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Many divorcing persons turn to treatment programs hoping for assistance in 

managing the process of divorce. Treatment programs include individual as well as 

group process models. One of the goals of most group process programs is to 

generate peer support which in turn is hoped to facilitate the process of divorce 

adjustment. Evaluations of such programs are few and limited. 

This study is an evaluation of a group process divorce adjustment 

intervention entitled, Divorce Recovery Workshop. This intervention includes 

education and support components. Two different methods of workshop delivery 

are compared and analyzed to determine the influence of support on the process of 

divorce adjustment. One method includes a small group component, the other does 

not. This workshop, offered during 1992/3, drew participants from the greater 

Salem, Oregon area who had recently divorced. 

This study examines four areas of divorce adjustment, comparing the two 

methods of workshop delivery, as well as participant experiences of support. These 

four included depression, degree of control, self-esteem, and persistence of 
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attachment. Participants were administered pre-workshop and post-workshop 

questionnaires. 

Standardized measures included the Center for Epidemiological Studies 

Depression Scale (Radloff, 1977), the Rosenberg Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) for 

assessing self-esteem, and the Acceptance of Marital Termination Scale (Thompson 

and Spanier, 1983). Nonstandardized measures included the Degree of Control 

After Divorce Scale, the Support List adapted from a social support measure 

(Bengtson and Mangen, 1988), the Support Scale adapted from a medical 

intervention peer support measure (Pratt, 1984), and a brief Satisfaction with 

Support Scale. 

This evaluation revealed positive outcomes for participants in the four areas 

of divorce adjustment regardless of method of program delivery. Participants also 

showed increased experiences of support attributable to the intervention. 

However, additional research is needed to establish the relationship between 

support and divorce adjustment. The lack of a control group should lead to caution 

to generalizing these results. 
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THE INFLUENCE OF SUPPORT ON DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT:  
AN EVALUATION  

Chapter I  
Introduction  

Divorce is among the most challenging of social phenomena today. 

Just mentioning divorce aloud commands attention, stimulates emotions, and elicits 

a variety of opinions. Such social interest is reflected in a flood of research and 

publications attempting to explain and respond to the social and personal challenges 

brought on by divorce. The causes of divorce, adjustment to divorce, children and 

divorce, legal aspects of divorce, economics of divorce, and treatment for persons 

going through divorce are among the areas of interest. However, in the words of 

one divorce researcher, "Today the interest of most researchers and clinical 

practitioners is in the factors that predict and promote speedy, healthy, and complete 

recovery from divorce" (Clarke-Stewart and Bailey, 1989, pg. 137). 

Divorce adjustment has been measured in various ways. One of the most 

prevalent approach focuses on several variables thought to comprise the essentials 

of the adjustment process. Psychological and emotional health, locus of control, and 

self-esteem are among the variables that have been used (Spanier and Hanson, 

1981). Others have focused on how divorced persons function in various roles that 

are thought to be affected by the divorce process (Raschke, 1987). The role 

adjustment model has been criticized, however, for measuring the negative aspects 

of the adjustment process and thus describing only the lack of adjustment (Price and 

McKenry, 1988). There has also been research describing the divorce process as 

loss, drawing heavily from Kubler-Ross' (1969) death and dying model of a stage-

like process of resolving profound loss (Kessler, 1975). This study investigates 
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adjustment to divorce among participants in a workshop targeted at persons going 

through divorce. In this chapter, adjustment and some major factors that influence 

divorce adjustment are discussed. 

Adjustment 

What is divorce adjustment? Kitson and Raschke (1981), in an important 

critical review of divorce research, define adjustment as, "An ability to develop an 

identity for oneself that is not tied to the status of being married or to the ex-spouse 

and an ability to function adequately in the role responsibilities of daily life...home, 

family, work, and leisure time." (pg.16) For such a definition to become reality 

requires remarkably healthy, full-functioning human beings in good control of their 

faculties and social and economic circumstances. Adjustment is appropriately seen 

as a process rather than an event, a process involving a considerable length of time 

and the mastery of a number of formidable challenges. 

It should also be noted that for a significant percentage of divorcing persons, 

the marriage break-up is seen as benefiting their life situation. Studies vary in the 

number, but approximately one-fourth of the divorcing population reports the end of 

the marriage to have been a very positive life experience (Albrecht, 1980; Brown et 

al., 1976; Spanier and Thompson, 1983). 

Adjustment and time 

Time is a significant factor in divorce adjustment in several ways. One way 

relates to the length of the marriage before divorce. Generally, the longer the 

marriage, the more difficult the divorce adjustment (Hetherington et al., 1978; 

Wallerstein, 1986). Another way adjustment is related to time is the age of the 

divorcing persons. Overall, the older the person, the more difficult and lengthy the 
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adjustment, especially if the persons involved are at mid-life or later (Bloom, et al., 

1979). There also appears to be an extensive relearning process for persons whose 

divorce follows a lengthy marriage (Gubrium, 1974). Particularly difficult is the 

disruption to long-lasting social systems and lifestyle habit patterns. 

An additional time-related adjustment factor is the length of time needed for 

adjustment. Adjustment to divorce requires between two and five years for most 

persons (Weiss, 1975). Considerable research has shown that the actual physical 

separation is the single most difficult aspect of the divorce process (Bohannon, 

1970; Kessler, 1975; Weiss, 1975). Apparently, the closer to the time of divorce, 

the more traumatic the adjustment process. One study (Hetherington, et al., 1978) 

describes families as "near chaos" one year after the divorce. 

Adjustment and gender differences 

Women and men appear to experience the adjustment to divorce in different 

ways. Generally, men are more likely to experience severe personal problems in the 

adjustment process. Serious illness which requires hospitalization, severe 

depression, and extreme psychological disturbances are more common for men than 

women following divorce (Bloom et al., 1978; Gove, 1972; Riessman and Gerstel, 

1985). However, these difficult problems occur in only a small percentage of 

divorcing men. 

In contrast, problems with the daily adjustment processes (single parenting, 

vocational adjustment, financial challenges) occur for most divorcing women. Thus 

overall, it could be said that for most men, adjustment to divorce is less problematic 

than for most women. 

One recent study asked why men appear to have it easier than women in the 

adjustment process (Clarke-Stewart and Bailey, 1989). This study suggested a 
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number of possibilities. First, the authors note that women's standard of living is 

more negatively affected by the divorce process than men. Many studies concur 

(Day and Bahr, 1986; Johnson and Waldman, 1983; Spanier and Thompson, 

1984), at least during the first year after divorce. 

A closely related gender difference is vocational circumstance (Clark-

Stewart and Bailey,1989) Compared to men, women have a more difficult. 

employment adjustment. They need good paying jobs to support their single parent 

family, but are qualified for the lowest paying, poverty-level employment 

(Weitzman, 1985). Men, on the other hand, are more likely to have established a 

history of full-time, gainful employment and often experience virtually no change in 

their vocational status as a result of divorce. 

A third gender difference suggested by Clarke-Stewart and Bailey (1989) 

results from the most common child custody arrangements, in which minor children 

are placed in the custodial care of the mother. This arrangement still occurs nearly 

ninety percent of the time. Such a responsibility combined with the other adjustment 

tasks appears likely to make women's adjustment more difficult. 

Social interaction differences may account for a fourth reason for more 

difficult adjustment for women. Raschke (1977) has noted that, after divorce, men 

participate much more aggressively in social interactions than women. Specifically, 

men date earlier and more often than women following divorce. It is likely this is 

due at least in part to men's lighter childcare duties. Thus men may have more 

access to the potential benefits of support from social interactions than women. 

Numerous studies have documented that (Richardson, 1981; Spanier and Hanson, 

1982) the amount of positive social support experienced by persons going through 

divorce is positively correlated with adjustment. 
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These gender differences in economic, vocational, and social supports 

factors suggest the possibility of a gender difference in the perception of locus of 

control. Dramatic drops in economic status coupled with the pressure to seek 

higher paying jobs, while at the same time having increased child responsibilities may 

make women feel they have fewer options and less control over their life 

circumstances. 

Social support and adjustment 

Social support and social participation have also been found to be significant 

factors in the adjustment process (Chiriboga et al., 1979; Raschke, H. J., 1977.). 

One study found some examples of support that appeared to enhance the adjustment 

process, some support that seemed detrimental, and some support that while present 

seemed unimportant in the adjustment process (Spanier and Thompson, 1984). The 

importance of family social support during the crisis of divorce has also been 

documented (Kitson, et al., 1982). Other research has found social support from 

families to be very important during life crises, especially health related crises 

(Bloom, 1979; Lesser and Watt, 1978). 

Friends are among the most important sources of support during the crisis of 

divorce. In several studies, this support has been found to relate with positive 

adjustment (Hunt and Hunt, 1977; Spanier and Castro, 1979; Wallerstein and Kelly, 

1980). However, it has also been found that many pre-divorce friendships become 

difficult, decline in frequency of contact, and often cease altogether (Spanier and 

Thompson, 1984; Johnson, 1977, Albrecht et al., 1983). Thus, the establishment of 

new friendships and friendship networks is an important part of positive divorce 

adjustment. 
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The importance of social support from peers while in self-help groups is a 

potential construct in the analysis of divorce adjustment. More specifically, self-help 

groups often are the location and catalyst for intentionally building positive social 

support during divorce adjustment. Meeting with other people who are going 

through a similar stressful life experience can be helpful. For example, showing 

divorced persons that they are not alone, helping to present problems and formulate 

solutions, and allowing people to form new friendships are some possible ways to 

facilitate adjustment by providing an opportunity to build peer support. Such 

support was one of the goals of an intervention similar to the one currently being 

evaluated (Weiss, 1975). Called 'Seminars for the Separated', this intervention was 

among the first to target persons recently separated from their spouses. These 

seminars used an education and support format. This support has been found 

beneficial as part of other health-related interventions offered during life crises such 

as widowhood (Silverman and Cooperband, 1976) and dealing with elderly parents 

(Stafford, 1980). In addition, such support may be particularly important due to the 

disruption in support relationships during divorce (Weiss, 1975), especially those 

that depended on one's marital status. Eventually the divorced person is likely to 

build a new set of friends, at least in part with persons in similar circumstances 

(Krantzler, 1973; Weiss, 1975). 

This study evaluates the influence of peer support on the process of divorce 

adjustment. More specifically, the evaluation will compare divorce adjustment in 

education/support intervention with adjustment in an education/only intervention. 

Research questions include the degree to which peer support can be intentionally 

constructed and the impact, if any, of such constructed peer support on divorce 

adjustment. 
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Regardless of adjustment differences between men and women, for most 

divorcing persons the process of adjustment is one of the most formidable 

challenges of their lives. It requires the marshalling of perhaps the most extensive 

array of resources they have ever needed. Yet it comes at a time when personal 

resources are likely to be at an all-time low. At its best, divorce demands a supreme 

effort to adjust and move ahead with one's life. At its worst, it requires more 

resources than are available. For many, the adjustment is often lengthy and difficult. 

Divorce Recovery Workshop 

The program in which this evaluation of peer support is being done is known 

as The Divorce Recovery Workshop (DRW). DRW is an education/support group 

model of intervention. Initially developed by Rev Jim Smoke (1976) and refined by 

Dr. Bill Flanagan (1985), it has been adapted for use in several church-based 

programs targeted at single adults. This particular evaluation is being done with the 

program for single adults at Salem First Church of the Nazarene in Salem, Oregon. 

Workshop program description 

Client outcome objectives include improvement in several areas as a result of 

participation in the workshop. Among these areas are emotional stability, social 

support, self-esteem, persistence of attachment, degree of control, and perceived 

peer support. 

The effect of peer support is being evaluated by comparing two different 

models of delivering the workshop: education/support and education/only. In both 

models, activities occur in six weekly workshop sessions. In the education/support 

model, each session is two hours in length and includes one hour of lecture followed 
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by one hour of small group interaction with other participants. In the education/only 

model, the entire two hour session is lecture. 

For both models, the lecture material (Appendix B) is designed to address a 

number of areas in the divorce process which have been found to be significant in 

the divorce adjustment process. Topics include: describing divorce from a process 

perspective, resolving attachment issues, managing difficult emotions, dealing with 

the ex-spouse, reestablishing identity and social support apart from the marriage 

relationship, goal setting and empowerment, and single parenting. 

Lectures were taught by a teaching team representing both genders. Team 

teachers both have Master's degrees in Counseling. One teacher has been presenting 

such workshops for the last fourteen years, the other for the last five years. 

Small groups in the education/support model are composed of four 

workshop participants along with a group facilitator who coordinates the small 

group interaction time. Facilitators are volunteers who have been participants in a 

previous Divorce Recovery Workshop and have received additional training in small 

group management. Groups will be gender integrated with the hope that an equal 

number of men and women will comprise each group. Each participant will be given 

a series of questions based on the lecture content of that workshop session. 

Instructions for group interaction are printed on the question sheet and read aloud 

by the teachers at the beginning of each group interaction session. All participants 

will be invited and encouraged to respond to the questions. However, participants 

will also be encouraged to be in charge of their own growth process and affirmed in 

their right to not participate in any part of the discussion that seems especially 

difficult or painful. Facilitators assist if participants appear to be struggling with the 

group process or are obviously in severe distress. 
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Focus and rationale of this study 

A large body of research has focused on the adjustment factors and tasks of 

persons going through the divorce process. In addition, other research has 

investigated those factors which may affect adjustment to divorce. Among these 

factors are social economic status variables, timing of divorce, gender, social 

support, and degree of control. 

However, only a handful of studies have attempted to examine the effects of 

intervention programs. Most of these studies are qualitative in nature and are very 

limited in scope and number of participants. Most common in this limited genre are 

the case studies presented by practicing clinicians. There is a lack of attention given 

to programs offered to persons in group settings. Thus there is a need for a 

literature of evaluation studies in divorce adjustment treatment. 

The present study encompasses two areas of interest: adjustment and 

intervention. The literature of divorce adjustment will be analyzed to discern the 

tasks involved in successful divorce adjustment. In addition, the few published 

divorce adjustment treatments will be examined. From the acquired knowledge 

base, an evaluation will be performed on an established program designed to 

facilitate divorce adjustment. 

More specifically, this study will focus on two different workshop formats 

and accompanying changes over time. One format is a workshop based on an 

education/support group model which employs both lecture and small peer support 

groups. The other format is a workshop based on an education/only model 

featuring an expanded lecture format. The first question to be examined is: Does 

adjustment over time differ according to the workshop format employed. 

Additionally, the levels of peer support from each format will be compared to 
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determine if participants' perceptions of peer and family support vary according to 

format. 
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Chapter II  
Literature Review  

The literature of divorce adjustment is rapidly growing. It will be noted that 

the literature for women's divorce process is much more extensive than that for men, 

although recent trends suggest that more interest is being focused on men's process 

as well. Certainly some men do experience challenges similar to those of women, 

but this review reflects the adjustment research found in literature. In addition, a 

variety of interventions will be reviewed as well as the very few intervention 

evaluations available. First this chapter will review studies related to several divorce 

adjustment factors. Included will be depression, degree of control, self-esteem, and 

persistence of attachment. Finally, other variables influencing adjustment will be 

reviewed briefly. A major theme in the literature on divorce adjustment is gender 

differences and the differences in the ecology of the lives of men and women after 

divorce. 

Depression 

Adjustments relating to emotional health are a major area of concern to 

people experiencing divorce. Dealing with intense negative emotions is one of the 

most difficult aspects of divorce adjustment. The extreme of negative emotional 

health is depression. Contributing to depression may be the presence of several 

negative emotions. Anger is one such emotion. One study found women to be 

more angry than men in number and intensity (Wallerstein and Kelly, 1980). 

Wallerstein revealed that one-fifth of the women (and almost as many men) were 

extremely hostile and bitter. These women were labeled embittered-chaotic. 

Accompanying this anger was a serious level of depression and a powerful life 
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disarray experience called "disorganizing disequilibrium". Unfortunately, such 

emotional turmoil will probably persist more for women than men (Hetherington et 

al., 1978). In general, after separation, women are angrier, more uneasy about 

things, and experience greater emotional turmoil than men (Chiriboga and Cutler, 

1978). This may result, at least in part, from the sense of helplessness about many 

of the results of the divorce process, i.e., more difficult vocational and financial 

adjustment. Such results are a product of social, economic, and role forces largely 

beyond the control of most women (Weitzman, 1985). Thus, it may be that women 

perceive a low degree of control in their lives during and after divorce. 

While anger is one of the predominant feelings, there may also be positive 

feelings following divorce. As a result, women (and men) experience ambivalent 

feelings, often finding the resolution of these feelings near impossible. They report 

attempting to manage these feelings by trying to box them in, repressing all of their 

feelings, or letting themselves alternately feel both the positive and negative feelings 

(Spanier and Thompson, 1984; Weiss, 1975). 

Emotional adjustment has also been found to be related to the process of 

mourning. This process usually immediately follows separation but if not, it will be 

experienced at some later time. It cannot be skipped (Price and McKenry, 1988). It 

involves a process similar to the grief in the loss of a loved one by death. Resolving 

anger about the loss of something precious and managing depression are two of the 

essential elements of grief recovery (Kessler, 1975). 

Anger management is a difficult adjustment task for a particular group of 

divorced men whose wives left them. These husbands report a combination of 

debilitating feelings and beliefs, including a diminished sense of masculinity, acute 

loneliness, a deep sense of loss, and powerful feelings of rejection (Myers, 1985-86). 

Myers suggests that sex role expectations for men to be strong, competent, and 
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unfailing made it difficult for men to admit their difficult adjustment and ask for 

help. Similarly, divorced parents who did not make the decision to divorce were 

more likely to experience depression compared to their partners who sought divorce 

( Waldron et al., 1986). 

Severe distress factors. Some men apparently cope very poorly following 

separation and remain in chronic distress up to two years following separation. It 

has been found that four elements, when found together, were predictors of this 

chronic distress. Included were: (a) no memory of significant conflict before 

separation, (b) no desire for separation, (c) chronic attempts had been made at 

reconciliation, and (d) low vocational status (Jordan, 1988). 

Degree of control 

While not yet recognized as a construct of divorce adjustment, degree of 

control during the divorce process seems to be an appropriate focus of research. A 

broad literature has addressed issues of control for some time. At the heart of 

thinking about control is the presumption that persons who believe they have some 

measure of effective control will have a stronger sense of well being about their lives 

than those who do not possess such a belief (White and Janson, 1986). 

Additionally, it has been observed that one of the themes often found in theories 

regarding control is that beliefs about control are situation specific (Folkman, 1984). 

In the case of divorce, this would mean that questions regarding one's perception of 

control during the divorce process should be specifically related to the 

circumstances and situations of the divorce, not just general questions about one's 

sense of control. 

There are a number of aspects of the divorce process that appear likely to 

vary widely in person's perception of control. For women, control over financial, 
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custodial, and vocational circumstances appears to be less during the divorce 

process (Cher lin, 1981; Rowe, 1991; James, 1985). For example, regarding spousal 

support awards, the current trend is to award short term awards designed to allow 

the recipient to gain the education or experience necessary to find gainful 

employment (Rowe, 1991). For many women the time and amount of the awards 

are too small and too short (Baker, 1987). It seems probable that women have a 

low sense of control in such situations, perhaps adding to the stress and anxiety of 

the divorce adjustment process. 

Closely related is the challenge of single parenting. In a large majority of 

cases, women are the custodial parents. Adding the task of single parenting with 

only a few breaks, to an already over stressed lifestyle suggests a loss of perception 

of control over one's life. However, it may be that control over children may 

actually increase without the other parent present, which in turn may increase the 

parent's perception of control and thus her sense of well being. One study suggested 

that men's adjustment was related to their perception of control over custody issues 

(Clark-Stewart and Bailey, 1989). 

Self-esteem 

Adjustment in self-esteem appears to be a particularly difficult task for 

women. Self-esteem is a global concept that is related to all of the previously 

discussed adjustment tasks. The degree to which a woman believes she has resolved 

or is successfully resolving the previously discussed adjustment tasks has a direct 

bearing on her ability to possess a strong positive sense of self. In addition, women 

often valued being part of a couple more than men, thus separation and divorce 

would have a greater negative impact on their identity and esteem than men (Clarke-

Stewart and Bailey, 1989). One study concluded that the strongest single predictor 
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for adjustment to divorce was the woman's subjective feelings of well-being and the 

absence of distress (Pett, 1982). Some divorced women experienced higher self-

esteem when they realized they could manage alone (Wallerstein and Kelly, 1980). 

Yet for many women, such an experience of competence and the resulting 

confidence is fleeting. For example, many women find low-paying jobs to be their 

only vocational option after divorce, an experience which serves to reinforce their 

sense of low self-esteem and strengthens the experience of depression. The ongoing 

struggle for a functional relationship with an ex-spouse and the enormous demands 

of single parenting, as well as the pervasive sense of overload makes maintaining a 

positive self-esteem a Herculean task for many post-divorced women. Some find it 

impossible (Wallerstein and Blakeslee, 1989) 

Loneliness. Loneliness may be closely related to self-esteem. Persons views 

of self value and competency are likely to be affected by loneliness in that persons 

may believe they are unwanted and unacceptable to others. Researchers studying 

divorce adjustment have noted that feelings of loneliness are pervasive (Spanier and 

Thompson, 1984; Tedder, et al., 1984). Being physically alone and a lack of sense 

of belonging are major components of loneliness. Spanier and Thompson found that 

among women, the experience was most acute immediately after the breakup 

although some reported the final months of marriage to be the most lonely. Weiss 

(1975) identified two types of loneliness: emotional and social. Minimal activity 

and little personal contact characterize social loneliness while a lack of intimacy 

indicates emotional loneliness. The reasons women most often gave for loneliness 

included being isolated from social life, longing for opposite sex friend, and longing 

for former spouse (Spanier and Thompson, 1984). Profound loneliness was 

reported for a large number of women eighteen months after separation (Wallerstein 

and Kelly, 1980). Additionally, women were found to cope with divorce adjustment 
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more positively if they viewed their social support network positively (Clarke-

Stewart and Bailey, 1989; Bursik, 1991). 

Loneliness was listed as one of the three most difficult issues for men in one 

study (Tedder et al., 1984). Another study noted that anxiety about the future social 

situation as well as fears about sexual readjustment in single life were among the 

most prevalent issues for men adjusting to life in the divorce process (Jacobs, 1983). 

One additional study noted that men reported a drop in support from their social 

network during the divorce process (Caldwell et al., 1983), adding to the already 

difficult adjustment process for men. 

Persistence of Attachment 

One of the greatest adjustment challenges for both men and women is the 

resolution of separation distress (Weiss, 1975). This distress is characterized by a 

deep and pervading sense of anxiety tied to the inaccessibility of the lost partner. 

Weiss suggests that this distress is an adult analog to childhood separation anxiety. 

The cause of this distress is more than just being alone; it is directly associated with 

the specific lost partner. Accompanying this distress are tension and vigilance 

resulting in a number of symptoms, one of which is sleeplessness. Sleeplessness can 

produce a spiral effect; i.e., tension produces sleeplessness which increases tension 

which perpetuates sleeplessness. This reduces the energy available for managing the 

other stressors brought on by divorce. 

A closely related adjustment task is the resolution of attachment. 

Attachment is the ongoing sense of connectedness that persists even after "love" for 

one another has ceased (Weiss, 1975). Such robust attachment is confusing and 

contradictory because it often results in feelings of hate and love in rapid succession. 

In addition, Weiss and others (Spanier and Thompson, 1983) assert that many 
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persons experience euphoria rather than, or in addition to, separation distress. 

However, this euphoria was not found to be integrated or lasting in the individual's 

personality. 

Ongoing attachment can be negatively related to post-divorce adjustment in 

women (Berman, 1989). In further refining the concept of attachment, Berman 

asserted that ongoing attachment is conceptually distinct from emotional distress 

following divorce. As a result, coping strategies that helped women cope with 

emotional stress were less effective in diminishing persistent attachment. Another 

study concluded that emotional attachment or even emotional ambivalence predicted 

poorer recovery following divorce for women (Power, 1987). This discussion 

points to the larger issue of ex-spouse relationships, one of the most difficult among 

the adjustment tasks. 

For many men, separation distress and ongoing attachment are areas of 

difficult adjustment. Perhaps it is an even larger task for men than for women 

because men's adjustment usually includes separation from their children as well as 

their spouse. Women are much more likely to be the custodial parent. As a result, 

coming to terms with fear and guilt over separation from children and wife have 

been found to be significant adjustment tasks for men (Jacobs, 1983). It was also 

found that, in general, fathers without custody had more problems in adjustment 

than fathers with custody (Stewart, et al., 1986). More specifically, the small 

number of divorced fathers with custody of their children experienced less anxiety 

and depression than fathers without custody. These findings are a duplication of an 

earlier study by Wallerstein and Kelly, (1980). In a comparison with married 

fathers, custodial fathers were almost as well adjusted and emotionally healthy. 

These findings suggest that continued significant contact with children is an 

important factor in the adjustment of fathers after divorce. 
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In an additional recent study (Clarke-Stewart and Bailey, 1989), men's 

adjustment was related to their perception of control over the custody arrangement. 

It was found that men's adjustment was more difficult if they believed they had less 

control over custody than their ex-spouses. Included were such factors as visitation 

schedules, educational details, and medical decisions. Thus ecological factors in the 

changing household after divorce are related to adjustment. 

Influencing factors 

Single parenting. Another area of adjustment results from the changing 

households of divorcing families. When separation occurs, women are most often 

the immediate as well as the long-term custodial parent. Minor children are 

involved in nearly 65 percent of all divorces in the United States (U.S. Bureau of 

Census, 1989a). In 1985, an average of one child was involved in each divorce for a 

total of over one million children (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1989a). Women are 

promptly faced with largely assuming the care and nurture of their children at a time 

when they are likely to have fewer emotional, physical, and practical resources than 

ever before in their family history. Yet the relationship that emerges between both 

parents and their children after divorce is crucial (Wallerstein and Kelly, 1980). 

Particularly important for the children is that parents offer comfort, and a reasonable 

explanation for the marriage breakup. If children are helped to see some benefit to 

at least one of their parents, they appear to cope more positively (Jacobson, 1978). 

One of the major tasks for parents after divorce is finding ways to provide 

children with ongoing access to both parents after divorce (Wallerstein and Kelly, 

1980). This task involves the formidable challenge of ex-spouses effectively 

working together in the best interests of the children. An ideal co-parenting 

relationship includes cooperation, flexibility in visitation scheduling, free access to 
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both parents, an open and ongoing communication style, keeping post-marital 

conflict out of the parenting issues, and continuing dialog on financial issues 

(Ahrons and Wallisch, 1986). Such an ideal provides goals for direction and 

development, but it must be remembered that some of these issues were likely 

contributing factors in the marital breakup. What a tremendous challenge in the 

midst of divorce to attempt to practice relationship skills that proved impossible 

during the marriage. 

At times, the relationship between mother and children becomes a place of 

dysfunction and maladjustment. This may occur when the parent seeks to have her 

adult relationship needs met through the children (Kenemore and Wineberg, 1984; 

Glenwick and Mowrey, 1986). 

The mother-child relationship is part of the larger adjustment task of 

assuming the responsibilities of single parenting. Many women find this single 

parenting overwhelming. Robert Weiss has identified three common sources of 

single parent stress ( Weiss, 1979). First is responsibility overload in which single 

parents struggle with making almost all of the family decisions and meet the needs of 

the family. Another source of stress is emotional overload. This is the experience 

of largely being depended on to provide the emotional support for the children, at a 

time when the parent feels emotionally drained herself. A third source of stress is 

task overload. This is simply the case of single parent family tasks requiring more 

than the parent has to offer in the midst of the demands of working, housekeeping, 

and parenting. Even after emotionally accepting the situation, the single parent 

mother may continue to struggle with these stressors. 

Child support. In an issue closely related to parent/child relationships, it has 

been found that child support issues are among the most problematic for post-

divorced men. One study examined the emotional aspects of child support 
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enforcement (Nuta, 1986). Since men are overwhelmingly the expected providers 

of child support, Nuta's study focuses on one of the most painful and difficult 

adjustments for men. Specifically, an attempt was made to develop a typology of 

the man who does not pay support. The study characterized such men as being 

overextended, in emotional pain, angry and revengeful, egocentric, irresponsible, 

and lacking in survival skills. These negative characteristics reveal the emotionally 

loaded and socially volatile nature of the support issue. Another study found men 

expressing outrage and disappointment with the legal system largely due to custody 

and support awards (Jacobs, 1983). 

Financial/vocational adjustment. Financial adjustment is another significant 

task for a woman experiencing divorce. In fact for many women, the lack of a male 

income is a more detrimental aspect of divorce than is the lack of a male partner 

(Cherlin, 1981). Many women who experience divorce can expect to receive only 

minimal economic support from their former spouses (Welch, 1983). It is 

interesting to note that over the last two decades, the percentage of women awarded 

spousal support has not increased. At present, only 14.6 percent of all divorcing 

women in the United States receive spousal support awards (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census, 1987a). Oregon varies significantly from the national average in that nearly 

28 percent of women receive monthly spousal support awards averaging $492.97 

(Rowe and Morrow, 1988). What has changed nationally is the time covered in 

spousal awards. Current trends are for awards to move away from permanent 

support to short-term awards which are intended to give the recipient time and 

opportunity to significantly enhance the skills necessary to be self supporting (Rowe, 

1991). Unfortunately these "rehabilitation" awards are often too short term and too 

small to actually cover the time needed to train or retrain into a gainful employment 

situation (Baker, 1987). 
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Related to economics is the adjustment challenge of employment, especially 

in the case of the woman who is the custodial parent. One author, a recently 

divorced single parent, revealed several work-related conflicts. First was the 

challenge of finding meaningful and gainful employment after having left the work 

force for several years while having children. Once employment was obtained, she 

experienced constant conflict over being a good parent as well as a productive 

employee (James, 1985). Another study revealed that women going through 

divorce generally had lower levels of occupation, lower job stability, worked fewer 

hours, and were paid less than men in the same circumstances (Arendell, 1986). 

While such a finding is not surprising since it matches our social norms, it is helpful 

to keep such inequities in mind as they may help explain and predict divorce 

adjustment tasks. 

Conclusion 

The forgoing discussion has been an attempt to document the complex and 

multifaceted process to divorce. The tasks are interrelated in a complex fashion 

unique to each divorce situation. Understanding, facing, and managing the divorce 

process requires considerable courage, numerous resources, and a willingness to 

view divorce as a process requiring much time and patience. 

Treatment for Divorced Individuals 

We turn now from the literature of adjustment to an examination of 

treatment programs reported in the literature. The literature of divorce intervention 

is much more limited than that of divorce adjustment but is now emerging. Of 

particular interest will be how well particular treatments appear to address to the 

previously discussed adjustment tasks: emotional adjustment, degree of control, self-
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esteem, and attachment resolution. Each treatment herein is thus categorized by the 

particular task it appears to address. 

Emotional adjustment/treatment 

One treatment model is designed to facilitate the management of divorce 

grief, including depression (Hagemeyer, 1986). This intervention intends to 

facilitate adjustment by focusing on emotional coping as well as behavior/event 

coping. The author blends the two foci into a single treatment stressing grief 

education and emotional understanding of the stages of loss. Jordon (1988) notes 

that men were often devastated by the experience and unable to adequately grieve, 

suggested that therapists' first helping task should be to facilitate the mourning 

process. Myers (1985) asserts that some therapists, by practicing the same sex-role 

rigidity as their clients, defeat helpful intervention. The author contends that 

accurate assessment, empathy, and the ability to reach out to clients could all be 

compromised by an unwillingness to allow men the expression and processing of 

loss-appropriate emotions. 

Degree of control/treatment 

Degree of control over the divorce process is a very specific adjustment task 

and various programs provide specific information that could enhance divorcing 

persons degree of control. "Making It On Your Own" (Johnson, 1986) appears to 

have considerable potential to increase women's perception of their degree of 

control over circumstances related to the divorce process. Particularly helpful may 

be the portion of the program devoted to increasing participant parenting skills since 

many women find single parenting one of the most challenging of divorce 

adjustment tasks. 
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Degree of control may also be enhanced by two interventions targeted at 

women's relationship with their children (Kenemore and Wineberg, 1985; Glenwick 

and Mowrey, 1986). Both of these programs are intended to help women gain 

additional understanding and control over the family grief processes during a 

divorce. Improving skills in managing children during particularly difficult stages is 

one of the goals of both interventions which may especially enhance mothers' sense 

of control in one of the most challenging parts of the divorce adjustment process. 

One additional intervention was directed toward mothers and children. Called "The 

Children of Divorce Parenting Intervention" (Woichik, et al., 1993), this program 

focused on five different putative mediators with a view to improving the mother-

child relationship. Again, this educational/equipping intervention appeared likely to 

have enhanced mothers sense of control over some of the events related to the 

divorce process. 

Another intervention (James, 1984) calls for a response from employers. 

The author asks employers to positively intervene in the lives of recently divorced, 

single parent women. Flexible work hours and child care arrangements are among 

the suggestions to help mothers balance child nurture and vocational performance. 

It is interesting to note that this was written ten years ago. Since that time, there 

has been an increase in the awareness and practice of such arrangements. 

Self-esteem/treatment 

One intervention serves to empower women early in the divorce mediation 

process as well as providing long-term coping skills for post-divorce women (Ricci, 

1985). This strategy also offers some potential to address women's economic 

disparity by empowering women to negotiate more effectively during the legal 

process. While not directly addressing self-esteem issues, this intervention would 
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seem to enhance women's esteem by building their sense of self - empowerment. 

Building women's sense of identity and power is the focus of another intervention 

called, "Making It On Your Own" (Johnson, 1986). 

Attachment resolution/treatment 

Treatment plans are offered that respond to tasks of relationship resolution. 

One is especially targeted at individuals who have struggled with persistent 

attachment in the loss of a marriage (Power, 1986). Another intervention attempts 

to empower women in a variety of ways including building new relationships, a task 

that facilitates resolving attachment to a former spouse (Johnson, 1986). Resolution 

of attachment could also be enhanced by a program designed to empower women 

early in the divorce process, especially in dealing with her former spouse (Ricci, 

1985). This intervention could serve to normalize the post-divorce ex-spouse 

relationship by facilitating appropriate distance between the divorcing couple. 

Implications of treatment 

On the whole, these interventions show an awareness and competence in 

responding to the needs of post-divorce women. However, two major areas of need 

do not appear in the recent literature. One is a treatment plan to facilitate social 

support networks. This seems particularly acute with the general loss of extended 

family support systems and the challenge of relationship building in such a mobile 

society (Spanier and Thompson, 1984; Weiss, 1975; Clark-Stewart and Bailey, 

1989). It seems that the single-parent mother will need to build her own long-term 

support system of close friendships which will become her peer family. 

In addition, there were few intervention plans for alleviating the economic 

hardship experienced by the majority of divorced women. This is not surprising 
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given the complex economic, cultural, and social factors which contribute to 

women's economic disadvantage. There have been few passionate calls (Weitzman, 

1985) for an immediate national response to the economic plight of divorced, single-

parent mothers. 

Very little in the literature can be found which directly targets the specific 

needs of men going through divorce. For example, few studies compare the 

attendance rates of men and women in divorce treatment programs. 

Group treatment 

One type of group treatment plan including both genders reported in the 

divorce adjustment literature is the adjustment workshop. Among the workshops, 

there are four models found to be effective in facilitating divorce adjustment. 

Included are the communications training model (Kessler, 1978), the cognitive 

behavioral model (Granvold and Welch, 1977), the group process model (Fisher, 

1976), and the group marathon model (Stewart, 1976). 

In one study, three of the above models were compared for relative 

effectiveness in divorce adjustment (Byrne and Overline, 1992). It was found that 

participants in the group marathon workshop known as Beginning Experience 

improved significantly more in divorce adjustment than participants in the group 

process or cognitive behavioral workshops. Unfortunately the above study suffered 

from very small sample sizes and some methodological problems. 

Among the first interventions targeted at separation/divorce populations was 

Seminars for the Separated (Weiss, 1975). Weiss developed an education/support 

format that included eight weekly meetings, each lasting for about two and a half 

hours. The first forty five minutes was spent in lecture and the last one and one half 
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hours was spent in small groups. The aims of the seminar were to help participants 

manage the emotional and social challenges of marital separation. 

Peer support is a construct that deserves attention in the divorce adjustment 

literature. More specifically, studies have investigated self-help groups and resulting 

support as an intervention for medical patients (Kirscht et al., 1979). These studies 

have demonstrated the beneficial effect of peer support groups on positive health 

behavior. Of particular interest for this study are the demonstration that peer 

support groups have improved adjustment to treatment plans for a variety of 

medical conditions. These groups deal with the challenge of coping with difficult 

medical conditions. In addition, one of the primary functions of the groups is to 

build an atmosphere of support for the needed changes (Caplan, et al., 1976; 

Silverman, 1980). 

While there have been no investigations of the impact of peer support on the 

process of divorce adjustment, other peer support studies suggest such 

investigations would be fruitful. For example, closely related to the importance of 

peer support in divorce recovery has been the effective use of peer support groups 

in life crisis situations such as widowhood. It has been found that peer support has 

assisted persons in processing the emotional challenges of grief as well as assisting 

grieving persons in creating a new way of life necessitated by the crisis. (Silverman 

and Cooperband, 1975). 

In addition, it has been noted that both men and women experience a 

difficult emotional adjustment during the divorce process. It seems likely that the 

presence of peer support would likely be beneficial in the divorce adjustment 

treatment process. For example, it has been documented that for some men the 

emotional adjustment is terribly difficult. It seems that peer support would likely 

facilitate the process of emotional venting. For women, there are many practical 
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challenges during the process of adjustment. It again seems likely that peer support 

would facilitate access to additional sources of instrumental and informational 

support. 

Literature conclusions 

While the above literature review shows a strong research emphasis in 

divorce adjustment and an emerging literature of treatment, very little has been 

published evaluating the effectiveness of the treatments offered. Thus this study will 

address this gap in the literature by evaluating the effectiveness of two types of 

divorce adjustment workshops. 

It will be the intent of this study to evaluate the targeted program for its 

effectiveness in enhancing the adjustment process. The evaluation will analyze the 

following questions and hypotheses. 
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Evaluation Question One 

Will persons who participate in the Education/Support workshop improve 

more or less than the participants in the Education/Only workshop on measures of 

divorce adjustment? 

Hypotheses 

One: Education/Support workshop participants will show greater 

improvement in depression than Education/Only participants. 

Two: Education/Support workshop participants will show greater change 

in the direction of higher degree of control than Education/Only 

participants. 

Three: Education/Support workshop participants will show greater 

improvement in self-esteem than Education/Only participants. 

Four: Education/Support workshop participants will show greater decreases 

in persistence of attachment than Education/Only participants. 
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Evaluation Question Two 

Will the participants' experience of support vary according to the workshop 

model? Is social support related to adjustment over the course of the workshop? 

Hypotheses 

One: Education/Support participants will report higher exchanges of peer 

support (Support List) than Education/Only participants at time 2. 

Two: Education/Support participants will report higher Satisfaction with 

Support from family and friends than Education/Only participants. 

Three: Education/Support participants will report more support (Support 

Scale) from new workshop friends than Education/Only participants report 

from new workshop friends. 

Four: Adjustment (four types) will be correlated with support (List, 

Satisfaction, Scale) and will be more positive for Education/Support 

participants than for Education/Only participants. 
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Chapter III  
Methods  

Introduction 

The factors correlated with the likelihood of divorce, the process of divorce, 

and adjustment to divorce are among the most carefully studied areas of the divorce 

process. In addition, numerous intervention programs have been developed to assist 

persons in divorce adjustment. Interventions include models of divorce education 

for educators, parents, and children; group therapy models, and various individual 

counseling models. While many programs have been developed and implemented, 

relatively few have been carefully evaluated. This evaluation is designed to respond 

to the need for strong evaluation of divorce adjustment intervention programs. Two 

types of intervention programs are compared in this study: an intervention 

providing only an educational program and an intervention providing education as 

well as peer support. 

Evaluation design 

A quasi-experimental pre-post design was used to assess significant 

differences between Education/Only and Education/Support workshop models over 

time. Outcomes are depression, degree of control, self-esteem, and persistence of 

attachment. Additionally, a comparison by model of participant experiences of 

support during divorce and the workshop was done to assess the validity of the 

program design. Finally, participant adjustment was analyzed to suggest the profile 

of the person most effectively served by the program. 

Workshop participants completed a pre-treatment questionnaire at the 

beginning of Session One and a post-treatment questionnaire at the close of Session 

Six of the workshop. 
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SES variables in the treatment and control groups were compared to ensure 

that participants in both models were not significantly different, thus ensuring the 

validity of comparability. 

To test the validity of constructed peer support, group and mean scores from 

social support questions were compared with an expected higher mean score for the 

education/support model over the education/only model at time two. 

Sample 

The Treatment group was composed of persons attending divorce recovery 

workshops at First Church of the Nazarene and Bethel Baptist Church in 

McMinnville, Oregon. Questionnaires were administered to participants at the 

beginning of Session One of the workshop and at the close of Session Six of the 

workshop. Scores were compared from both workshop models. 

Information about participant attendance was gathered by the workshop 

registration staff on individual registration cards coded with identification numbers 

to match pre-post questionnaires. Participants who attend a minimum of four 

sessions were considered participants to be included in the group analysis. A 

graphic presentation of the sample is portrayed in Appendix C. 

One hundred eighty-four people attended the Divorce Recovery Workshops 

under evaluation. One hundred and eight (59%) were women, 76 (41%) were men. 

Thirty-nine persons (21%) attended too few sessions (less than four) to participate 

in the study. Additionally, 17 persons who were eligible chose not to participate in 

the study. Thus, 128(70%) individuals attended at least four sessions of the 

workshops and completed pre and post questionnaires. Of this 128, 66 persons 

participated in the Education/Support workshop while 62 individuals participated in 

the Education/Only workshop. The 66 persons attending the Education/Support 
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workshop were composed of 40 women and 26 men. The 62 persons attending the 

Education/Only workshop were composed of 41 women and 21 men. 

The mean age of workshop participants was 40.03 years. Current income 

mean was $20,313. The mean income drop since divorce was $15,313. Seventy-

nine (62%) participants were employed full-time, twenty-four (19%) part-time, 

twenty-four (19%) were unemployed, and 1 participant was retired. The mean 

education level was three years of college. Sixty-one persons (48%) had minor 

children living at home. Forty-three persons (34%) were receiving professional 

counselling at the time of the workshop. 

In comparing SES characteristics, some differences between men and 

women were noted. Current income for women was a mean of $17,778 while the 

figure was $24,600 for men. For both men and women, the drop in income since 

divorce was very close; $15, 309 for women and $15, 300 for men. Education 

levels for men and women were also very close, with women averaging 3+ years of 

college as compared with 3 years of college for men. Women were far more likely 

than men to have minor children living at home. Fifty-four women (67%) had minor 

children living at home while 27 (33%) women did not. Only seven men (15%) had 

minor children living at home while 40 (85%) did not. Women attending the 

workshop were slightly older than the men attending. Women averaged 40.8 years 

of age while men averaged 38.6 years of age. 

Differences were apparent in the employment of men and women. Among 

the men 35 (75%) were employed full time, four (8.5%) were employed part time, 

eight (17%) were unemployed. Forty-four women (54%) were employed full time, 

20 (25%) were employed part time, 16 (20%) were unemployed, and one was 

retired. 
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On average women rated themselves higher spiritually (moderately spiritual) 

than men (somewhat spiritual). Women also reported attending church more often 

over the past year (2 times/month) than men (several times per year). Since their 

divorce, both men and women reported an increase in church attendance. Women 

reported increasing their church attendance to once per week and men reported 

increasing their church attendance to once per month. 

Measurement tools 

To analyze emotional adjustment, subjects were administered the Center for 

Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) (Rad loff, 1977). This scale, 

included in Appendix A, consists of 20 items representing the clinical syndrome of 

major depression. Each item is scored 0 to 3. Lower scores reflect lower levels of 

depression. A number of community surveys have used the CES-D (Frerichs et al., 

1981; Radloff and Teri, 1986). In a comparison of various measures of depression, 

the CES-D is among the best epidemiological measures (Yesavage, 1986). 

To assess Degree of Control, the author constructed a Degree of Control 

After Divorce Scale (DCADS). While there is a substantial literature concerning the 

construct of Locus of Control (Rotter, 1966; Rotter, 1975; Krause, 1986; Krause, 

1987), it has been suggested that the Locus of Control construct is best used when 

assessed with instruments reflecting the specific circumstances and issues of a 

particular situation. Nothing of this type reported in the literature for divorce 

situations. The DCADS attempts to measure one's perception of and satisfaction 

with control over the events surrounding the divorce process. Included are 

perceptions of control in the decision to divorce, settlements from the divorce 

decree, and belief about future control. Higher scores reflect a belief that one has a 
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greater degree of control and greater satisfaction with this control than those with 

lower scores. 

The variable of Self-Esteem, the quality of thinking positively about oneself, 

was assessed with the Rosenberg Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) (See Appendix). This is 

a 10-item measure with reasonable validity and reliability. This ten-item scale has 

been called a "model short measure" in review literature (Robinson and Shaver, 

1973). Higher scores reflect higher self-esteem. 

The variable of Persistence of Attachment will be assessed using the 

Acceptance of Marital Termination Scale (Thompson and Spanier, 1983). This 

fifteen-item scale is a revision of Kitson's Dimensions of Attachment to the Spouse 

in Divorce (Kitson, 1982) and is designed to assess current feelings of attachment to 

the former spouse as well as acceptance of the end of their marriage. Response 

options (scored 1-4) range from 'not at all' to "very much". Higher scores reflect 

greater acceptance of marital termination and positive movement toward resolution 

of attachment. 

In an extensive review of social support literature, Kessler and McLeod 

(1985) conclude that, generally, social support does not reduce the impact of 

difficult life events on mental health. However, specific types of support such as 

emotional support and the perceived availability of support may indeed buffer the 

negative impact of difficult life events (Cohen and Wills, 1985). 

Support will be assessed with three different measures (Table 1). Scores will 

be obtained at Time 2 after participants have been exposed to the different 

workshop formats. 

Peer support will be assessed with a Support List adapted from a social 

support measure used in the University of Southern California Longitudinal Study of 

Generations (Bengtson and Mangen, 1988). This Support List (see Appendix A) 
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asks what kinds of support have been received by participants from their new 

workshop friends. Ten support items are listed with a yes or no response. Yes totals 

will be individually summed to give a Support List Scale. Higher scores will reflect 

greater numbers of support experiences. 

Peer support will also be assessed using an author constructed measure 

adapted from one used to assess the impact of peer support on a health intervention 

related to diabetes (Pratt, 1984). This Support Scale focuses specifically on the 

workshop participant's evaluation of their support experience while participating in 

the workshop. Response options (scored 1-5) range from 'not at all' to 'very much'. 

Higher scores reflect increased perception of peer support. 

Participants Satisfaction with Support from family and friends will be 

assessed post-treatment with two questions (see Appendix A). On a six-point scale 

ranging from very dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (6) participants are asked how 

satisfied they are with the support they have received from family and friends during 

their divorce/separation. Higher scores will reflect greater satisfaction with support. 

See Appendix A for copies of questionnaires and scales. 
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Table 1 

Title 

Support 
List 

Support 
Scale 

Family 
Support 

Friend 
Support 

SUPPORT MEASURES 

Description Sample Item/s	 Alpha 
Reliability 

Measures frequency of Household chores .69 
support exchanges Information or Advice 
participants have Child Care
received from new 

Financial Assistanceworkshop friends. 

Measures participant How open do you feel you are .78  
perception of peer able to be with your small  
support while in group?  
workshop sessions.  

Measures satisfaction Overall, how satisfied are you Does Not 
with family support with the support you have Apply 
during divorce. received from your family 

through your 
divorce/separation? 

Measures satisfaction Overall, how satisfied are you Does Not 
with friend support with the support you have Apply 
during divorce. received from your friends 

through your 
divorce/separation? 
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Limitations 

Internal validity. Internal validity refers to the ability of a research design to 

distinguish between effects due to the program and effects arising from other 

sources. Maturation is one possible threat to internal validity. Research shows that 

most persons improve over time in their adjustment to divorce with or without the 

presence of an intervention. The same research has shown that such improvement 

usually comes slowly over a two or three year period. Thus significant improvement 

over the course of the program's relatively brief time frame would suggest program 

effects. 

Repeated testing is another threat to internal validity. However, since both 

Education/Support and Education/Only groups are taking the same pretest, its effect 

should not differentially affect the two groups. 

Subject Attrition is another possible threat to internal validity. Mortality 

refers to the effect of participants dropping out of the program. Persons going 

through the divorce process are probably among the most mobile in society. Even 

over the course of such a short intervention, it is likely that some participants will 

experience changes in vocation and housing which might encourage program 

dropout. 

External validity. Threats to external validity are also possible. External 

validity refers to the generalizability of the findings to different persons in different 

locations. Selection bias is a possible source of threat to external validity. This 

refers to the impact that different selection processes may have. In this case, the 

participants are self-selected by their response to a particular publicity plan, a plan 

perhaps unavailable or unworkable in another location. Participants responded to 

newspaper advertising, posters placed in singles' social areas, referral from area 

counselors, friends recommendations, and church publications. 
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The Hawthorne effect is another possible threat to external validity. This 

refers to the possibility that when participants are aware that they are part of an 

evaluation study, they tend to perform or at least report performing at a higher level 

than those in similar programs who are not part of an evaluation study. The current 

evaluation may be susceptible to such an effect due to the novel attempt at 

evaluation. 

External validity appears to be most likely threatened by the Hawthorne 

effect. While such threats are possible, the evaluation design appears strong enough 

to warrant the study. Additional studies will be necessary to test the validity of both 

the program and evaluation design. 
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Chapter IV  
Data Analysis  

Evaluation Question One 

Will persons who participate in the Education/Support workshop improve 

more or less than the participants in the Education/Only workshop on measures of 

divorce adjustment? 

Hypothesis One: Education/Support workshop participants will show 

greater improvement in depression than Education/Only participants. 

The dependent variable in this analysis was Depression as measured by the 

CES-D Depression Scale. Independent variables included Treatment Group 

(Treatment), Gender (Sex), and Time. To complete the model, Time Since Divorce 

(Covariate) was added as a Covariate to be sure that the time in the program effect 

wasn't just measuring improvement over time in divorce. A 2x2x2 repeated 

measures MANCOVA was conducted to determine if there were significant 

differences between groups (Education/Only versus Education/Support), (Male 

versus Female) from Time One to Time Two. 

No significant differences were found between persons grouped by treatment 

or gender (Table 2). The MANCOVA revealed a main effect for time (p. = .001), 

showing significant change from Time One to Time Two. Specifically, at the 

beginning of the Workshop, the overall CES-D mean score was 26.29 (S.D. = 8.53) 

compared to 20.40 (S.D. = 6.41) at the end of the workshop. 

A t-test revealed this difference to be significant (t = 6.41, p. = .001). 
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There were no other significant main effects. Table 2 also shows the 

Covariate (Time Since Divorce) to be significant (p. = 02). 

An interaction effect was discovered for Treatment*Sex*Time (p. = .02). 

Figure one diagrams this effect revealing that Men in the Education/Support group 

(ESM1 and ESM2) improved from Time One to Time Two at a greater rate than 

Men in the Education/Only group (EOM1 and EOM2). 
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Table 2 

MANCOVA  
DEPRESSION WITH TIME SINCE DIVORCE AS COVARIATE  

Dependent Variable: Depression 
N: 256 Multiple R: 0.429 Squared Multiple R: 0.184 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SUM-OF- MEAN-
SOURCE SQUARES DF SQUARE F-RATIO P 
Treatment 37.982 1 37.982 0.689 0.407 

Sex 105.027 1 105.027 1.906 0.169 

Time 1899.480 1 1899.480 34.469 0.000 ** 

INTERACTIONS 
Treatment*Sex 5.029 1 5.029 0.091 0.763 

Treatment*Time 55.796 1 55.796 1.012 0.315 

Sex*Time 4.463 1 4.463 0.081 0.776 

Treatment*Sex*Time 295.416 1 295.416 5.361 0.021 * 

Covariate 285.940 1 285.940 5.189 0.024 * 

Error 13556.272 246 55.107 

*p < .05. **p < .01 
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Figure 1. Depression Mean Scores: Time One and Time Two 
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Hypothesis Two: Education/Support workshop participants will score 

higher in the direction of higher Degree of control more than Education/Only 

participants. 

The Dependent variable in this analysis was the Degree of Control over 

divorce progress measure. As with Hypothesis One, Independent variables 

included Treatment Group (Treatment), Sex (Sex), and Time (Time). To complete 

the model, Time Since Divorce (Covariate) was added as a Covariate to be sure that 

the time in the program effect wasn't just measuring improvement over time in 

divorce. A 2x2x2 repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted to determine if 

there were significant differences between groups (Education/Only versus 

Education/Support, Male versus Female) from Time One to Time Two. 

No significant differences were found between persons grouped by sex. The 

MANCOVA revealed significant main effects for treatment (p. = .003) and for time 

(p. = .006). (Table 3 summarizes the results of this analysis). Specifically, at the 

beginning of the Workshop, Education /Only participants had mean Degree of 

Control scores of 16.25 (S.D. = 4.72) at Time One and 17.79 (S.D. = 4.70 at Time 

Two. A t-test revealed this difference to be significant (t = -1.92, p. = .05) 

Education/Support participants had mean Degree of Control scores of 13.87 (S.D. = 

5.61) at Time One and 15.89 (S.D. = 5.53) at Time Two (Figure 2). A t-test 

revealed this difference to be approaching significance (t = -1.83, p. = .07). 

No interaction effects were revealed. Finally, the covariate effect was found 

to be marginally significant (p. = .05). Because there were clear differences at Time 

One, a post-hoc analysis was run. In this MANCOVA Degree of Control Time 

Two was the Dependent Variable, Degree of Control Time One and Time Since 
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Divorce were CoVariates, and Treatment and Gender were Independent variables. 

This analysis revealed a main effect for treatment (p. = .02). This suggests that a 

treatment difference existed over and above the effects of different Time One scores. 

(Table 4 summarized the results of this analysis). 
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Table 3 

MANCOVA  
DEGREE OF CONTROL WITH TIME SINCE DIVORCE AS COVARIATE  

Dependent Variable: Degree of Control 
N: 253 Multiple R: 0.315 Squared Multiple R: 0.099 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SUM-OF- MEAN-
SOURCE SQUARES DF SQUARE F-RATIO P 

** Treatment 237.906 1 237.906 9.016 0.003 

Sex 63.610 1 63.610 2.411 0.122 
** Time 198.968 1 198.968 7.540 0.006 

INTERACTIONS 
1 2.780 0.105 0.746Treatment*Sex 2.780 

0.767Treatment*Time 2.315 1 2.315 0.088 

1.203 1 1.203 0.046 0.831Sex*Time 
2.581 1 2.581 0.098 0.755Treatment*Sex*Time  

Covariate 96.429 96.429 3.654 0.057 * 1 

Error 6438.359 244 26.387 

*R < .05. **R < .01 



46 

Table 4 

MANCOVA  
DEGREE OF CONTROL TIME TWO WITH TIME SINCE DIVORCE AND  

DEGREE OF CONTROL TIME ONE AS COVARIATES  

Dependent Variable: Degree of Control Time Two 
N: 125 Multiple R: 0.271 Squared Multiple R: 0.073 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SUM-OF- MEAN-
SOURCE SQUARES DF SQUARE F-RATIO P 
Treatment 138.536 1 138.536 5.284 0.023 * 

Sex 44.112 1 44.112 1.682 0.197 

INTERACTIONS 
Treatment *Sex 0.009 0.9240.237 1 0.237 
Covariate Degree of 26.146 1 26.146 0.997 0.320 
Control One 

Covariate Time Since 36.151 1 36.151 1.379 0.243 

Error 3120.031 119 26.219 

*R < .05. **R < .01 
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Figure 2. Degree of Control Mean Scores: Time One and Time Two 
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Hypothesis Three: Education/Support workshop participants will improve 

in self-esteem more than Education/Only participants. 

The dependent variable in this analysis was Self Esteem as assessed by the 

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale. Independent variables included Treatment Group 

(Treatment), Sex (Sex), and Time (Time). To complete the model, Time Since 

Divorce (Covariate) was added as a Covariate to be sure that the time in the 

program effect wasn't just measuring improvement over time in divorce. A 2x2x2 

repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted to determine if there were 

significant differences between groups (Education/Only versus Education/Support, 

Male versus Female) from Time One to Time Two. 

A main effect for Treatment (Table 5) was revealed that was very close to 

significance (p. = .06) showing that the Education/Only group was highest in self-

esteem. Additionally, a significant main effect for Time was revealed (p. = .001) 

showing improvement over time. No main effect for Sex was discovered. One 

significant interaction effect, Sex*Time was revealed (p. = .001). Specifically, mean 

scores for women in both groups (Education/Only and Education/ Support) 

improved while mean scores for men either remained the same (Education/Support) 

or declined (Education/Only) Figure 3 illustrates this interaction. Mean scores for 

women were: Education/Only Female at Time One - 18.82 (S.D. = 5.34) and Time 

Two - 24.58 (S. D. = 4.59); Education/Support Female at Time One - 17.95 (S.D. 

= 7.34) and Time Two - 21.85 ( S.D. = 5.47). Mean scores for men were: 

Education/Only Male at Time One - 22.76 (S.D. = 5.36) and Time Two -

22.190(S.D. = 6.75); Education/Support Male at Time One - 21.60 (S.D. = 5.79) 

and Time Two - 21.60 (S.D. = 5.62). 



49 

A series oft -tests isolated the significant differences: Education/Only 

Female Time One versus Education/Only Female Time Two revealed a significant 

difference (t = -5.29, p. = .001); Education/Support Female Time One versus 

Education/Support Female Time Two was also significant (t = -2.62, p. = .01). 

Neither Education/Only Male nor Education/Support Male differences were 

significant. 
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Table 5 

MANCOVA  
SELF-ESTEEM WITH TIME SINCE DIVORCE AS COVARIATE  

Dependent Variable: Self-Esteem 
N: 256 Multiple R: 0.364 Squared Multiple R: 0.133 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SUM-OF- MEAN-
SOURCE SQUARES DF SQUARE F-RATIO P 

Treatment 113.702 1 113.702 3.371 0.068 

Sex 45.606 1 45.606 1.352 0.246 
** Time 325.592 1 325.592 9.654 0.002 

INTERACTIONS 
Treatment*Sex 16.624 1 16.624 0.493 0.483 

Treatment*Time 3.523 3.523 0.104 0.7471 

** Sex*Time 363.189 1 363.189 10.769 0.001 

Treatment*Sex*Time 27.613 1 27.613 0.819 0.366 

Covariate 57.141 1 57.141 1.694 0.194 

Error 8330.124 247 33.725 

*R < .05. **p < .01 
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Hypothesis Four: Education/Support workshop participants will decrease in 

Persistence of Attachment more than Education/Only participants. 

The dependent variable in this analysis was Persistence of Attachment as 

assessed by the Acceptance of Marital Termination Scale. Independent variables 

included Treatment Group (Treatment), Sex (Sex), and Time (Time). To complete 

the model, Time Since Divorce (Covariate) was added as a Covariate to be sure that 

the time in the program effect wasn't just measuring improvement over time in 

divorce. A 2x2x2 repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted to determine if 

there were significant differences between groups (Education/Only versus 

Education/Support, Male versus Female) from Time One to Time Two. 

The MANCOVA, shown in Table 6, revealed a significant main effect for 

Time (p. = .001) (Figure 4). No main effects were discovered for either Treatment 

or Sex. The interaction of Treatment*Time approached significance (p. = .06). No 

other interactions proved significant. 

Specifically, at the beginning of the Workshop, participants' mean score was 

25.669 (S.D. = 5.36) on the Persistence of Attachment Scale (Figure 4). At the end 

of the workshop, participants mean score was 28.48 (S.D. = 8.83) . A t-test 

revealed this difference to be significant (t = -2.62, p. = .01). 
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Table 6 

MANCOVA  
ATTACHMENT WITH TIME SINCE DIVORCE AS COVARIATE  

Dependent Variable: Attachment 
N: 256 Multiple R: 0.262 Squared Multiple R: 0.068 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

SUM-OF- MEAN-
SOURCE SQUARES DF SQUARE F-RATIO P 
Treatment 205.341 1 205.341 2.386 0.124 

Sex 184.669 1 184.669 2.146 0.144 
**Time 611.237 1 611.237 7.103 0.008 

INTERACTIONS 
Treatment*Sex 291.047 1 291.047 3.382 0.067 

Treatment*Time 7.191 1 7.191 0.084 0.773 

Sex*Time 99.685 1 99.685 1.158 0.283 

Treatment*Sex*Time 5.105 1 5.105 0.059 0.808 

Covariate 223.926 1 223.926 2.602 0.108 

Error 21254.365 247 86.050 

*R < .05. **R < .01 
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Figure 4. Attachment Mean Scores: Time One and Time Two 
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Evaluation question one summary 

Participant Depression scores improved regardless of gender or method of 

workshop delivery. Additionally, males in the Education/Support workshop 

improved in depression scores more than males in the Education/Only workshop. 

The Covariate, Time Since Divorce was also significant. Degree of Control scores 

for participants in the Education/Support workshop improved more than Degree of 

Control scores for participants in the Education/Only workshop. The Covariate, 

Time Since Divorce was marginally significant. There was a time of measurement 

effect for self-esteem and scores for females in both workshop types improved. 

Persistence of Attachment scores improved for all participants regardless of method 

of workshop delivery or gender. 
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Evaluation Question Two 

Will the participants' experience of support be affected by the workshop 

models of Education/Support or Education/Only? Is social support related to 

adjustment over the course of the workshop? 

Hypothesis One: Education/Support participants will report higher 

exchanges of peer support (Support List) than Education/Only participants 

at Time 2. 

Summary statistics were computed for Support List scores for 

Education/Support and Education/Only participants (Table 7). Scores were also 

separated by sex. T-tests were then performed on mean scores to determine if 

differences in mean scores were significant. 

The analysis revealed significant differences between Education/Support 

participants and Education/Only participants in exchanges of peer support. 

Education/Support participants reported significantly higher rates of exchange than 

Education/Only participants (Table 7). 

Specifically, Education/Support Females reported a mean of 

3.1 (S.D. = 2.04) support exchanges during the workshop while Education/Only 

Females reported a mean of 2.0 (S.D. = 1.84) support exchanges during the 

workshop. A t-test revealed this difference to be significant (t = 2.254, p. = .03) 

(Figure 5). 

Education/Support Males reported a mean of 3.86 (S.D. = 2.03) support 

exchanges during the workshop while Education/Only Males reported a mean of 

2.19 (S.D. = 1.77) support exchanges during the workshop. A t-test revealed this 

difference to be significant ( t = 2.70, p. = .01) (Figure 5). 
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Additionally, a gender difference was revealed in that Males in the 

Education/Support workshop received more exchanges of support than Females. 

Specifically, Males reported a mean of 3.84 (S.D. = 2.03) exchanges of support 

during the workshop, while Females reported a mean of 3.1 (S.D. = 2.04) exchanges 

of support during the workshop. A t-test revealed this difference to be significant (t 

= 2.24, p. = .03) (Figure 5). Differences in exchanges of support between Males 

and Females in the Education/Only workshop were not significant. 

Table 7 

SUPPORT LIST SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Education Only Education Education Only Education 
Female Support Male Support Male 

Female 

N of cases 40 41 26 21 

Minimum 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Maximum 7.000 6.000 7.000 6.000 

Mean 2.000 3.100 2.190 3.846 

Variance 4.195 3.400 4.135 3.162 

Std. Dev. 2.048 1.844 2.034 1.778 
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Figure 5. Peer Support Differences at Time Two by Gender and Treatment 
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Hypothesis Two: Education/Support participants will report higher 

Satisfaction with Support from family and friends than Education/Only 

participants at Time Two. 

Summary statistics were computed for Satisfaction with Family Support for 

Education/Support and Education/Only participants (Table 8). Scores were also 

separated by sex. T-tests were then performed on Mean Scores to determine if 

differences were significant. 

The analysis revealed significant differences between Education/Support and 

Education/Only Males in terms of satisfaction with family support received during 

the separation/divorce process (Table 8). Specifically, Education/Support Males 

reported a satisfaction mean score of 4.67 (S.D. = .97) while Education/Only Males 

reported a mean score of 4.33 (S.D. = 1.01) (Figure 6). A t-test revealed this 

difference to be significant (t = 2.91, p. = .001). The difference in mean scores for 

Females did not prove to be significant. 
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Table 8 

SATISFACTION WITH FAMILY SUPPORT SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Education Only Education Education Only Education 
Female Support Male Support Male 

Female 

No. of cases 41 40 21 27 

Minimum 1.000 2.000 3.000 3.000 

Maximum 6.000 6.000 6.000 6.000 

Mean 4.780 4.375 4.333 4.667 

Variance 1.376 1.317 1.033 1.077 

Std. Dev. 1.173 1.148 1.017 1.038 
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Figure 6. Satisfaction with Family Support at Time Two by Gender and Treatment 
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Summary statistics were computed for Satisfaction with Friend Support for 

Education/Support and Education/Only participants. Scores were also separated by 

sex. T-tests were then performed on Mean Scores to determine if differences were 

significant. The analysis revealed significant differences between Education/Support 

and Education/Only participants in terms of Satisfaction with Friend Support during 

the divorce/separation process. Table 9 shows this analysis. 

Specifically, Education/Support Females reported a mean score of 4.22 

(S.D. = 1.00) while Education/Only Females reported a mean score of 5.04 

(S.D. = 1.04). A t-test revealed this difference to be significant (t = 4.01, 

p. = .001). Education/Support Males reported a mean score of 4.69 (S.D. = 1.00) 

while Education/Only Males reported a mean score of 4.00 (S.D. = .89). A t-test 

revealed this difference to be significant (t = 2.66, p. = .01) Figure 7 illustrates these 

differences. 
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Table 9 

SATISFACTION WITH FRIEND SUPPORT SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Education Only Education Education Only Education 
Female Support Male Support Male 

Female 

No. of cases 41 40 21 26 

Minimum 2.000 2.000 3.000 3.000 

Maximum 6.000 6.000 6.000 6.000 

Mean 5.049 4.225 4.000 4.692 

Variance 1.098 0.999 0.800 0.862 

Std. Dev. 1.048 1.000 0.894 0.928 
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Figure 7. Satisfaction with Friend Support at Time Two by Gender and Treatment 
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Hypothesis Three: Education/Support participants will report more support 

(Support Scale) from new small group friends than Education/Only 

participants from new workshop friends. 

Summary Statistics were computed for Support Scale score for 

Education/Support and Education/Only participants. Table 10 shows this analysis. 

Scores were also separated by sex. T-tests were then performed on Mean Scores to 

determine if differences were significant. 

The analysis revealed significant differences between Education/Support 

participants and Education/Only participants in their perception of peer support 

during the workshop. Education/Support participants scored significantly higher on 

the Peer Support Scale than Education/Only participants. Figure 8 illustrates these 

differences.. 

Specifically, Education/Support Females reported a mean score of 26.27 

(S.D. = 5.86) while Education/Only Females reported a mean score of 21.78 (S.D. = 

4.90) on the Peer Support Scale. A t-test revealed this difference to be significant (t 

= 4.65, p. = .001). 

Additionally, Education/Support Males reported a mean score of 26.19 

(S.D. = 5.22) while Education/Only Males reported a mean score of 20.66 (S.D. = 

4.37). A t-test revealed this difference to be significant (t = 3.38, p. = .001). 
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Figure 8. Participant Perception of Peer Support at Time Two by Gender and Treatment 
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Table 10 

PEER SUPPORT SCALE SUMMARY STATISTICS 

Education Only Education Education Only Education 
Female Support Male Support Male 

Female 

No. of cases 41 40 21 26 

Minimum 6.00 14.00 14.00 17.00 

Maximum 32.00 37.00 31.00 36.00 

Mean 21.78 26.27 20.66 26.19 

Variance 24.02 34.41 19.13 27.28 

Std. Dev. 4.90 5.86 4.37 5.22 
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Hypothesis Four: Adjustment (four types) will be correlated with support 

(Scale, List, Satisfaction). Correlations will be examined separately for 

Education/Support and Education/Only groups. 

The variables correlated were Depression (Dep), Self Esteem (S10, 

Attachment (Art), Degree of Control (DOC), Support Scale (SSCL), Support List 

(SLST), Satisfaction with Family Support (FMSP), and Satisfaction with Friend 

Support (FRSP). One correlation matrix was calculated with scores from 

Education/Support participants (Table 11); A separate matrix was calculated with 

scores from Education/Only participants (Table 12). These separate correlation 

matrices were done to assess the possibility that relationship patterns were different 

for the two methods of workshop delivery. Finally, all scores were combined in a 

correlation matrix (Table 13). 

Two correlations of significance are noted with scores from 

Education/Support participants (Table 11). First, a negative weak yet significant 

correlation exists between scores of Satisfaction With Family Support during the 

divorce process and participants' Time 2 Depression scores(-0.29, p. = .02). A 

much stronger negative and significant correlation exists between scores of 

Satisfaction With Friend Support during the divorce process and participants' Time 

2 Depression scores (-0.58, p. = .001). 

http:scores(-0.29
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Table 11 

CORRELATION  
ADJUSTMENT SUPPORT VARIABLES EDUCATION/SUPPORT  

Depression Self-Esteem Attachment Control 

Support 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.08 
Scale 

Support List 0.07 -0.22 0.06 0.04 

Family -0.29 * 0.09 -0.19 -0.03 
Support 

Friend -0.58 ** 0.11 -0.16 0.12 
Support 

*R < .05. **R < .01 
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One correlation of significance is noted with scores from Education/Only 

participants (Table 12). A fairly strong negative (-0.55) and significant (p. = .001) 

correlation exists between scores of Satisfaction With Family Support and 

participants' Time 2 Depression scores. 

Table 12 

CORRELATION  
ADJUSTMENT SUPPORT VARIABLES EDUCATION ONLY  

Depression Self-Esteem Attachment Control 

Support -0.06 0.10 0.14 0.25 * 
Scale 

Support List 0.03 -0.08 0.20 0.18 

Family -0.55 ** 0.21 -0.05 0.20 
Support 

Friend -0.22 -0.03 -0.16 0.10 
Support 

*p < .05. **R < .01 

When all participants scores are combined, two correlations of significance 

exist. First, a negative (-0.41) and significant (p. = .001) correlation exists between 

Satisfaction With Family Support during the divorce process and participants' Time 

2 Depression scores. Thus, lower satisfaction with support scores are associated 

with higher depression scores. Additionally, a negative (-0.40) and significant 

(p. = .001) correlation exists between Satisfaction With Friend Support during the 

divorce process and participants' Time 2 Depression scores. 
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Table 13 

CORRELATION  
ADJUSTMENT SUPPORT VARIABLES ALL PARTICIPANTS  

Depression Self-Esteem Attachment Control 

Support 0.00 -0.03 0.05 0.06 
Scale 

Support List 0.06 -0.21 * 0.09 0.03 

Family -0.41 ** 0.10 -0.12 0.08 
Support 

Friend -0.40 ** 0.00 -0.15 0.14 
Support 

*p < .05. **p. < .01 

Evaluation question two summary 

Education/Support participants reported significantly higher exchanges of 

peer support than Education/Only participants. Additionally males received more 

exchanges of support from new workshop friends than females. 

Male Education/Support participants reported significantly higher 

satisfaction with support from family than male Education/Only participants. 

Female Education/Only participants reported significantly higher satisfaction 

with support from friends than female Education/Support participants. Male 

Education/Support participants reported significantly higher satisfaction with 

support from friends than male Education/Only participants. 



72 

Both male and female Education/Support participants reported significantly 

higher support from new workshop friends than Education/Only participants. 

Education/Support participants showed a significant negative correlation 

between Satisfaction with Family support and Depression scores. Additionally, a 

significant negative correlation was found between Satisfaction with Friend support 

and Depression scores. 

Education/Only participants showed a significant correlation between 

Satisfaction with Family support and participant Depression scores. 

Benefit analysis 

While not part of the formal evaluation, a final analysis was done in an 

attempt to determine what factors might predict a participant receiving maximum 

benefit from the Divorce Recovery Workshop. This last set of analyses was clearly 

exploratory, aimed to uncover general trends such as who might be more likely or 

less likely to improve as a result of participating in the workshop. The Dependent 

Variables in these analyses were Time 2 Adjustment scores for Depression, Self 

Esteem, Attachment, and Degree of Control. Included as Independent variables 

were age, gender, spiritual self view, education level, income, drop in income since 

divorce, length of marriage, time since divorce, and number of minor children in the 

home. Each Independent variable was reduced to two groups to satisfy the 

ANOVA assumption of Independent variables being categorical. It was hoped that 

such a reduction would preserve large enough cells to make statistical analysis 

meaningful. Responses were divided according to median when possible. To 

complete the model, Time 1 adjustment scores were added as a Covariate to 

determine that scores were the result of participation in the workshop. 
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A 2x2x2 repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted to determine if 

there were significant differences between groups for each adjustment variable. 

Summary statistics were computed for all groups. Means were compared to find 

differences and trends. 

Due to the number of Independent Variables, the analyses were done in three 

waves described in a table (Table 13). This table summarizes significant results of 

these analyses for each dependent variable. Variables underlined were found to be 

significant for that particular wave. Wave one included gender, education level, 

income, and drop in income as Independent Variables. For wave one, gender was 

divided into two groups: male and female. Education was divided into two groups: 

no college education and some college education. Income was divided into two 

groups: less than $15,000 per year and $15,000 or more per year. Income drop 

was divided into two groups: a drop of less than $15,000 per year and a drop of 

$15,000 or more per year. 

Wave two utilized gender, length of marriage, time since divorce, and 

number of minor children at home as Independent Variables. For wave two, gender 

was divided into two groups: male and female. Marriage length was divided into 

two groups: marriage length less than ten years and marriage length ten years or 

longer. Time since divorce was divided into two groups: less than one year and one 

year or more. Kids was divided into two groups: no kids at home and kids at home. 

The Independent variables in wave three were age, gender, and spiritual self 

view. For wave three gender was divided into two groups: male and female. Spirit 

was divided into two groups: low spiritual self view and high spiritual self view. 

For wave three age included two groups: one group 35 and over and another group 

younger than 35. 
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MANCOVA results appeared promising with a number of significant 

interactions among the Independent Variables (Appendix D). Unfortunately, the 

combination of variables in each wave produced too many possible cells for the 

number of participants thus leaving many cells with little or no representation, 

making further analysis from the MANCOVA inappropriate. 

Table 14 

BENEFIT ANALYSIS WAVE DESCRIPTION 

Wave One Wave Two Wave Three 

Gender ** Gender Gender 
[Male/Female (C)] [Male (DS)/Female] [Male/Female] 

Education ** Marriage Length Age [< 35/35 or >] 
[<College fp/College or >] [< 10 years/10 years or >] 

Income Time since divorce ** Spiritual view ** 
[< 15,000/15,000 or >] [< 1 year/1 year or > (DS)] [Low/High (A)] 

Income Drop ** Kids living at home ** 
[< 15,000/15,000 or > (C)] [kids (AC)/no kids] 

** trend 
D=Depression, C= Degree of Control, A=Attachment, S=Self-Esteem 

However, a review of summary statistics suggests benefit trends in several 

instances (Appendix D). Generally, depression scores dropped (improved) most for 

men when time since divorce was longer than one year. Self esteem scores 

improved most for men when time since divorce was longer than one year. 

Persistence of attachment scores improved most when there were minor children 
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living in the home of the participant and when participants rated themselves as more 

spiritual. Degree of control scores improved most for women when minor children 

lived in participants home, when participants had no college education, and income 

drop since divorce was higher than fifteen thousand dollars per year. 
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Chapter V  
Discussion  

Introduction 

This program evaluation focused on two related areas of interest. First, the 

process of adjustment over the course of the Divorce Recovery Workshop was 

analyzed to assess the effect, if any, of support groups. Then, various types of 

support were assessed to determine how the workshop impacted participant's 

perception of and satisfaction with the support they received during the workshop 

process. 

Overall, it could be said that the study revealed few meaningful relationships 

between the different methods of workshop delivery and the process of adjustment 

over the course of the workshop. All participants improved at similar rates 

regardless of the presence or absence of support groups. However, it does appear 

that the workshop is effective in enhancing some participant perception of and 

satisfaction with some parts of their support system. 

Depression and support 

Emotional adjustment is closely related to divorce adjustment, especially the 

process of mourning the loss of something precious (Price and McKenry, 1988). 

The experience of depression is one widely recognized factor for assessing 

emotional health (Radloff, 1977). The experience of support during life crises has 

been found helpful in emotional adjustment (Silverman and Cooperband, 1975). 

This study attempted to combine these two adjustment factors to determine if 

support offered during a divorce recovery workshop would affect participants' 

experience of depression. 
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The hypothesis regarding depression and type of program delivery was not 

supported. Over the course of the six week workshop, participants reported fewer 

depressive symptoms regardless of participation in support groups. This is 

surprising since the positive role of support has been demonstrated in life crises. It 

is possible that the impact on adjustment of the increased social support due to the 

workshop takes longer to have a significant impact than the relatively short six week 

workshop. It is also possible that while some participants did report an increase in 

social support, the increase may not have been enough to measurably affect the 

emotional adjustment process. It may also be possible that small groups are not 

necessary for support from peer networks to develop during the workshops. 

Participants improved in depression regardless of gender. This appears to 

conflict with the evidence that emotional turmoil is more difficult and persists longer 

for most women as compared to most men (Hetherington et al., 1978; Chiriboga 

and Cutler, 1978; Weitzman, 1985). This suggests that the program is equally 

beneficial for both genders. However, since women's emotional adjustment is 

usually more difficult and lengthy than men's one might expect women to improve 

more than men. On the other hand, women's lengthy and difficult adjustment might 

lead one to suspect that a six week intervention would have less impact on women 

than men. 

When considering only Time, participants improved significantly. This result 

suggests a positive impact of the program on all participants, regardless of program 

type or gender. One might question such a conclusion since most persons improve 

in depression regardless of their attendance at a workshop. However, the positive 

changes for participants in the relatively brief six week workshop suggests the 

program has been effective in accelerating the adjustment process. These changes 

occurred over and above any change due to time since divorce. 
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When taking into account the cumulative effect of all three factors, the 

presence of support groups in the workshop does make a difference. Men who 

participated in the workshops with support groups improved in terms of reduced 

depression more than men who participated in the workshops without support 

groups. Thus only men appeared to benefit from the presence of support groups as 

part of the workshop format when considering depression. This appears to be 

consistent with findings that men are much more socially aggressive than women 

after divorce (Raschke, 1977). However this appears to contradict what we know 

about the nature of men's and women's relationships. There is considerable evidence 

that men and women interact differently in their intimate relationships. Women's 

intimate friendships are characterized by deep emotional sharing whereas men's 

friendships are based on engaging in common activities (Barth and Kinder, 1988; 

Sherrod, 1989). Put more succinctly women's friendships are "face to face" and 

men's are "side by side" (Wright, 1982). However, it has also been found that when 

it is considered socially appropriate, men self-disclose more than women do 

(Derlega, Winstead, Wong, and Hunter, 1985). The workshop may create an 

atmosphere that men consider socially appropriate. Thus men may be more likely 

than women to use the increased opportunity for social interaction afforded by the 

small groups, perhaps accelerating their emotional adjustment. And men who did 

not participate in small groups benefited less because the adjustment help from 

increased social support was not available. Another possibility is that menmay not 

have an extensive network of friends to talk to, thus they got considerable help from 

the support newly available through the small groups. 
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Degree of control adjustment, and support 

The limited research regarding control and divorce adjustment suggests that 

men's adjustment may be related to their perception of control over custody 

arrangements (Clark-Stewart and Bailey, 1989). It also seems likely that women's 

perception and satisfaction with their degree of control during the divorce process 

would be related to their adjustment process. This would seem to be especially true 

for women since their control over financial, custodial, and vocational adjustment 

seems to be more negatively impacted by divorce than for men (Cherlin, 1981; 

Rowe, 1991; James, 1985). It was thought that the social support available through 

the small groups might enhance participants' perception of and satisfaction with their 

degree of control. 

The hypothesis regarding degree of control and type of program delivery 

was not supported. No significant differences were found between men and women 

in their perception and satisfaction with their degree of control over the course of 

the workshop. Both men and women improved in their perception and satisfaction 

with their degree of control over the life of the workshop. There were differences 

due to the workshop type but these differences were present at the beginning of the 

workshop and thus not attributable to the program. It appears that all participants 

improve in degree of control regardless of gender or workshop type. 

Self-esteem adjustment and support 

It appears likely that self-esteem is a particularly important piece in the 

divorce adjustment puzzle (Clarke-Stewart and Bailey, 1989). Some go so far as to 

suggest that it is the most important piece, at least for women (Pett, 1982). This 

study examined the relationship between participants' experience of support and its 

effect on their self-esteem. 
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The hypothesis regarding self-esteem and type of program delivery was not 

supported. When considering Sex and Time together it was found that women 

improved significantly in self-esteem from time one to time two with women 

improving the most who attended the workshop without small groups. 

The changes in self-esteem for men were either non-existent or slightly 

negative. It is not surprising the workshop appears to benefit women more than 

men in terms of self-esteem. It has been suggested that women are more negatively 

affected than men in their self-esteem during the divorce process (Wallerstein and 

Blakeslee, 1989). Women entering the workshop had much lower scores than men. 

Thus there was more improvement possible. 

It is interesting that women who were in the workshop without small groups 

improved in their self-esteem more than women in the workshops with small groups. 

This may reflect an earlier discussion that men engage much more quickly and 

aggressively in new social situations than women after divorce. Thus the presence 

of small groups may not have been an advantage for women. Previous literature on 

social support suggests that women engage in much deeper relationship interactions 

than men (Hunt and Hunt, 1977). It may be that the limited opportunities for 

relationship building available during the workshop may appear short and artificial to 

women. Thus women may not experience a significant increase in support and the 

possible boost in self-esteem from such support. 

Attachment adjustment and support 

The persistence of attachment and its resolution have been found to be 

important factors in the process of divorce adjustment for both men and women 

(Weiss, 1975; Berman, 1989; Stewart et al., 1986). In this study it was thought that 

the presence of social support might facilitate the task of resolutions of attachment. 
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More specifically, it was thought that the availability of new relationships enhanced 

by the small group setting might lessen participants' attachment to former spouses. 

This did not appear to happen. 

The hypothesis regarding persistence of attachment and type of program 

delivery was not supported. However, participants did experience a reduction in 

attachment over the course of the workshop. This suggests that the program is 

effective in assisting participants with the resolution of attachment regardless of the 

workshop type or gender. It should also be considered that the change in 

attachment might be due to the normal process of resolution of attachment during 

divorce adjustment. However, the covariate effect of time since divorce was not 

significant leading to the conclusion that change doesn't seem to be an artifact of 

time since divorce. Additional research is needed to determine normative rates of 

resolution of attachment in order to determine if the program is having a significant 

impact. However, the relatively short six week length of the workshop and the 

concurrent significant improvement suggests that the program is responsible for the 

positive movement in adjustment. 

Differences in peer support 

The hypothesis that participants in Education/Support workshops would 

experience more peer support than participants in Education/Only workshops was 

supported. The primary function of the support groups in the workshop was to 

build an atmosphere of support to enhance the process of adjustment. Previous 

studies have documented the effective use of support groups during life crises such 

as widowhood (Silverman, 1980). It does appear that the workshop incorporating 

small groups was able to facilitate the experience of peer support better than the 

workshop without small groups. This peer support consisted of specific behaviors 
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that participants reported receiving from others attending the workshop. Among the 

most common kinds of support received were: "Discussing important life decisions" 

and "Talking about an issue raised during the Divorce Recovery Workshop". The 

increased opportunities afforded by the workshop with support groups were 

apparently taken advantage of by participants. 

It is interesting to note that men received more exchanges of peer support 

than women. This is consistent with an earlier finding in this study suggesting that 

men were more aggressive in post divorce social situations and thus might be more 

likely to benefit from the presence of support groups than women. This appears 

additionally supported in that the difference in exchanges of peer support between 

men and women in workshops without small groups was not significant. Thus it 

appears that men were more adept or more aggressive than women at accessing the 

support available from small groups. It may be that men took greater control in 

how support exchanges were made, including how the groups were run. 

Differences in family and friend support 

The hypothesis regarding satisfaction with family and friends and type of 

program delivery was partially supported. Social support from both friends and 

family has been found to be positively related to adjustment during life crises 

(Bloom, 1979; Wallerstein and Kelly, 1980). In this study support from both family 

and friends was evaluated to determine if the method of workshop delivery was 

related to participant satisfaction with the support they received during the divorce 

process. Men in the workshop with support groups were more satisfied with 

support from family than men in the workshop without support groups. For women 

there were no differences. It may be that men generalize their experience of small 
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group support to their Satisfaction with Support from other sources in ways that 

women do not. 

Regarding satisfaction with friend support, it appears that women who were 

not in support groups were more satisfied with the support they received from 

friends than women who participated in support groups. It is consistent with the 

previous findings in this study suggesting that the support groups were less effective 

in generating satisfying experiences of support for women. More positively, both 

groups experienced positive levels of Satisfaction with Support from friends during 

the course of the workshop. 

For men, findings regarding satisfaction with friend support remain 

consistent with previous findings. Men in workshops where the method of delivery 

included small groups, expressed higher satisfaction with friend support than men 

who participated in workshops where the method of delivery did not include small 

groups. Once again, men appeared to receive greater benefit from the small group 

experiences. 

Construction of support from new workshop friends 

The hypothesis regarding support from new workshop friends and type of 

program delivery was supported. Various medical conditions have prompted 

attempts to build support via support groups with a view to promoting a positive 

atmosphere in which needed changes might be made more easily than in a less 

supportive atmosphere. Several report success at building a more effective 

experience of support for participants (Caplan, et al., 1976; Silverman, 1980). This 

study assessed the ability of the workshop to build support by asking a series of 

specific questions regarding participant experiences of support from co-participants 

over the life of the workshop. 
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Meaningful differences emerged in participant experiences of support 

depending on the method of workshop delivery. Both men and women in 

workshops where the method of delivery included small groups reported higher 

experiences of support from new friends than participants in workshops without 

small groups. However these findings only partially validate the constructing of 

support in the support groups. Evidently this kind of support was constructed. 

Other than this, the support groups only created higher exchanges of support and 

only generalized to significant other for men, not for women. Unlike the previous 

support finding, this portion of the study found that both men and women received 

meaningful benefit from new friends made over the course of the workshop. This 

finding is not surprising in that direct and intentional effort was made to facilitate the 

this kind of support during the workshop. 

It should also be noted that participants in workshops where the method of 

delivery did not include small groups also experienced meaningful levels of support 

from new workshop friends. It appears that both workshop designs facilitate the 

process of gathering support from new workshop friends. 

Adjustment and support 

The hypothesis regarding correlations between adjustment variables and 

types of support was partially supported. This portion of the study focused on the 

correlation between the four types of adjustment and the three means of assessing 

support. These analyses were examined separately for the two different methods of 

workshop delivery. Meaningful relationships between support and adjustment were 

found to be at work in both workshop methods. 

Among participants of the workshop without support groups it was found 

that satisfaction with family support during the crisis of divorce had a strong 
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relationship to lessening participant depression over the course of the workshop. It 

seems reasonable that participants without the opportunity of gathering support 

from workshop groups would find a stronger relationship between satisfaction with 

family support and the lessening of depression than participants in workshops with 

support groups. 

Indeed it was only among participants of workshops including support 

groups that meaningful relationships between satisfaction with friend support and 

adjustment were found. Once again depression was the only adjustment factor 

where Satisfaction with Support was associated with positive adjustment. 

Satisfaction with Support from families during the crisis of divorce does appear to 

be related to a lessening of participant experience of depression. However, it 

appears to be the Satisfaction with Support from friends that is the strongest support 

moderator of depression during divorce. 

Thus, while participants in both workshop types experienced a more positive 

divorce adjustment due to satisfaction with family support, it was only in the 

workshop with support groups that satisfaction with friend support made a 

meaningful contribution to participant adjustment. This finding suggests that the 

workshop with support groups is more effective in helping participants deal with 

depression than the workshop without support groups. 

Benefit analysis 

This portion of the analysis was exploratory. It is unfortunate that the more 

powerful statistical analysis proved impossible to apply. While tentative and 

preliminary, the analysis that was done yielded a number of interesting trends. 

It is reasonable that depression scores appeared to be lower (better) for men 

than women. These analyses were done with time two scores only without 
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correcting for time one scores. Women's depression scores are usually higher than 

men's. Thus these findings reflect previous research regarding women, depression, 

and divorce (Weiss, 1979; Clarke-Stewart and Bailey, 1989). It is also reasonable 

that depression scores improved more for persons who had divorced a year or more 

before participating in the workshop. Previous research has shown than the time 

closest to the divorce is the most stressful and difficult (Hetherington, et al., 1978). 

Gender differences were consistent with previous research regarding self 

esteem. Men's scores were consistently higher. Generally, the self esteem of 

women is more negatively affected by divorce (Wallerstein and Blakeslee, 1989; 

Clarke-Stewart and Bailey, 1989). Additionally, it is also consistent with previous 

research that self esteem scores improve as the time since divorce increases 

(Hetherington, et al., 1978). In this study scores improved more for participants 

whose divorce had occurred a year or more previous to taking the workshop. It 

may be that the more long-term divorced people were in a much worse state upon 

entering the program. So they may have had more improvement to make thus 

creating a "floor" effect. 

Findings related to persistence of attachment may be related to previous 

research. In this study persistence of attachment scores improved most when there 

were minor children living in the home. Previous studies have documented that 

persistence of attachment is difficult for both men and women (Weiss, 1975; 

Berman, 1989). Additionally, it has been found that men who do not have custody 

of their children have a particularly difficult time with adjustment (Jacobs, 1983, 

Stewart, et al., 1986). It may be that persistence of attachment is moderated by the 

presence of children in the home, thus men without custody would not have this 

moderating factor. 
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Persistence of attachment was also found to be related to participant 

religious self perception. Persons who rated themselves as more spiritual had better 

persistence of attachment scores. This may be related to previous findings that 

religiosity is related to positive divorce adjustment (Brown, 1976; Raschke and 

Barringer, 1977). While persistence of attachment was not considered in the 

previous studies, it is an accepted measure of adjustment and could be expected to 

correlate with positive adjustment and religiosity. 

Degree of control scores suggest that women benefit more from the 

workshop than men in this area. This makes sense women are more likely to have 

less control over the divorce and post divorce process (Weitzman, 1985; Arendell, 

1986). Since women have more to gain, it is reasonable that their degree of control 

scores would be higher than those of male participants. The other factors predicting 

higher degree of control scores were also related since women would be more likely 

to be in these categories than men. They include minor children living at home, no 

college education, and an income drop higher than fifteen thousand dollars per year. 

Thus we could say tentatively that women who have children living at home, 

who have no college education, and who were more economically disadvantaged by 

the divorce process are likely to benefit more than others from this divorce recovery 

workshop. 

Limitations 

Results regarding adjustment should be taken as tentative due to the very 

complex nature of divorce adjustment and the limited nature of this evaluation. So 

many factors affect the adjustment process that it is possible that some of the 

variation found in this study was due to factors not analyzed. 
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The threat of a maturation effect was addressed with the time since divorce 

covariate. However, maturation in divorce adjustment is especially difficult to 

address due to the wide variation in adjustment rates and processes. 

One of the limitations of this study is the relatively short duration. Yet this 

may work to an advantage in strengthening confidence about the effectiveness of the 

program. Six weeks is a relatively short time in the divorce adjustment process. 

Thus the significant improvement over such a short period of time suggests that the 

program was effective in facilitating adjustment during the divorce process. 

Additional research designed to evaluate long term effects, if any, of such 

interventions could provide valuable additional information. 

Attrition was a factor in this evaluation. Thirty percent of beginning 

participants either dropped out of the workshops or chose not to participate in the 

study. A careful analysis of these dropouts could prove helpful to program planners 

in an effort to reduce dropout rates in future workshops. 

The study would have been strengthened by a larger number of participants, 

especially men. As a consequence, men's results should be accepted cautiously. 

Additionally, assessing the ethnic makeup of participants would yield results with 

more accurate generalizability. 

The addition of a control group of divorcing persons not participating in the 

workshop would strengthen the evaluation, especially in evaluating program effects 

on divorce adjustment. Additionally, such a control group would make generalizing 

findings more valid. 

Generalizability of this study is limited to divorcing person seeking help from 

group process models. Selection bias is a likely factor in that persons seeking help 

from this type of intervention may be different from other persons going through 

divorce who choose other types of interventions or none at all. 
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This study is also limited by the use of several author constructed evaluation 

instruments, particularly in the areas of degree of control and support. Further 

testing and strengthening of these measures will add validity and reliability to their 

use. 

Implications for program application 

One area to be further explored is the benefit analysis. Of special interest to 

program designers would be a strong study analyzing the factors that may predict 

maximum benefit from such programs. Program content and focus as well as 

marketing strategies could be positively informed by such knowledge. In turn, 

participants would likely benefit from an intervention with a better fit. 

Gender differences in participant experiences of support suggests a need for 

program designers to be careful about how support processes are designed and 

monitored. It is possible that small groups would benefit from more intentional 

generation of support stimulated by the small group facilitators. Perhaps a more 

comprehensive training program for small group facilitators would prove beneficial. 

Program designers might also consider a longer term intervention, as well as 

the addition of follow-up support groups for participants desiring them. 

Conclusion and implications for further study 

A more comprehensive study of adjustment factors and tasks as affected by 

interventions would provide valuable information about the impact of divorce 

interventions on the process of adjustment. For example, the relationship of the four 

adjustment variables considered in this study along with other variables such as 

single parenting skills, conflict resolution skills, grief coping skills would strengthen 

future evaluation studies. 
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The construct of degree of control would benefit from additional testing. A 

more powerful and extensive measure regarding control during divorce adjustment 

would benefit future studies. 

Support measures that are standardized and situation specific would also be 

helpful. The measures of support at the close of the workshop did not present a 

clear picture that the Education/Support workshop created an atmosphere where 

adjustment was enhanced more than in the Education/Only workshop. Men tended 

to benefit more than women from support generated by the presence of small groups 

as part of the workshop program. Future research might uncover exactly what 

occurred during small group sessions. For example, did men talk more than 

women? Did men take charge of the groups for their own benefit? Did women 

caretake the men and thus diminish their own opportunity to benefit from the 

support offered? Such in-depth observation could improve the delivery of future 

Education/Support workshops. Regarding the Education/Only workshop, how did 

support occur? In general, the Education/Only method of workshop delivery 

appears to be the most efficient and from this study seemed equally effective. 

This study provided valuable information regarding the benefit of the 

Divorce Recovery Workshop. In just six weeks, this intervention was able to 

facilitate improvement in four diverse areas of adjustment. This speaks well for the 

possibility of effective short-term interventions in assisting in positive divorce 

adjustment. Participants improved in all four areas ofadjustment over the course of 

the workshop regardless of the method of workshop delivery. Overall, participants 

received significant help in the very difficult task of divorce adjustment. 
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CES-D DEPRESSION SCALE 

For each of the following statements, check the box that best describes HOW 
OFTEN YOU HAVE FELT THIS WAY DURING THE PAST WEEK. 

A 
Rarely or moderate Most or 

DURING THE PAST WEEK: none of A little of amount all of the 
the time the time of time time 

a. I was bothered by things that don't 
usually bother me. 

b. I did not feel like eating; my appetite 
was poor. 

c. I felt that I could not shake the blues 
even with help from family or friends. 

d. I felt that I was just as good as other 
people. 

e. I had trouble keeping my mind on 
what I was doing. 

f. I felt depressed. 

g. 

h. 

I felt that everything I did was an 
effort. 

I felt hopeful about the future. 0 U 0 0 
i. I thought my life had been a failure. 

j. I felt fearful. 

k. 

1. 

My sleep was restless. 

I was happy. 0 0 
m. I talked less than usual. 

n. I felt lonely. 
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A 
Rarely or moderate Most or 

DURING THE PAST WEEK: none of A little of amount all of the 
the time the time of time time 

o. People were unfriendly. 0 0 CI CI 

p. I enjoyed life. 0 CI CI 0 

q. I had crying spells. 0 CI 0 CI 

r. I felt sad. CI 0 0 0 

s. I felt that people disliked me. 0 CI CI 0 
t. I could not "get going." 0 0 0 0 
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DEGREE OF CONTROL AFTER DIVORCE SCALE  

1. How much control, if any, have you had in the decision to divorce/separate? 

None Very Little Some Quite a Bit Very Much 

2. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the control you have had in the 
decision to divorce/separate? 

Very Dissatisfied Somewhat Satisfied 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Somewhat Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 

3. How much control, if any, have you had in arrangements resulting from the 
decision to divorce; such as property arrangements, financial arrangements, legal 
arrangements? 

None Very Little Some Quite a Bit Very Much 
CI 

4. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the control you have had in decisions 
resulting from the decision to divorce; such as property arrangements, financial 
arrangements, and legal arrangements. 

Very Dissatisfied Somewhat Satisfied 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Somewhat Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 
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5.	 As you think about your future, how much control do you believe you will have 
over circumstances that have changed as a result of your divorce/separation such 
as finances, vocation, standard of living? 

None Very Little Some Quite a Bit Very Much 

6.	 As you think about your future, how SATISFIED are you with the control you 
believe you will have over circumstances that have changed as a result of your 
divorce/separation such as finances, vocation, standard of living? 

Very Dissatisfied Somewhat Satisfied 
Dissatisfied Satisfied 
Somewhat Dissatisfied Very Satisfied 
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ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

Here are some ways people describe themselves. Indicate the extent to which you 
agree with the following items: 

Strongly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

a. I feel that I'm a person of worth, 
at least on an equal basis with 
others. 

b. I feel that I have a number of 
good qualities. 

CI 

c. All in all, I am inclined to feel that 
I am a failure. 

d. I am able to do things as well as 
most other people. 

e. 

f 

g. 

h. 

I feel I do not have much to be 
proud of 

I take a positive attitude toward 
myself 

On the whole, I am satisfied with 
myself. 

I wish I could have more respect 
for myself 

0 

0 

i. I certainly feel useless at times. 

J. At times I think I am not good at 
all. 
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ACCEPTANCE OF MARITAL TERMINATION SCALE 

The following statements reflect the thoughts and feelings that some persons 
have after the loss of a marriage or significant relationship. Read each statement 
and check the box to the right that most accurately reflects your current 
thoughts or feelings. 

Not at All Slightly Somewhat 
Very 
Much 

a. I find myself spending a lot time 
thinking about my former 
spouse/partner. 

b. Sometimes I just can't believe 
that we got a divorce/separation. 

c. I find myself wondering what my 
former spouse/partner is doing. 

d. I went ahead with the 
divorce/separation only because it 
was what my former 
spouse/partner wanted. 

e. 

f 

I am angry at my former 
spouse/partner. 

I do not feel guilty about the 
divorce/separation. 

g. I feel as if I have been dumped. 

h. Perhaps with all things considered 
we should have tired longer. 

i. This has been coming for a long 
time and I'm glad we've finally 
made the break. 

I feel as if this is a horrible 
mistake. 

C:1 
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Not at All Slightly Somewhat 
Very 

Much 

1. It isn't an easy decision to 
divorce/separate from your 
spouse, but basically I'm relieved. 

Cl 

m. Although this is the right 
decision, I know it's hurt my 
(former) spouse/partner very 
badly. 

CI 

n. I feel I will never get over the 
divorce/separation. 

o. I feel a little guilt about the 
divorce/separation, but it was the 
right decision for us. 

P. Divorce/Separation is one of the 
most tragic things that can 
happen to a person. 

LI 
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PEER SUPPORT SCALE (EDUCATION/SUPPORT MODEL) 

The following questions apply to your experience while in the small groups held 
during each workshop session. Check the box closest to your view or experience. 

1. How many small group sessions did you participate in? Check One. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Not at A Quite Very 
All Little Some a Bit Much 

Overall, how well did you like your 
small group? 

How open do you feel you were able to 
be with your small group? 

I you wanted to talk to someone about 
things that are very personal and 
private, would you feel comfortable 
talking to someone in your small 
group? 

During your group experience, did you 
actually talk about things that were 
personal and private? 

During your group experience, would 
you have liked a lot more chances to 
talk to people about your personal 
experiences? 

During your group experience, how 
much did others seem to share things 
that were private and personal? 

In your group, did any people actually 
let you know that they liked your ideas 
or the things you shared? 

Up to this point have you actually had 
contact with a member or members of 
your group outside of the class session? 
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Not at A Quite Very 
All Little Some a Bit Much 

10.	 Did you have any unpleasant 
disagreements with group members that 
made you angry or upset? 0000011.	 Overall, would you say that the 
workshop significantly increased the 
support you are receiving from friends? 

12. Did you make any new friends from the members of your small group? 

Yes No 

If yes, how many new friends did you make?  

Number of new friends  

13. Did you make any new friends from workshop participants outside your small 
group? 

Yes No (If No, go to question 17) 

If yes, how many new friends did you make?  

Number of new friends  
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PEER SUPPORT SCALE (EDUCATION/ONLY MODEL) 

The following questions apply to your experience while in the workshop sessions. 
Check the box closest to your view or experience. 

1. How many workshop sessions did you participate in? Check One. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Not at A Quite Very 
All Little Some a Bit Much 

2.	 Overall, how well did you like your 
workshop group? 

How open do you feel you were able to 0 0 0 
be with other workshop participants? OCIZIOU4.	 If you wanted to talk to someone about 
things that are very personal and 
private, would you feel comfortable 
talking to someone in your workshop? 

5.	 During your workshop experience, did 
you actually talk about things that were 
personal and private? 

During your workshop experience,  
would you have liked a lot more  
chances to talk to people about your  
personal experiences?  

7	 During your workshop experience, howUZIOU0 
much did others seem to share things 
that were private and personal? 

8.	 In your workshop, did any people 
actually let you know that they liked 
your ideas or the things you shared? 

9.	 Up to this point have you actually had 
contact with a member or members of 
your workshop outside of the class 
sessions? 
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Not at A Quite Very 
All Little Some a Bit Much 

10.	 Did you have any unpleasant 
disagreements with workshop members 
that made you angry or upset? 

11.	 Overall, would you say that the 
workshop significantly increased the 
support you are receiving from friends? 

12. Did you make any new friends from the members of your workshop? 

Yes No 

If yes, how many new friends did you make? 

Number of new friends 
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SUPPORT LIST (BOTH MODELS) 

We're interested in learning about the kinds of help and support 
people have available to them through their new workshop friend(s). 
For each type of help and support listed below, check whether one of 
your new friends has provided that type of support for you. 

Yes No 

Household chores 0 0 

Transportation/shopping 0 0 
Information or advice 0 
Financial Assistance 0 U 

Emotional Support 0 
Discussing important life decisions CI 0 

Help when you were sick 0 0 

Child Care 0 0 
Talking about an issue raised during the 0 
Divorce Recovery Workshop 

Spiritual Advice/Support 0 

16. Is there any other type of help and support that you have received from your 
new workshop friends? D Yes 0 No 

If yes, please specify the type(s) of help and support: 
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SATISFACTION WITH SUPPORT ( BOTH MODELS)  

1.	 Overall, 
through 

C:1 

2.	 Overall, 
through 

how satisfied are you with the support you have received from family 
your divorce/separation? 

Very Dissatisfied 0 Somewhat Satisfied  
Dissatisfied Satisfied  
Somewhat Dissatisfied Very Satisfied  

how satisfied are you with the support you have received from friends 
your divorce/separation? 

Very Dissatisfied Somewhat Satisfied  
Dissatisfied Satisfied  
Somewhat Dissatisfied Very Satisfied  
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION  
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DIVORCE RECOVERY WORKSHOP 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Session One: "Is This Really Happening to Me?" 

This session will describe divorce from a process perspective. The intent of the 

session will be to normalize the process of divorce as a difficult but manageable 

crisis. Kubler-Ross's work on the stages of the grief process will be used to provide 

a teaching framework. 

Session Two: "Emotions: Can You Trust Them?" 

This session will address the powerful and often unmanaged emotions 

accompanying the end of a marriage. Teaching will note that emotional pain is to be 

an expected part of the divorce resolution process. Anger and depression 

management will be key points of instruction. 

Session Three: "The Freedom of Forgiveness" 

Resolving perceived injustices will be the aim of this session. "Realistic" forgiveness 

will be advocated. Participants will be encouraged to resolve past wrongs and 

concentrate creative energy on current tasks, such as single parenting. 

Session Four: "Putting your Ex-Spouse in Focus" 

This session will build on session three in an attempt to normalize ex-spousal 

relations. Making clean marital breaks will be advocated to facilitate the lessening 

of attachment. 
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Session Five: "Who Am I ?" 

Reorienting a positive personal identity outside of the marriage relationship is the 

intent of this session. Personality types, values, self-view, and sexuality will be 

specific content areas. 

Session Six: 'Moving On" 

Participants will be encouraged to look beyond the divorce process to facilitate a 

sense of progress and accomplishment. Techniques of goal setting will be 

introduced and practiced. 
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SAMPLE DESCRIPTION  
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SAMPLE DROPOUT DESCRIPTION 

Of these 39, 28 (15%) persons attended Session One only and were labeled 

Dropouts. The remaining 11 (6%) attended from one-to-three sessions. Of the 28 

dropouts, 20 attended the Education/Only workshop with the remaining 8 attending 

the Education/Support workshop. Of the 20 dropouts attending the Education/Only 

workshop, 14 were men and 6 were women. Of the 8 dropouts attending the 

Education/Support workshop, 4 were men and 4 were women. Seventeen persons 

(9%) who were eligible chose not to complete questionnaires. 
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Figure 9. Workshop Participants Figure 10. Participants by Workshop Type and Gender 
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SUMMARY STATISTICS AND MANCOVA FOR BENEFIT/ADJUSTMENT  
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TABLE 15 
DEPRESSION MEANS- WAVE ONE 

Variables are Gender, Education, Income, Income Drop 
File is Benalla 

Bendep 1: Gender = 1, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Bendep 2: Gender = 1, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 2 
Bendep 4: Gender = 1, Education = 2, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Bendep 6: Gender = 1, Education = 2, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 
Bendep 9: Gender = 2, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Bendep 11: Gender = 2, Education = 1, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 
Bendep 13: Gender = 2, Education = 2, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 

Gender =1= Female; Gender = 2 = Male 
Education = 1 = No College; Education = 2 = College 
Income = 1 = <$15,000/Year; Income = 2 = >$15,000/Year 
Income Drop = 1 = <$15,000/Year; Income Drop = 2 = >$15,000/Year 

DEPRESSION BENEFIT MEANS 

Bendep 1 Bendep 2 Bendep 4 Bendep 6 Bendep 9 
N of Cases 45 11 7 12 17 

Minimum 12.000 15.000 12.000 17.000 12.000 
Maximum 44.000 41.000 49.000 37.000 36.000 
Mean 27.244 25.727 28.857 27.000 24.588 
Variance 58.871 67.618 163.810 39.273 65.382 
Std Dev 7.673 8.223 12.799 6.267 8.086 

ORDERED MEANS 
Bendep 11 Bendep 13 Bendep 11 - 21.833 

N of Cases 12 6 Bendep 13 - 22.500 
Minimum 12.000 14.000 Bendep 9 - 24.588 
Maximum 32.000 39.000 Bendep 2 - 25.727 
Mean 21.833 22.500 Bendep 6 - 27.000 
Variance 42.879 76.300 Bendep 1 - 27.244 
Std Dev 6.548 8.735 Bendep 4 - 28.857 
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TABLE 16 
SELF-ESTEEM MEANS - WAVE ONE 

Benest 1: 
Benest 2: 
Benest 4: 
Benest 6: 
Benest 9: 
Benest 11: 
Benest 13: 

Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 

Education = 1, 
Education = 1, 
Education = 2, 
Education = 2, 
Education = 1, 
Education = 1, 
Education = 2, 

Income = 1, 
Income = 1, 
Income = 1, 
Income = 2, 
Income = 1, 
Income = 2, 
Income = 2, 

Income Drop = 1 
Income Drop = 2 
Income Drop = 1 
Income Drop = 1 
Income Drop = 1 
Income Drop = 1 
Income Drop = 1 

SELF-ESTEEM BENEFIT MEANS 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benest 1 
45 

6.000 
29.000 
18.200 
34.436 

5.868 

Benest 2 
11 

9.000 
29.000 
20.364 
39.855 

6.313 

Benest 4 
7 

5.000 
25.000 
12.857 
65.810 

8.112 

Benest 6 
12 

9.000 
29.000 
19.250 
46.023 

6.784 

Benest 9 
17 

9.000 
30.000 
21.118 
48.235 

6.945 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benest 11 
12 
15 

30.000 
23.083 
24.629 

4.963 

Benest 13 
6 

17 
28.000 
24.500 
17.900 
4.231 

ORDERED MEANS 
Benest 13 - 24.500 
Benest 11 - 23.083 
Benest 9 - 21.118 
Benest 2 - 20.364 
Benest 6 - 19.250 
Benest 1 - 18.200 
Benest 4 - 12.857 
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TABLE 17 
ATTACHMENT MEANS - WAVE ONE 

Benatt 1: Gender = 1, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Benatt 2: Gender = 1, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 2 
Benatt 4: Gender = 1, Education = 2, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Benatt 6: Gender = 1, Education = 2, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 
Benatt 9: Gender = 2, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Benatt 11: Gender = 2, Education = 1, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 
Benatt 13: Gender = 2, Education = 2, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 

ATTACHMENT BENEFIT MEANS 

Benatt 1 Benatt 2 Benatt 4 Benatt 6 Benatt 9 
N of Cases 45 11 7 12 17 

Minimum 11.000 13.000 11.000 13.000 13.000 
Maximum 41.000 43.000 35.000 40.000 36.000 
Mean 26.222 28.727 24.286 28.500 23.176 

Variance 122.949 123.618 88.238 91.364 63.279 
Std Dev 11.088 11.118 9.394 9.558 7.955 

ORDERED MEANS 
Benatt 11 Benatt 13 Benatt 2 - 28.727 

N of Cases 12 6 Benatt 6 - 28.500 
Minimum 14.000 13.000 Benatt 1 - 26.222 
Maximum 35.000 39.000 Benatt 11 - 25.333 
Mean 25.333 22.833 Benatt 4 - 24.286 
Variance 74.970 90.567 Benatt 9 - 23.176 
Std Dev 8.659 9.517 Benatt 13 - 22.833 
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TABLE 18 
DEGREE OF CONTROL MEANS - WAVE ONE 

Bendoc 1: Gender = 1, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Bendoc 2: Gender = 1, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 2 
Bendoc 4: Gender = 1, Education = 2, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Bendoc 6: Gender = 1, Education = 2, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 
Bendoc 9: Gender = 2, Education = 1, Income = 1, Income Drop = 1 
Bendoc 11: Gender = 2, Education = 1, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 
Bendoc 13: Gender = 2, Education = 2, Income = 2, Income Drop = 1 

DEGREE OF CONTROL BENEFIT MEANS 

Bendoc 1 Bendoc 2 Bendoc 4 Bendoc 6 Bendoc 9 
N of Cases 44 10 7 12 17 

Minimum 0.000 8.000 0.000 4.000 8.000 
Maximum 26.000 24.000 20.000 24.000 21.000 
Mean 15.227 16.500 13.857 15.333 14.353 

Variance 35.529 35.167 49.143 29.697 10.243 
Std Dev 5.961 5.930 7.010 5.449 3.200 

ORDERED MEANS 
Bendoc 11 Bendoc 13 Bendoc 2 - 16.500 

N of Cases 12 6 Bendoc 6 - 15.333 
Minimum 11.000 7.000 Bendoc 1 - 15.227 
Maximum 22.000 18.000 Bendoc 11 14.500 
Mean 14.500 13.333 Bendoc 9 - 14.353 
Variance 11.364 17.467 Bendoc 4 - 13.857 
Std Dev 3.371 4.179 Bendoc 13 - 13.333 
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TABLE 19 
DEPRESSION MEANS - WAVE TWO 

Variables are: Gender, Marriage Length, Time since divorce, Kids 

Bendep 2: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 1, Time Since = 1, Kids = 2 
Bendep 4: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 1, Kids = 1 
Bendep 6: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 2, Kids = 1 
Bendep 7: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 1, Kids = 2 
Bendep 9: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 1, Time Since = 1, Kids = 1 
Bendep 11: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 1, Time Since = 2, Kids = 1 
Bendep 12: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 1, Kids = 1 
Bendep 13: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 2, Kids = 1 

Gender =1= Female; Gender = 2 = Male 
Marriage Length = 1 = <10 Years; Marriage Length = 2 = >10 Years 
Time Since Divorce = 1 = <1 Year; Time Since Divorce = 2 = >1 Year 
Kids = 1 = No Kids At Home; Kids = 2 = Kids At Home 

DEPRESSION BENEFIT MEANS 

Bendep 2 Bendep 4 Bendep 6 Bendep 7 Bendep 9 
N of Cases 16 14 8 29 7 

Minimum 14.000 14.000 13.000 12.000 17.000 
Maximum 38.000 41.000 31.000 49.000 36.000 
Mean 26.813 29.357 20.125 29.724 29.000 

Variance 52.429 66.863 37.268 70.850 44.000 
Std Dev 7.241 8.177 6.105 8.417 6.633 

ORDERED MEANS 
Bendep 6 - 20.125 

Bendep 11 Bendep 12 Bendep 13 Bendep 13 - 23.071 
N of Cases 5 14 14 Bendep 12 - 24.643 

14.000 12.000 12.000 Bendep 11 - 25.600Minimum 
49.000 39.000 44.000 Bendep 2 - 26.813Maximum 

Mean 25.600 24.643 23.071 Bendep 9 - 29.000 
194.300 57.643 73.148 Bendep 4 - 29.357Variance 

Std Dev 13.939 7.592 8.553 Bendep 7 - 29.724 
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TABLE 20 
SELF ESTEEM MEANS - WAVE TWO 

Benest 2: 
Benest 4: 
Benest 6: 
Benest 7: 
Benest 9: 
Benest 11: 
Benest 12: 
Benest 13: 

Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 

Marriage Length = 1, 
Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 1, 
Marriage Length = 1, 

Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 2, 

Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 2, 
Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 2, 
Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 2, 

Kids = 2 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 2 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 

SELF ESTEEM BENEFIT MEANS 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benest 2 
16 

8.000 
26.000 
18.500 
36.800 

6.066 

Benest 4 
14 

6.000 
25.000 
15.571 
41.956 

6.477 

Benest 6 
9 

16.000 
26.000 
20.444 
16.028 
4.003 

Benest 7 
29 

5.000 
28.000 
18.069 
38.138 

6.176 

Benest 9 
7 

10.000 
27.000 
20.857 
30.476 

5.521 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benest 11 
5 

13.000 
30.000 
23.600 
47.800 

6.914 

Benest 12 
14 

9.000 
30.000 
21.429 
34.879 

5.906 

Benest 13 
14 

12.000 
30.000 
22.714 
34.835 

5.902 

ORDERED MEANS 
Benest 11 - 23.600 
Benest 13 - 22.714 
Benest 12 - 21.429 
Benest 9 - 20.857 
Benest 6 - 20.444 
Benest 2 - 18.500 
Benest 7 - 18.069 
Benest 4 - 15.571 
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TABLE 21 
ATTACHMENT MEANS - WAVE TWO 

Benatt 2: 
Benatt 4: 
Benatt 6: 
Benatt 7: 
Benatt 9: 
Benatt 11: 
Benatt 12: 
Benatt 13: 

Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 

Marriage Length = 1, 
Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 1, 
Marriage Length = 1, 
Marriage Length = 2, 
Marriage Length = 2, 

Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 2, 
Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 1, 
Time Since = 2, 
Time Since = 1, 

Time Since = 2, 

Kids = 2 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 2 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 
Kids = 1 

ATTACHMENT BENEFIT MEANS 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benatt 2 
16 

12.000 
40.000 
31.438 

119.863 
10.948 

Benatt 4 
14 

11.000 
39.000 
23.571 

111.495 
10.559 

Benatt 6 
9 

13.000 
42.000 
20.889 
81.861 
9.048 

Benatt 7 
29 

11.000 
40.000 
27.000 

104.500 
10.223 

Benatt 9 
7 

13.000 
32.000 
19.286 
44.571 

6.676 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benatt 11 
5 

14.000 
35.000 
25.400 
87.800 

9.370 

Benatt 12 
14 

13.000 
39.000 
24.571 
63.341 

7.959 

Benatt 13 
14 

13.000 
36.000 
24.643 
73.016 

8.545 

ORDERED MEANS 
Benatt 2 - 31.438 
Benatt 7 - 27.000 
Benatt 11 - 25.400 
Benatt 13 - 24.643 
Benatt 12 - 24.571 
Benatt 4 - 23.571 
Benatt 6 - 20.889 
Benatt 9 - 19.286 
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TABLE 22 
DEGREE OF CONTROL MEANS - WAVE TWO 

Bendoc 2: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 1, Time Since = 1, Kids = 2 
Bendoc 4: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 1, Kids = 1 
Bendoc 6: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 2, Kids = 1 
Bendoc 7: Gender = 1, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 1, Kids = 2 
Bendoc 9: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 1, Time Since = 1, Kids = 1 
Bendoc 11: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 1, Time Since = 2, Kids = 1 
Bendoc 12: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 1, Kids = 1 
Bendoc 13: Gender = 2, Marriage Length = 2, Time Since = 2, Kids = 1 

DEGREE OF CONTROL BENEFIT MEANS 

Bendoc 2 Bendoc 4 Bendoc 6 Bendoc 7 Bendoc 9 
N of Cases 16 14 9 28 7 
Minimum 8.000 5.000 4.000 0.000 8.000 
Maximum 26.000 26.000 21.000 26.000 16.000 
Mean 18.313 15.429 12.444 16.393 12.000 
Variance 33.563 34.571 43.778 35.803 6.667 
Std Dev 5.793 5.880 6.616 5.984 2.582 

ORDERED MEANS 
Bendoc 2 - 18.313 

Bendoc 11 Bendoc 12 Bendoc 13 Bendoc 7 - 16.393 
N of Cases 4 14 14 Bendoc 4 - 15.429 
Minimum 12.000 7.000 7.000 Bendoc 11 - 15.250 
Maximum 20.000 21.000 22.000 Bendoc 12 - 15.214 
Mean 15.250 15.214 13.929 Bendoc 13 - 13.929 
Variance 12.917 13.258 14.687 Bendoc 6 - 12.444 
Std Dev 3.594 3.641 3.832 Bendoc 9 - 12.000 
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TABLE 23 
DEPRESSION MEANS WAVE THREE 

Variables are Gender, Age, Spirit 

Bendep 1: Gender = 1, Spirit = 1, Age = 1 
Bendep 2: Gender = 1, Spirit = 1, Age = 2 
Bendep 3: Gender = 1, Spirit = 2, Age = 2 
Bendep 4: Gender = 1, Spirit = 2, Age = 1 
Bendep 6: Gender = 2, Spirit = 2, Age = 1 
Bendep 7: Gender = 2, Spirit = 1, Age = 1 
Bendep 8: Gender = 2, Spirit = 1, Age = 2 

Gender = 1 = Female; Gender = 2 = Male 
Spirit = 1 = Low Spiritual Self View; Spirit = 2 = High Spiritual Self View 
Age = 1 = <35; Age = 2 = >35 

DEPRESSION BENEFIT MEANS 

Bendep 1 Bendep 2 Bendep 3 Bendep 4 
N of Cases 22 25 16 17 

Minimum 12.000 17.000 12.000 17.000 

Maximum 46.000 38.000 37.000 49.000 
Mean 27.864 27.440 24.063 28.059 

Variance 85.361 50.090 80.063 64.434 
Std Dev 9.239 7.077 8.948 8.027 

ORDERED MEANS 
Bendep 6 Bendep 7 Bendep 8 Bendep 4 - 28.059 

9 20 15 Bendep 1 - 27.864N of Cases 
14.000 12.000 12.000 Bendep 2 - 27.440Minimum 
49.000 39.000 44.000 Bendep 6 - 26.000Maximum 

Mean 26.000 25.200 23.133 Bendep 7 - 25.200 
Bendep 3 - 24.063Variance 112.250 59.958 88.124 

7.743 9.387 Bendep 8 - 23.133Std Dev 10.595 
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TABLE 24 
SELF-ESTEEM MEANS - WAVE THREE 

Benest 1: Gender = 1, Spirit = 1, Age = 1 

Benest 2: Gender = 1, Spirit = 1, Age = 2 
Benest 3: Gender = 1, Spirit = 2, Age = 2 
Benest 4: Gender = 1, Spirit = 2, Age = 1 

Benest 6: Gender = 2, Spirit = 2, Age = 1 

Benest 7: Gender = 2, Spirit = 1, Age = 1 

Benest 8: Gender = 2, Spirit = 1, Age = 2 

SELF-ESTEEM BENEFIT MEANS 

Benest 1 Benest 2 Benest 3 Benest 4 
N of Cases 22 26 16 17 
Minimum 6.000 6.000 12.000 5.000 
Maximum 29.000 29.000 28.000 29.000 
Mean 18.591 18.154 19.938 17.059 
Variance 51.110 43.665 21.396 44.309 
Std Dev 7.149 6.607 4.626 6.656 

ORDERED MEANS 
Benest 6 Benest 7 Benest 8 Benest 6 - 22.556 

N of Cases 9 20 15 Benest 7 - 22.450 
Minimum 13.000 9.000 12.000 Benest 8 - 20.333 
Maximum 29.000 30.000 29.000 Benest 3 - 19.938 
Mean 22.556 22.450 20.333 Benest 1 - 18.591 
Variance 27.278 41.418 25.381 Benest 2 - 18.154 
Std Dev 5.223 7.743 5.038 Benest 4 - 17.059 
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TABLE 25 
ATTACHMENT MEANS - WAVE THREE 

Benatt 1: 
Benatt 2: 
Benatt 3: 
Benatt 4: 
Benatt 6: 
Benatt 7: 
Benatt 8: 

Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 
Gender = 1, 

Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 
Gender = 2, 

Spirit = 1, 
Spirit = 1, 

Spirit = 2, 
Spirit = 2, 
Spirit = 2, 
Spirit = 1, 
Spirit = 1, 

Age = 1 

Age = 2 
Age = 2 
Age = 1 

Age = 1 

Age = 1 

Age = 2 

ATTACHMENT BENEFIT MEANS 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benatt 1 
22 

11.000 
40.000 
27.000 

108.592 
10.438 

Benatt 2 
26 

11.000 
42.000 
28.885 

106.426 
10.316 

Benatt 3 
16 

11.000 
40.000 
27.063 

116.463 
10.792 

Benatt 4 
17 

11.000 
43.000 
24.059 

130.184 
11.410 

N of Cases 
Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Variance 
Std Dev 

Benatt 6 
9 

13.000 
39.000 
25.222 
97.444 

9.871 

Benatt 7 
20 

13.000 
35.000 
23.850 
65.292 

8.080 

Benatt 8 
15 

14.000 
35.000 
21.867 
50.124 
7.080 

ORDERED MEANS 
Benatt 2 - 28.885 
Benatt 3 - 27.063 
Benatt 1 - 27.000 
Benatt 6 - 25.222 
Benatt 4 - 24.059 
Benatt 7 - 23.850 
Benatt 8 - 21.867 
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TABLE 26 
DEGREE OF CONTROL MEANS - WAVE THREE 

Bendoc 1: Gender = 1, Spirit = 1, Age = 1 

Bendoc 2: Gender = 1, Spirit = 1, Age = 2 
Bendoc 3: Gender = 1, Spirit = 2, Age = 2 
Bendoc 4: Gender = 1, Spirit = 2, Age = 1 

Bendoc 6: Gender = 2, Spirit = 2, Age = 1 

Bendoc 7: Gender = 2, Spirit = 1, Age = 1 

Bendoc 8: Gender = 2, Spirit = 1, Age = 2 

DEGREE OF CONTROL BENEFIT MEANS 

Bendoc 1 Bendoc 2 Bendoc 3 Bendoc 4 
N of Cases 21 26 16 16 

Minimum 0.000 4.000 4.000 5.000 
Maximum 26.000 26.000 24.000 26.000 
Mean 15.381 16.808 14.813 15.063 
Variance 52.648 29.842 42.696 26.729 
Std Dev 7.256 5.463 6.534 5.170 

Bendoc 6 Bendoc 7 Bendoc 8 ORDERED MEANS 
N of Cases 8 20 15 Bendoc 2 - 16.808 
Minimum 7.000 8.000 11.000 Bendoc 1 - 15.381 
Maximum 19.000 21.000 22.000 Bendoc 4 - 15.063 
Mean 13.750 13.600 14.667 Bendoc 3 - 14.813 
Variance 23.929 9.832 10.524 Bendoc 8 - 14.667 
Std Dev 4.892 3.136 3.244 Bendoc 6 - 13.750 

Bendoc 7 - 13.600 




