting to generalize results beyond those who typically 

attend support groups, it should also be noted that few of 

the planned comparisons with a community-based contrast 

group were significant. It may be that the Divorce Recov

ery program would prove an effective treatment for a wide 

range of individuals in the midst of the divorce process. 

Suggestions for Future Studies 

In looking back at this study, it is not difficult 

to point up a number of ways in which it might have been 

improved. The first issue that deserves attention is the 

use of quasi-experimental design. The investigator was 

interested in doing research in a field setting. There is 

great value in examining a "live" phenomenon, something 

that is not created in and for the laboratory. Doing 

applied research allows an investigator to avoid trivial

izing this phenomenon, reducing it to something testable 
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but all too narrow. The price that is paid is one of 

control. In the current study, this meant not being able 

to randomize and having to use a nonequivalent control 

group, therefore making it difficult to interpret the 

results. Future studies should employ randomized designs 

if possible. Several procedural factors could also be 

altered in future studies. The first of these has to do 

with allowing subjects to take home the FDAS. While 

perhaps 40 percent of the subject pool became drop-outs, a 

significant segment completed a group but did not return 

the posttest Fisher at the last meeting. Once a group had 

ended, there was little or no likelihood of collecting this 

test. Better planning could have prevented this from 

taking place. Other subjects simply did not complete test 

materials, or failed to return them for other reasons. 

Closer and more frequent contact with group leaders might 

very well have led to increased compliance among partici

pants. 

There are a number of methodological issues that 

future investigators may wish to pursue. Besides the use 

of a randomized design, examining course content and 

leadership variables might be fruitful. While group 

leaders are likely to cover a similar range of topics -

e.g., the emotional course of the divorce process -- they 

are free to present materials that their particular train

ing and experience have indicated are helpful. It would be 
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interesting and useful to systematically study the effects 

of different curricula on the adjustment process. Identi

fying the materials which prove most effective would aid 

leaders in their selection of course content. Leadership 

variables might also be examined. Perhaps there are 

certain leadership styles associated with maximal improve

ment; again, making provisions for the examination of this 

variable might produce information of use to future train

ers and leaders. 

There were several variables included in the Entry 

Information Form about which the author did not report 

(Appendix B). In some instances, subjects simply did not 

provide information; in others, answers to questions were 

uninterpretable, usually because the questions were not 

written clearly. One area that would have added an impor

tant dimension to the study was that of social support. 

The availability and use of supports and changes in social 

networks are currently among the most heavily researched 

issues in the divorce field. While the investigator was 

not able to obtain usable data concerning social support 

and participation, this area would seem to warrant con

tinued attention in future research. 

Apart from examining additional variables, investi

gators may wish to employ alternatives in instrumentation 

and design. 

the field, 

If the FDAS is seen as a useful instrument in 

then efforts to gather more information 



114 

concerning its validity should be made. Future research 

might attempt to enhance validity by comparing specific 

scales on the FDAS to other well-established measures of 

relevant constructs. For example, correlations between the 

FDAS Self-Worth scale and the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 

(Fi tts, 1964) could be determined; the Symptoms of Grief 

and MMPI Depression scales might also be compared. While 

it is relatively new and untested, the Postdivorce Problems 

and Stress Scale (Raschke, 1974) would seem to present re

searchers with an opportunity for measuring the FDAS 

against an appropriate alternate instrument. Finally, it 

would be advisable in any validation study to use a larger 

sample than the one employed in comparing the FDAS to the 

SCL-90-R. 

As regards design, one very promising possibility 

would entail implementing a selection cohort design. In 

its use by Cook and Campbell (1979), the term "cohorts" 

refers to groups of subj ects which succeed one another 

through formal or informal institutions (e.g., consecutive 

groups of children moving through a first grade class). In 

a selection cohort design, one cohort serves as the control 

group, while the contiguous cohort, which receives the 

treatment, serves as the experimental group. The advantag

es of such a design are twofold: first, no outside control 

group is needed, as both controls and experimentals are 

found within the same institution; second, it is often 
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reasonable to assume that a cohort differs in only minor 

ways from its contiguous cohort -- hence, controls and 

experimentals are considerably more comparable than in 

other quasi-experimental designs. In the case of an 

organization like Divorce Recovery, the advantages of such 

a design are clear, for there would be no need to search 

for a difficult-to-find control group, as there was in the 

current study. In addition, the selection cohort design 

would allow researchers to utilize a naturally occurring 

characteristic of Divorce Recovery participants -- their 

differing lengths of separation at entry. Rather than 

being an obstacle, such a feature would permit the forma

tion of cohort groups, one a recently separated group whose 

posttest would be compared to the pretest of another less 

recently separated group. If both groups were evaluated at 

four months after separation, for example, then any signif

icant difference between scores would be attributable to 

the program in which the former group had already partici

pated. While cohort designs do not automatically rule out 

selection threats, their merit relative to other 

quasi-experimental designs is considerable. 

The second possible design modification concerns 

follow-up evaluation. Testing Divorce Recovery partici

pants at the moment they complete treatment does not allow 

them sufficient time to implement new learning. The 

divorce process is also not the kind of phenomenon that 
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ends abruptly; Divorce Recovery members (and others) 

continue to adjust and grow long after their participation 

in groups has ended. In order to measure the long-term 

effects of participation in a self-help group, follow-up at 

three months and again at six months would be suggested. 

While continuing to track subjects for this length of time 

would present certain logistical problems, the rewards 

might prove to be substantial. 

Finally, the issue of drop-outs should be consid

ered. As noted, a large percentage of those who attend an 

ini tial meeting of Divorce Recovery do not complete the 

ten-week program. Some come to a first session and never 

return. Others attend half or more of the ten meetings but 

do not finish. It would be instructive to know something 

about those who leave the program early. Divorce Recovery 

currently possesses a questionnaire which assesses the 

goals of those enrolling in groups. In either its original 

form or in a modified one, the questionnaire could be used 

to compare the stated needs of those who complete groups to 

the needs of drop-outs. Systematic differences between 

groups would then provide information with which to modify 

curriculum, or through which leaders might spot potential 

drop-outs and make appropriate referrals. 
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Summary 

In examining this study, several conclusions can be 

drawn. First, Divorce Recovery adult support groups appear 

to promote only certain kinds of adjustment during the 

recovery process. Specifically, Divorce Recovery aids its 

members in separating emotionally from the spouse and in 

establishing a positive identity as a single person. 

Overall feelings of self-worth are also enhanced. In 

contrast, participation in groups does not accelerate the 

rebuilding of social trust or of a supportive social 

network, nor does it prevent the effects of divorce-related 

stress from manifesting as symptomatic distress. While 

planned comparisons between the contrast and treatment 

groups do not suggest much in the way of selection differ

ences, it is safer to temper these conclusions about the 

effectiveness of Divorce Recovery with statements about the 

presence of strong trends in the data rather than of 

statistically significant effects. Regardless of group, 

women and initiators of the decision to divorce recover 

more quickly than do men and noninitiators. The results 

would also appear to be generalizable to a wide range of 

divorced individuals. Finally, the study provides support 

for the construct validity of the Fisher Divorce Adjustment 

Scale by demonstrating its usefulness as a measure of 

adjustment and of resistance to symptomatology. Recommen

dations for future studies include examining the impact of 
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treatment-related variables on adjustment, employing a 

selection cohort design with community-based support 

groups, conducting a needs analysis of Divorce Recovery 

drop-outs, and providing for follow-up evaluation. In 

addition, the investigator would suggest that efforts to 

validate a promising instrument, the FDAS, continue. 
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"Ph.D. candidate in Psychology needs recently 

separated or divorced individuals for study on divorce. 

Questionnaires take 45 minutes, in exchange for $10 and 

information on services for the divorced. 

Friedman." 
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DIVORCE RECOVERY RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

ENTRY INFORMATION 

Please help us understand and meet 
participants 1n Divorce Recovery 
following general information form. 
provide will remain confidential. 

the needs of group 
by completing the 
All information you 

Code * Age Sex Zip Code Length of 
Residence in Pima County ____________________ __ 

Education Level (Please circle): Did not finish high school 

High school graduate or GED Some college College 

graduate Graduate degree 

Ethnic Background (Please circle): Caucasian Hispanic 

Other Black Native American Asian American 

Religion (Optional): 

Occupation: 

Employment (Please circle): Full-time Part-time Not 

currently employed 

Monthly Income (Optional): Self From former 

spouse From other sources 
Total ________ __ 

How did you find out about Divorce Recovery? Newspaper 

Friend Counselor Other (Fill in) 

What other contact with Divorce Recovery have you had? 

(Please circle all applicable): Education Meeting 

Short-term Crisis Group (Number of Meetings 

Long-term Support Group (Number of Groups 

Children and Family Group (Number of Groups 

Marital Status (Circle all which apply): Married, not 

Separated Separated Legally Separated Filed for 

Divorce Divorced 
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Length of current or last marriage Length of 

separation Length of time since filing for 

divorce Time since legal divorce 
Number of other marriages, if any ______________ __ 

Number of children Custody (Circle): My custody 

His/Hers Joint Split Children of legal age 

Who decided to seek a separation/divorce? (Circle): I did 

He/she did Mutual decision 

Causes leading to separation/divorce (Circle all 

applicable) : Emotional problems Financial problems 

Infidelity No longer loved each other Physical abuse 

Alcohol Sexual problems Job conflicts 

Professional services used since separation/divorce (Circle 

all applicable): Divorce adjustment class Personal 

growth classes Individual or group therapy Coun

seling with minister, priest, or rabbi Physician (If 

yes, taking medication? Yes No) 

Services currently being used: 

Who did you turn to with your personal difficulties before 

separation/divorce? Assign a number from 1 to 5, with 

1 = never, 3 = sometimes, 5 = always to each of these: 

Parents Children Ex-spouse Other 

Family Members Friends Therapist or 

Counselor Church Communi ty Organizations 

Other (specify) 

Who did you turn to with your personal difficulties after 

separation/divorce? Assign a number from 1 to 5, with 

1 = never, 3 = sometimes, 5 = always to each of these: 

Parents Children Ex-spouse 

Other Family Members Friends Therapist or 

Counselor Church Community Organizations 

Other (Specify) 
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How much did you participate in each of the following 

groups, organizations, and activities before separa

tion/divorce? Use the same scale as above to answer. 

Tucson Singles Councilor other singles group 

Parents Without Partners or other groups for single 

parents __ Church organizations __ Dating 

Bars Other (specify) 

How much did you participate in each of the following 

groups, organizations, and activities after separa

tion/divorce? Use the same scale as above to answer. 

Tucson Singles Councilor other singles group 

Parents Without Partners or other groups for single 

parents __ Church organizations __ Dating 

Bars Other (specify) 

Problems experienced since separation/divorce occurred 

(Circle all applicable): Work Child-rearing Finan

cial Emotional Social/Relationship Health Problems 

with ex-spouse Other (specify) 
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SCL·90·R 
Ccd~ 

~~----------------------
T .... nlci"" ____ ldonL No. _______ _ 

LOC8tion:: ______________ _ Villi No.: ___ _ Modo: S·R ___ N.r __ 

AfIl':'" ____ Sex: M __ F __ DI.: __ _ 
Rlm.~c ___________ _ 

INSTRUCTIONS 

8olow II I lilt of prob ...... and compllints IIIlt paop" IOII1Iti"," h .... Rold loch one c ...... llly. IIId ."e'! one of Iho 
numblrwd dncripton that ben dolCribea HOW MUCH DISCOMFORT THAT PROBLEM HAS CAUSED YOU DURING 
THE PAST WE.E K INCLUDING TODAY. PI_ lIIot number In Iho open bloc:l< to Iho riw.t of Iho probltm. Do 
not skip lilY hllma. and print your numbor clearty. If you dI.,,,, your mind ....... your flm number comp"l8ly. Reid dIo 
exlmP" below before beginning. DId If you haw Illy qUiltiona 1''' .... Iho IIIchniclDl. 

EXA¥PLE 

HOW MUCH WERE YOU DISTRESSED BY: -, 
Ex. Body AchII ............ Ex. @] 

~ 
ON ....... 
1 A Itnto bl. 
2_ .... 1y 

3 Qui. Ibi1 
........ Iy 

1. HlldlChes •.•••..•••••••.••••••••••••••••••• 0 
2. Nlrvoulnltu or Ihakineu inlide ••••••••••••••••••• 0 
3. Ropa.lld unplu,ant thoughts thlt won' I I .... your mind .• 0 
4. F.intnea or dizziness. • . . • • • . . . • • . . . . • • . • • . . . •• D 
5. Lou ols.,.u" inl819SI or plcISU19 •••••••••••••••••• 0 
O. Feeling critiCiI of orhera .••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 
7. The idol IIIII.omeono II .. can control your thoughts •••• 0 
B. Feeling otllora .11 to blome for molt of your troubl ....... 0 
G. Trouble 19membering things •••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • •. 0 
10. Worri.d Ibout sleppineu or cl .. lo .. ". ............... 0 
11. Feeling I.,ily annoyod or irriulld .•••.••••..•.•••• 0 
12. Plin, in he.n or chell •••••••••••...•.•..•..•.• 0 
13. Feeling Ifraid in open .plCe. or on !he streets .....•••• 0 
14. Feeling low in lnerGY or 'lowed down ..••....•.•..• 0 
15. Thou\tlts of .nding your life ..•.•.......•..•...•• 0 
16. Huring voice. thlt oilier paOllI. do nol h .. r .•.....••• 0 
17. T19mbling .•••.•...•.......•..••••..••....• 0 
18. Feel,ing thlt moll peOllle cannOt be trusted .•......... 0 
19. Poor oppetill ••.•.•..•••...•..•.•••...••••. 0 
20. Crying • .,ily • . • • • .. . . • . . . • . . .. • . . . . • . . .. . .• 0 
21. FHling shy Dr unu.y with tile DPflOlite IU •..•••••••• 0 
22. FftlinlJl of being trapped or Clughl ..............••• 0 
23. Suddenly ICI19d for no .. .,on .•....•............ 0 
2 •. Tlmper outbunts thlt you could not control .......... 0 
25. FI.ling maid to go oul of your house Iione ........... 0 

................... 0 o 26. 811.mng yourself for things 

27. Pal"I In lo..wr back .. 

~ 
HOW MUCH WERE YOU DISTRESSED BY: O_ .. aII 

'A_b11 2........, 
:I QuIto ..... 
.bl-.Jy 

28. Feeling blocked in gotting things doni ..•••.••••••. 

29. FoIling lonely ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

30. Feeling blue .•••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••• 

31. Worrying too much about things •..••••.•.•••.•••• 

32. Feeling no intaren In lIIings ................... .. 

33. FlOling barful •.•••...••.••• ' .•••.....•••••• 

34. Your ftelings being .lIily hun .•..••.•••••••••••• 

35. Other paDPIc being _I .. of your privIII lIIoughts .•••• 

36. FlOling o!hen do not undentand you or "'" 
un.ymplthetic .••.••••••••.••..•.•.•••••..• 

37. Feeling thlt peOllle .11 unfriendly or di.lik. you •.••••• 

38. Hiving to do things wry ,lowly to in,u", corro=ou ••• 

39. H .. n pounding or rlCing .•..•.••.••••.•.•.••••• 

~O. NI ...... or upsat nomach .••.•.•.....•••.•.••••• 

41. foIling inforior to olhera ....•••...••.•.•••..• 

42. So .. ne., of your muscl ........................ . 

43. FHling thlt you "" Witched or ulkld about by otlltn .. 

.... Troubl. f.lling 111101' ........•.••....••...•••• 

46. Hoving 10 check end doublochoc:k wh.t you do ....••• 

4B. DifficullY making deci.ion •...•....•••....•••.•• 

47. FHling Ifraid 10 t ..... 1 on butts. IUbwIYS. or min •..... 

48. Troubll goning your b .... th ..•.•••...•••.••••.•• 

49. Hot Or cold .pell. • .......................... . 

50. HIVing 10 Ivoid tenlin tnlnOil. plDCZI. or ICtiwi1iu bei;MJIof 

!,~'rl~ten you ••.••••..•.....••....•••••. 

51. Your mind going blank .....................•. 

52. Numbneu or ungting In PI"S of your body 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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SCL·90·R 
HOW MUCH WERE YOU DISTRESSED BY: 

o-ri .. ... 
ONat .... . 
, A IIn10 bh 

21010d0 .... y 

:I awN.blt 
• Ea ....... 'y 

53. A lump in yoor thraal ..••••••..••••.•••••••. B 
54. Feeling h_I ... Ib~UI the fulu~ .....•.•••.••••.. 0 
55. Troubl. concenlratlng ......•..••.••.••..•••• 

56. Feeling .... k in Plrts of your body ••••••..••••••• B 
57. Feeling IIIn .. or keyed up ..••....••..••.•..••• 0 
58. Htovy toelings in your arms or legs ••••.•..••.•.•• 

59. ThOlJghts of duth or dying .•••.•.••••......••.. 0 
60. Ow~'ling ..••..••...•...•••.•.•.•.•••... 0 
61. Feeling uneasy when people a~ .. atching or ulking 

.boul yoo ••••••.......•••••••••.••.••.••.• 0 
62. HlYing thou~ts thlt I~ not your awn .•........... 0 
63. Having urges to belt. injure. or harm lomeone ....... 0 
64. AWlkening in the ur1y morning ....•.••••••..... 0 
65. Hiving to ~pelt the Slme Ictlon •• uch II tooching. 0 

counting. .. ashing .....••.....••••••.•.••••.• 

66. Sleep thlt i. ~lIlell or disturbed ••...•..•••.••.•. 0 
67. HlYing urges to b~lk or smash things ...•........•• 0 
68. Hiving ide .. or beliefs thlt othen do nOI shl~ " ..•.• 0 
69. Feeling very self·conscious with others .. ........... 0 
70. :~:~g ~~~~~ .i~ ~:o-:.d.S .. ~u.c~ .~ ~h.o.p~~n.g. ~r. ~t. ~ •.•. , 0 

HOW MUCH WERE YOU DISTRESSED BY: ~ o Not .,." 
1AlitUlbit 
2 ModI,..ly 
~auiu ,bit 
• E.t ........ ly 

71. Fleling everything i. In effort .......•.•.•••••... 

72. Spell. oflllrrar or pan ic ...................... . 

73. Feeling uncomlortlble Ibout uting or drinking in public. 

74. Goning inlo frequent argum.nu ••..•.•••.•.••.•• 

75. Fe.ling nervous when you I~ left II one .....•••.•••• 

76. Othen not giving you proper c~dil lor your achievement. 

77. Feeling lon.ly even when you ... with poople •••••.• 

78. Fe.ling so ~.tle .. you couldn't sit still ••.••••.•.... 

79. Feelings 01 worthlessne.. • .••.••..•.•.•..•.•.• 

80. The I .. ling thlt .omething bid i. going to hlppen to you 

81. Shouting or throwing things 

82. Feeling afrlid you will flint in public ••. : •••....••..• 

83. Feeling thlt people will like advlV1l1ge of you if yoo 
lot them ••••••.•••....•••.••••••..•.••.••• 

84. Heving thooghu Ibout sex thlt bother you .Iot ...•... 

85. The ide. thlt you .hould be puni.hed for your .in •.•... 

86. Thoughts Ind imlge. 01 Ifri~tening nltu .. 

87. The idea thlt .omething serioo. i. wrong with your body .. 

88. Never I .. ling close to anather penon .......•.•....• 

89. F.elings of guilt ..•..••••.••••••• '.' •••.•••••• 

90. The Idel thlt .omething i. wrong with your mind ..•..• 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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FISHER DIVORCE ADJUSTME!NT SCAlE 

HELPFUL HDl'IS FOR COMPIE~G THIS SCAlE ACCURA'IELY 

NOTE I Please use No. 2 pencil to fill out computer answer sheet. 
Your answer sheet is coded with a number to insure confidentiality. 

S'lEP 1. ~ your name. address, City, zip code, date, and phone on the answer sheet. 

S'lEP 2. Yotffi AGE. Write in your age vertically to the left of the equal Signs, and 
darken the appropriate spaces as shcnm in the example below. 
EXAMPIEI 

o 1 234 5 6 789 
':l,==D======= 
c:j=========-
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S'lEP 3. MONTHS SEPARATED. Decide which of your love-rel~tionships that have ended or are 
ending that you will be thinking of when you complete this Scale. On the answer 
sheet write vertically to the left of the equal si~s how many mon~s you have 
been separated from the love-partner. Mark both numbers zero 1£ yl')u aIe net 
separated.. Darken the appropriate spaces. See examples below I 
ElCAMPIESI 
Not separated. Separated. less than 10 months Se~arated. over 10 months 

o 1 2 3 4 5 678 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
0-========= 0 .. ======= 1=-==--
oe========= j===-====== ~=========. 

S'IEP 4. PERSo!:AL DATA. Read the following statements and mark your response on the answer 
sheet by darkening the appropriate Space. 

A. I am 
1. female 
2. male 

B. I am thL~g of the followL~g love-relationshi? that has ended or :5 endir.; 
while I complete this Scale (Recheck STEP 3 above). 

1. my recent marriage 
2. my recent living-together love-relationship 
3. my recent non-living-together love-relationship 
4. other 

C. My legal status in this love-relationship is 
1. not applicable 
2. not separated 
). separated but no one has filed. 
4. one or both of us has filed 
5. legally separated. 
6. ~1nal decree has "ileen granted. 

D. I was in this love-relationship 
1. less than one year 
2. one to five years 
3. six to ten years 
4. eleven to fifteen yea-~ 
5. more than f1£teen years 

Ccpyright 1978 by Family Relations Le~L~g Center. All ri~~~s rese~/ed. Repr:duction 
in whole o~ part is prohibited. 
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E. Our yearly 10int income was 
1. not applicable 
2. leS8 than $5,000 
3. $5,001 to $15,000 
4. $15,001 to $25,000 
5. more than $25,000 

F. We had the following number of children from this 10ve-relation8hip 
1. none 
2. one' 
3. tvo or more 

G. The custody of these children is (mark more than one if necessary) 
1. in my custody 
2. in his/her custody 
3. we have joint custody 
4. children are separated with sp'it custody 
5. children are of legal age 
6. no children 

H. I have used these professional services to help adjust to the ending 
of this love-relationship (mark more than one if necessary) 

1. none 
2. divorce adjusrment class 
3. personal growth classes or workshops 
4. individual or group therapy 
5. counseling with minister, priest, or rabbi 
6. other 

I. tfuo decided to end this love-relationship? 
1. I did 
2. S/he did 
3. mutual decision 

J. I have been married (include important living-together love-relationships) 
1. once 
2. twice 
3. three or more times 
4. never 

K. l1y parents 
1. did not separate and/or divorce 
2. separated and/or divorced when I was under thirteen years of &ge 

3. separated and/or divorced when I was a teenager 
4. separated and/or divorced after I became of legal age 
5. other 

L. I am presently 
1. remarried 
2. in a living-together love-relationship 
3. in a non-living-together love-relationship 
4. not in an important love-relationship 
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M. My level of education is 
1. did not complete high school 
2. high ochool graduate 
3. vocational training and/or attended college 
4. college degree 
5. college graduate degree 

N. I belong to the following race 
1. Caucasian 
2. Negroid 
3. Spanish-American 
4. Oriental 
5. Other 

STEP 5. The following statements are feelings and attitudes that people frequently 
experience while they are ending a love-relationship. Keeping in mind the 
love-relationship you checked in S~. 3 above, read each statement and decide 
how frequently the statement applies to your present feelings and attitudes. 
Mark your response on your answer sheet. uo not leave any statements blank 
on your answer sheet. If the statement is not appropriate for you in your 
present situation, answer the way you feel you might if that statement were 
appropriate. 

The five responses to choose from on the answer sheet are: 

1) almost always 2) usually 3) sometimes 4) seldom 5) almost never 

1. I am comfortable telling people I am separ~ted from my love-partner. 

2. I am physically and emotionally exhausted from morning until night. 

3. I am constantly thinking of my former love-partner. 

4. I feel rejected by many of the friends I ~ad when I was in the love-relationship. 

5. I become upset when I think about my former love-partner. 

6. like being the person I am. 

7. I feel. like crying ~cause I feel so sad. 

8. I can communicate with my former love-partner in a calm and rational manner. 

9. There are many things about my personality I would like to change. 

10. It is easy for me to accept my becoming a single person. 

11. I feel depressed. 

12. I f.eel emotionally separated from my former love-partner. 

13. People would not like me if they got to know me. 

14. I feel comfortable seeing and talking to my former love-partner. 

15. I feel like I am an attractive person. 

16. feel 8S though I am in 8 daze and the world 1oesn't seem real. 
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1) almost always 2) usually 3) sometimes 4) seldom 5) almost never 

17. I find myself doing things JUSt to please my former love-partner. 

18. I feel lonely. 

19. There are many things about my body I would like to change. 

20. I have many plans and goals for the future. 

21. I feel I don't have mu~~ sex appeal. 

22. I am relating and interacting in many new ways with people since my separation. 

23. JOining a s:!..'1gles' group would malte me feel I was a loser l1ke them. 

24. It is easy for me to organize my daily routine of living. 

25. I find myself making excuses to see and talk to my former love-partner. 

26. Because my love-relationship failed, I must be a failure. 

27. I feel like unloading my feelings of anger and hurt upon my former love-partner. 

28. I feel coefortable being with people. 

29. I have trouble concentrating. 

30. I think of my former love-partner as related to me rather than as a separate person. 

31. I feel like an okay person. 

32. I hope my former love-partner is feeling as much or more emotional pain than I am. 

33. I have close friends who know and understand me. 

34. I am unable to control my emotions. 

35. I feel capable of building a deep and meaningful love-relationship. 

36. I have trouble sleeping. 

3;. I easily become angry at my former love-partner. 

38. I ae afraid to trust people who might become love-partners. 

39. Because my love-relationship ended, I feel there must be something wrong with me. 

40'). I either have no appetite or eat continuously which is unusual for me. 

41. I don't want to accept the fact that our love-relationship is ending. 

42. I force myself to eat even though I'm not hungry. 

43. have given up on cy former love-partner and I getting back together. 

~4. I feel very frightened inside. 

45. It is important that my family, friends, and associates be on my side rather than 
on my former love-?artner's side. 



1) almost always 2) usually 3) sometimes 4) seldom 5) almost never 

46. I feel uncomfortable even thinking about dating. 

47. I feel capable of living the" kind of life I would like to live. 

48. I have noticed my body weight is changing a great deal. 

49. I believe if we tty, my love-partner and I can save our love-relationship. 

50. M1 abdomen feels e~ty and hollow. 

51. I have feelings of romantic love for my former love-partner. 

52. I can make the decisions I need to because I know and trust my feelings. 

53. I would like to get even with my former l!ve-partner for hurting me. 

54. I avoid people even though I want and need friends. 

55. I have really made a mess of my life. 

56. I sigh a lot. 

57. I believe it is best for all concerned to have our love-relat1onsh1~ end. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

I perform my daily activities in a mechanical and unfeeling manner. 

I become upset when I think about my love-partner having a love-r~lation~hip 
with someone else. 

I feel caDable of facing and dealing with my problems. 

I blame my former love-partner for the failure of our love-relationship. 

am afraid of becoming sexually involved with anlJther person. 

I feel adequate as a fe/male love-partner. 

It will only be a matter of time until my love-partner and I get bac!t together. 

I feel detached and removed from activities around me as though I were watching 
them on a movie screen. 
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66. 

67. 

68. 

I would like to continue having a sexual relationship with my former love-oartner. 

Life is somehow passing me by. 

I feel comfortable going by myself to a public place such as a movie. 

69. It is good to feel alive again after having felt numb and emotionally dead. 

70. I feel I know and understand myself. 

71. feel emotionally committed to my former love-partner. 

72. I want to be with people but I feel emotionally distant from them. 
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1) almost always 2) usually 3) sometimes 4) seldom 5} almost n~ver 

73. I am the type of person I would like to have for a friend. 

74. I am afraid of becoming emotionally close to another love-partner. 

75. Even on the days when I am feeling good. I may suddenly become sad and start crying. 

76. I can't believe our love-relationship is ending. 

77. I become upset when I think about my love-partner dating someone else. 

7B. I feel I have a normal amount of self-confidence. 

79. People seem to enjoy being with me. 

BO. Morally and spiri tually. I believe 1 t is wrong for our love-relationship to end', 

Bl. I wake up in the morning feeling there is no good reason to get out of bed. 

82. I find myself daydreaming about all the good times I had with my love-partner. 

33. ?eo~le want to have a love-relationship with me because I feel like a lovable person. 

84. I want to hurt my former love-partner by letting h~/her know how much I hurt 
emotionally. 

35. I feel comfortable going to social eVents even though I am single. 

36. I feel gUilty about my love-relationship ending. 

87. I feel emotionally insecure. 

8B. I ~eel uncomfortable even thinking about having a sexual relationship. 

89. feel emotionally weak and helpless. 

90. I think about ending my life with suicide. 

91. understand the reasons why our love-relationship did not work out. 

92. feel comfortable having my friends know our love-relationship is ending. 

93. am angry about the things my former love-partner has been doing. 

94. I feel like I am going crazy. 

95. I am unable to perform sexually. 

96. I feel as though I am the only single person in a couples-only society. 

97. I feel like a single person rather than a. m=ied person, 

98. I feel my friends look at me as unstable now that I'm separated. 

99. I daydream about being with and talking to my former love-partner. 

100. need to improve my feelings of self-worth about being a wolman. 
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Has there been any change in your marital status since the 

time of the first questionnaire? (Please circle): 

Yes No If Yes, circle change: Remarried Separated 

Obtained legal separation Filed for Divorce Divorced 

Professional services currently being used (Circle all that 

apply): Divorce adjustment seminar/group (such as 

"One Again") Self help or personal growth classes 

Individual therapy Group therapy Family therapy 

Counseling with a priest, minister, rabbi, etc. 

Physician (If yes, prescribing medication? Yes No) 

Who do you currently turn to with your personal 

difficulties? Assign a number from 1 to 5, with 

1 = never, 3 = sometimes, 5 = always to each of 

these, to describe how often you turn to each. 

Parents Children Ex-spouse __ Other Family 

Members 

Church 

Friends __ Therapist or Counselor __ 

Community Organizations __ Other (specify) 

How much do you currently participate in each of the 

following groups, organizations, and activities? Use 

the same scale as the one in the previous question. 

One Again Parents without Partners Another 

group for the divorced or single person (Please 

specify) Church singles group 
(specify) Dating __ Bars __ 

Other (specify) 
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If you would like a summary of the findings from this study 
when they become available, please place an "X" in the 
box. [] 
(Please specify an address to which I should send the 
results if different from the one to which I sent the 
questionnaires.) 

If you would like to refuse the $10 for the study, please 
place an "X" in the box. [] 

(One last question: Have you at any time participated in 
One Again, or a similar divorce recovery program? 
[Please circle]: Yes No) 
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A RESOURCE LIST FOR THE DIVORCED AND SEPARATED 

I. General Resources 

Interface Community 
3475 Old Conejo Road, Suite C5 
Newbury Park, CA 91320 

Hot Lines: 647-7855 
498-6643 
529-0975 

The basic crisis line and the information and referral 
service for Ventura County. Immediate referrals for 
individuals and families in crisis. Offers some individual 
and group counseling. Provides information on both free of 
charge and fee-for-service social service and volunteer 
organizations. 

Branch Offices: 

515 South C Street 
Oxnard, CA 93033 

215 N. Moorpark Road, Suite H 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 

Catholic Social Services 
231 East Main Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 

487-3943 

494-1007 

643-4694 

Offers professional counseling and temporary financial 
and/or material assistance to individuals and families. 

Branch Offices: 

402 North A Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

77 First Street 
Moorpark, CA 93021 

133 N. Mill Street 
Santa Paula, CA 93060 

215 N. Moorpark Road, Suite H 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 

486-2900 
(483-9466 

Counseling) 

529-0720 

525-1719 

496-1113 
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Child Development Resources of Ventura County, Inc. 
141 South A Street 659-1413 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

930 Grand Avenue 
Ojai, CA 93023 

646-3806 

Referral for child care subsidies for eligible parents. 

Conejo Community Services Center 
166 N. Moorpark Road, Suite 301 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 

497-3575 

Provides legal and counseling services to low and moderate 
income persons. 

EI Concilio Del Condado de Ventura 
128 North A Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

486-2649 

Provides bilingual family counseling, and other community 
services to families. 

Help of Ojai 
111 West Santa Ana Street 
Ojai, CA 93023 

646-5122 

Provides 24 hour hotline, support groups, information and 
referral, and emergency assistance. 

Jewish social Services 
7620 Foothill Road 
Ventura, CA 93004 

Offers professional 
counseling. 

individual, 

Ventura County Mental Health Services 
300 N. Hillmont Avenue 
Ventura, CA 93003 

659-5144 

group, and family 

652-6759 
(654-3478 

24-hr. emergency #) 
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The county mental health services provide a range of 
counseling services on a sliding-fee scale. 

Branch Offices: 

530 W. Ojai Avenue 
Ojai, CA 

242 West 2nd Street 
Oxnard, CA 

1459 E. Thousand Oaks Blvd. 
Thousand Oaks, CA 

722 E. Main Street 
santa Paula, CA 

3150 E. Los Angeles Avenue 
Simi Valley, CA 

YMCA of Ventura County 
3760 Telegraph Road 
Ventura, CA 93003 

646-4373 

487-7711 

495-0433 

525-1577 

527-6430 

642-2131 
656-5023 

Provides year-round child care, after-school child care, 
and parent-child programs. 

Branch Office: 

Camarillo Family YMCA 
500 Pas eo Camarillo 
Camarillo, CA 93010 

II. Support Groups and Social Organizations 

One Again 
9501 El Cajon 
Ventura, CA 

484-0423 

659-5370 
644-2865 

Primarily a support group with chapters throughout Ventura 
County. Weekly meetings consist of small group discussions 
of divorce-related topics. Optional pot lucks after meet
ings are also offered. One Again also sponsors and organ
izes a large number and variety of get-togethers for 
members, including hikes, restaurant dining, etc. A small 
fee ($1-2) is collected at each meeting, and initial 
membership (good for lifetime use) is $10. 



Chapter Offices: 

693 Cayo Grande Court 
Newbury Park, CA 

Thousand Oaks Chapter 

Parents Without Partners 
Ventura Chapter 

141 

498-7111 

486-1512 

647-4575 
(Answering Service/ 

Activities Line) 

An organization whose chief aim is to help the single 
parent with children. More of a social organization, with 
a variety of social and recreation activities scheduled 
almost every night of the week. One general meeting each 
month features guest speakers talking about topics 0f 
interest to the divorced. 

Chapter Offices: 

Simi Valley Chapter 

Thousand Oaks Chapter 

SINGLE ASSOCIATIONS 

522-5520 

496-3061 

I intend to find out more about these groups, but here's 
what I know so far. 

Singletarians 
The Unitarian Universalist Church sponsors an organization 
for single and divorced individuals -- Singletarians. You 
can probably obtain information about this group by calling 
the church itself. 

Unitarian Universalist Church of Ventura 
4949 Foothill Road 
Ventura, CA 

Unitarian Universalist Fellowship 
of Conejo Valley 
Thousand Oaks, CA 

Unitarian Universalist Church 
740 E. Main Street 
Santa Paula, CA 

644-3898 

492-8751 

525-4647 
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"25-45 si.ngles" 

This group reportedly lists its activities in the Ventura 
Star-Free Press, in the "Spotlight" column. 

There is also a group in Ventura called something like 
"Christian Single";" that is sponsored by one of the Baptist 
churches. 
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UPDATE -- A RESOURCE LIST FOR THE DIVORCED AND SEPARATED 

I. General Resources 

Interface Community 
3475 Old Conejo Road, Suite C5 
Newbury Park, CA 91320 

Hot Lines: 647-7855 
498-6643 
529-0975 

The basic information and referral service and crisis line 
for Ventura County. Immediate referrals available for 
individuals and families in crisis. Also offers profes
sional counseling in Ventura, Oxnard, Camarillo, Simi 
Valley, Point Mugu, Thousand Oaks, and Newbury Park. Fees 
for family, parent-child, marital, and personal counseling 
are $10-60 per hour, based on ability to pay. spanish 
speaking counselors available. Information about social 
service and volunteer organizations throughout Ventura 
County available. 

Branch Offices: 

515 South C Street 
Oxnard, CA 93033 

215 N. Moorpark Road, Suite H 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 

Bible Fellowship Church 
6950 Ralston Street 
Ventura, CA 93003 

487-3943 

494-1007 

656-7766 

Offers individual and family counseling, teen and child
ren I s groups, chi ldren of divorce group , battered women I s 
group, and bereavement support group. Counseling wi thin 
the Christian framework. Sliding fee scale used. 

Catholic Social Services 
231 East Main Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 

643-4694 

Offers personal and marital counseling and parent-child 
guidance. Temporary financial and/or material assistance 
to individuals and families. Counseling fees are on a 
sliding fee scale. Spanish, Cambodian, Laotion, and 
Vietnamese speaking counselors available. 



Branch Offices: 

402 North A Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

77 First Street 
Moorpark, CA 93021 

133 N. Mill Street 
Santa Paula, CA 93060 

215 N. Moorpark Road, Suite H 
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 

El Concilio Del Condado de Ventura 
128 North A Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 
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486-2900 
(483-9466 

Counseling) 

529-0720 

525-1719 

496-1113 

486-2649 

Council of 20 Latino organizations which provide health and 
human services. Services and/or counseling available in 
the areas of health, education, crime prevention, employ
ment, economic development, and advocacy. Offers emergency 
food and shelter. Provides bilingual family counseling. 
No fees. 

Help of Ojai 
111 West Santa Ana Street 
Ojai, CA 93023 

646-5122 

Provides 24 hour hotline, emergency assistance and informa
tion and referral. Also offers support groups. 

Ventura County Coalition Against Household Violence 
P.O. Box 7144 656-1111 
Ventura, CA 93006 

Operates shelter for women and children who have been 
victims of household violence. Provides counseling on an 
individual or group basis to both residents and non
resident victims, and to both victims and assaulters. 

Ventura County Mental Health Services 
300 N. Hillmont Avenue 
Ventura, CA 93003 

652-6759 
(654-3478 

24-hr. emergency ~) 

The ,county mental services provide a range of counseling 
serv~ces on a sliding fee scale. Branch offices are 
located in Ojai (646-4373), Oxnard (487-7711), Thousand 
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Oaks (495-0433), santa Paula (525-1577), and Simi Valley 
(527-6430). 

Vet center 
18924 Roscoe Blvd. 
Northridge, CA 91324 

(818) 993-8862 
(800) 892-0648 

Provides family counseling in addition to other services. 
Serves Vietnam era veterans. Spanish speaking counselors 
available. No fee. 

Women in Transition (WIT) 
P.O. Box 5167 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

656-1850 

Sponsors support groups and workshops for widows and women 
experiencing separation and divorce. Also operates an 
information and referral service. Fees are $5 per session 
for the support group and $25 for the 4-6 week workshops. 
No one is denied service because of inability to pay. 

Divorce Mediation Services 
3418 Lorna Vista Road, Suite 6A 
Ventura, CA 93003 

642-3143 

Sessions with attorneys and psychologists to negotiate 
written dissolution agreements are offered. The method is 
seen as less costly, less stressful, and less time 
consuming than tr adi tional methods of obtaining divorce. 
Fees include an initial retainer plus a charge for hourly 
services. 

Lawyer's Referral Service 983-6667 
254 E. Santa Clara Street (653-5252 
Ventura, CA 93003 Collect from T.O., Moorpark, Simi) 

Matches clients and attorneys. $20 fee for the first 30-
minute session. Reduced fees are available for some. 
Spanish speaking attorneys are listed with the service. 

II. Support Groups and Social Organizations 

One Again 
9501 El Cajon 
Ventura, CA 

659-5370 
644-2865 

A support group to assist the newly divorced (and widowed), 
with chapters throughout Ventura County. Weekly meetings 
consist of small-group discussions on divorce related 
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topics. Optional pot lucks after meetings. One Again also 
sponsors a large number of activities for members, in
cluding hikes, restaurant dining, etc. A small fee ($1-2) 
is collected at each meeting, and initial membership, good 
for lifetime use, is $10. 

Chapter Offices: 

693 Cayo Grande Court 
Newbury Park, CA 

Thousand Oaks Chapter 

Parents Without Partners 
Ventura Chapter 

498-7111 

486-1512 

647-4575 
(Answering Service/ 

Activities Line) 

An organization whose chief aim is to help the single 
parent with children. Considers itself to be more of an 
activity group, with a variety of social and recreational 
activities scheduled almost every night of the week. One 
general meeting each month features guest speakers talking 
about topics of interest to the single person. 

Chapter Offices: 

simi Valley Chapter 

Thousand Oaks Chapter 

Sierra Singles 

522-5520 

496-3061 

482-0958 

This group sponsors hikes each Sunday at various locations 
in Ventura County. Families with children are also 
welcome. Meet a.t 1 p.m. at Colony Kitchen parking lot, 
2401 E. Harbor Blvd., Ventura. Occasional social meetings. 

Singles with Professional Degrees 
545 S. Catalina 
Ventura, CA 

643-2006 

Meets twice monthly on Satur.day evenings, once in Ventura 
and once in Westlake Village. Meetings feature guest 
speakers -- such as attorneys, psychologists, and stock
brokers -- who make presentations on various topics of 
interest. A fee of $5 is collected at each meeting. 
A social hour is held afterward, with food and beverages 
served. 
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symphony Solos 647-9685 

A group which attends concerts (mostly classical) through
out Ventura County on a regular basis. considers itself to 
be an activity group for those interested in music. One 
dinner meeting per month for organization and planning. 

Ventura County 25 to 45 singles Club 
711 Aster Street, Apt. 113 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

485-2438 

An organization for the divorced and single that sponsors a 
range of social and recreational activities. Included are 
volleyball, hiking, boating, happy hours, and dancing. 
Events held throughout Ventura County. 

Miscellaneous 

Various people I've spoken to have said they believe that 
several of the local churches sponsor groups for the single 
or divorced. The only thing I've been able to confirm is 
that the Unitarian universalist Church of Ventura will 
probably be starting a group for singles in late summer or 
fall. The number to call for information about this group 
is 654-2465. You might call your church, or the area 
Council of Chur.ches, to obtain more information. 
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