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ABSTRACT
PATTERNS OF MEANING IN SELF AND SOCIAL OTHERS DURING DIVORCE

Ann C. Coho

The purpose of this investigation was to study the
structure and meaning of self identity and self in relation
to others among individuals undergoing divorce. Of major
concern was how the self-concept, in relation to inferred
identification patterns with significant others, may affect
the divorced persons' subsequent social and psychological
adjustment to marital dissolution. This investigation also
examined the role of stress in divorce, including various
childhood stressors and stress levels during divorce, as
predicting the degree of parental identification.

This was a cross-sectional study of men (N=104) and
women (N=159) who were interviewed at follow-up approximately
3.5 years after they had participated in a comprehensive
baseline interview. The semantic differential, a measure of
self identity and inferred identification patterns with
significant others (Mother, Father, Ex-Spouse and Present
Partner) ,was included in the follow-up interview. A number
of hypotheses were investigated involving identification
Patterns with significant others and subsequent adjustment
(Psychosomatic and psychological symptoms reported on the
Symptoms Checklist).

Factor analytic results revealed important gender

dlfferences in the manner in which men and women perceive



and relate to others. Males tended to be more wholistic,
while females tended to be more individualistic and distinct.
These differences in self and social perceptions may aid

in understanding the gender differences in coping with
stressful life events which have been repeatedly reported

in the literature. Another consistent finding from the
factor analytic studies was that Osgood's theoretical EPA
dimensions of meaning failed to be confirmed.

The degree of inferred parental identification did
appear to offer increased resilency against the development
of symptomatology during the divorce process. Specific
childhood stressors appeared to be important in predicting
high and low parental identifiers, while the specific
context of the divorce (sociodemographic variables and
adult stress and adaptation levels) appeared to be more
important predictors of intermediate levels of parental
identifiers. These findings suggest the importance of
developing more refined measures of childhood stress and the
divorce context in order to identify those individuals
Potentially "at risk" for maladaptive outcomes during the
distress of divorce.

Finally, there appears to be a general consistency
in the manner in which one perceives oneself and intimate
Others, with a predisposition toward positiveness or nega-
tiveness, This typology appears to be strongly predicted

by €arly life events and early significant relationships.

L v A S
David A. iriboga, P . (Chairman)
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CHAPTER ONE

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

The purpose of this investigation was to study the
structure and meaning of self identity and self in relation
to others (e.g., social identity) among persons facing a
s i tuation which has been said to rob individuals of their
identity: divorce. 1In this chapter a basic consideration
OFf divorce as a socvial issue is presented. There follows a
COnsideration of self identity, the major focus of the re-
Search, as well as some discussions of stress and adaptation

AS they pertain to divorce.

Divorce: Social Problem and Research Issue

The divorce rate in the United States has more than
doubiled in the last two decades (Glick & Norton, 1977; U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1976). This rate of dissolution of
l“al’:l’:iages is particularly alarming when considering the
ASsociated risks of divorce. For example, the separated and
div<>rced have been shown to be disproportionately at risk
for psychiatric disorders and emotional disturbance (Bloonm,
Asher, & White, 1978). Studies examining psychiatric inpa-
tient and outpatient records reveal the highest rates to be
amohg the separated and divorced. This higher vulnerability
am°ng divorced persons is also documented for physical ill-
Ness (Cline & Chosy, 1972; Holmes & Masuda, 1974; National

L
SnNter for Health Statistics, 1976).



There have been few comprehensive studies of divorce.
The focus of the more demographic studies has been on dis-
crete conditions in understanding marital disruption, rather
than on the wide scope of problems relating to the divorce
process. Social and psychological approaches to research on
divorce can provide a broader and more complex understanding
of the phenomenon. Some of the existant studies have con-
tributed to our knowledge of the effects of divorce on the
individual (Catron, Chiriboga, & Krystal, 1980; Chiriboga,
1979; chiroboga, Roberts, & Stein, 1978; Goode, 1956;
Pearlin & Johnson, 1977; Strole, Langer, Michael, Opler, &
Rennie, 1962) and the family (Hetherington, Cox, & Cox,
1976; Schlesinger, 1969). However, few of these studies
hawve examined a wide age range of divorcing persons, looked
At both sexes, used repeated measurement designs, or looked
at personal characteristics such as one's perception of
Oneself and/or significant others in relation to divorce
GUutcomes. It would thus appear that much of the current
del'“<>graphic and social-psychological research on divorce has
TAather serious methodological limitations. Clearly, there
is A need for more research which addresses the complexity
ST  the divorce process for all ages.

While there has been relatively little stress research
that deals with divorce, there has been much research sug-
gesting that stressful 1life events generally precipitate

psYC!hopat.holo<_:;y (Barrett, 1979; Brown, 1979; Clayton &



parwvish, 1979; Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1974; Paykel,
1979). In ratings of stressful life events, Holmes and Rahe
(1974) found that divorce is second only to death of a
spouse in its impact as a stressor. What may be suggested
from the stress literature and statistics on marital status
is that divorced persons may be more likely to experience
more mental and physical problems than persons not undergo-
ing the stress of divorce.

In the literature of the stress response, the idea of
Phasic adjustment has been postulated, consisting of an
Anticipation period, an impact period, and a period of long-
term adaptation. Divorce can be conceptualized as a process
Which may follow a similar pattern, rather than being viewed
AsS a sgtatic event, occurring at one place in time. Each
Stage of the divorce process may have unique mental health
Probilens and require different coping strategies
(Waijerstein & Kelly, 1980). Factors such as psychological
Sharacteristics of the individual have been shown to in-
Srease or decrease the impact of stressors at each stage of
the stress response (Lazarus, 1976) and are also relevant to
divC>rce adjustment (Chiriboga, 1979).

Among theoreticians in the field of divorce, dissolu-
tion of marriage is considered to be accompanied by disrup-
ti"e emotional experiences, whether the divorce was desired
ox not (Weiss, 1975). Indeed, divorce may pose greater

S . .
L Stress than other major life events or changes due to the



implications of personal failure which are often involved
for dissolving marital partners. Distressing affects such
as resentment, guilt, anger, loneliness, and confusion may
al ternate with periods of euphoria and persist for some time
a fter the divorce.

One major area of concern is the self identity of per-
sons whose whole life is torn asunder by the dissolution.
D ivorce not only pulls the couple apart, but destroys the
identity of the couple as a unit and may threaten or remove
roles vital to self-integrity. Weiss (1975) describes the
CoOmmonly experienced problems in identity disorganization
aAnd changing role definitions of separated and divorced
Persons. It is within identification patterns, how one sees
Oneself and oneself in relation to significant others--their
PAarents, their ex-spouse, and their present intimate éart-
Ner , three and one-half years post filing for divorce--that
is of concern in this dissertation in terms of how well or
POorily one is adjusting to the loss of a previous marital
relationship. A concern of this study is how such identifi-
SAtion patterns with selected intimate others may affect an
indjividual's self-concept and the divorced persons' subse-
dUent social and psychological adjustment to marital disso-
Lue o,

Specifically, it is hypothesized that divorced subjects
Yho are currently experiencing difficulties in adjustment to

their new marital status, three and one-half years post



filing for legal separation, exhibit a more negative self-
concept and that they perceive themselves as quite
dissimilar from their 1like-sex parent, either mother or
father. Conversely, the greater the degree of
identification with the 1like-sex parent and the more
PoOsitive their own self-concept, the greater the probability
Of better adjustment (e.g., as manifested by less physical
and psychological distress, higher nmorale, and more
Satisfying social and intimate 1love relationships) in the

POst-divorce period.

Self Identity and the Crisis of Divorce

The topical area of this study, the self concept, has
long been recognized by personality theorists as important
to  the organization of one's behavior (Lecky, 1945; Maslow,
l954; Rogers, 1951; Symonds, 1951). A strong self-concept
has peen suggested as a buffer against life's stresses and
Strains which can facilitate an adaptive response. The
disruptive effects of divorce on the lives of divorcing
indjviduals are likely to affect their self-concept because
©f  yole change (e.g., married to divorced status), and an
individual's self-esteem is commonly involved (e.g., a di-
vol:ced person may experience a sense of failure, a sense or
FWi1t, or unworthiness).

From a clinical point of view, a positive, realistic

Se:l-f-concept may constitute an underlying strength of per-



sonality, and strong positive identification patterns with
the parents may result in a more robust self-concept. Dur-
ing a divorce, a time when strong demands are made on an
individual's internal and external resources, one internal
resource is a strong positive self-concept. 1Identification
is part of the self-concept. One's general stance or per-
ception of others is likely to be important in adapting to
the disruptive effects of divorce as, for instance, in one's
P ropensity to utilize intimate others as effective social
Supports. In this dissertation, identification patterns
wWith parents were investigated, as well as identification
Patterns with the present partner and with the ex-spouse
Several years post filing for divorce. An important ques-
tion to be addressed is what these various patterns mean.
For example, an individual who perceives himself or herself
AS wvery similar to their ex-spouse several years after fil-
ing for divorce may have difficulty in separating from their
former spouse and the relationship may be unresolved and
SOn flictual for the individual. On the other hand, a close
identification with the ex-spouse may simply indicate that
the divorce has been emotionally resolved. At the outset of
this investigation, little was known about what these vari-
SWUs jgentification patterns with intimate others meant be-

cause so little has been studied in this area.



Social Stress in Divorce: A Complicating Factor

In addition to the need to study the self identity, and
rel ationship of self to others during the divorce process,
this investigation examined the role of stress factors in
divorce. Here the principle concern was to determine how
much of a role these factors play in how individuals view
themselves and others.

While there have been relatively few studies of stress
and divorce, and even fewer that bring in self-identity,
there has been ample demonstration of the general linkage
between stress exposure and psychological dysfunction. A
Telated body of stress research literature found in the
bereavement research has shown the self-concept to be impor-
tant. The phenomenon of bereavement has many parallels to
the divorce process, since both events involve a loss of a
Significant relationship. An important focus of bereavement
T esearch, and relevant to this dissertation, is the associa-
tion between the self-image and how one adjusts to 1loss.
Var jous authorities in the field of bereavement postulate
That one of the consequences of loss is activation of latent
Self-ima\ges and the re-evaluation of the self (Horowitz,
wilner, Marmar, & Krupnick, 1980). The reestablishment of a
cc)l"u:epl: of self finalizes the end process of normal grieving
|NQq jt is this reestablishment of a concept of self which
P ronotes adaptation. Psychopathology may occur when an

LNnqQqjividual is unable to reestablish his self-image. For



example, in Freud's work on mourning and melancholia (1917),
pathological grief is characterized by loss of self-esteem
and aggressive feelings directed internally, against the
self.

Divorce may be similar to bereavement in the sense that
loss of a spouse through divorce may affect one's self-
ewvaluation. In sociological terms, divorce entails various
A i sruptions in an individual's social roles. From a psycho-
logical perspective, one's self-image is affected since
One's definition of oneself is also in relation to signifi-
<ant, intimate others and the history of affectional
bongs. From a clinical perspective, the phenomenon of
Eransference is related in the sense that transference phe-
NOmena emphasize the repetition of earlier modes of relating
to others (e.g., parents) in current relationships (e.g.,

the therapist or counselor in treatment situations).

The Purpose and Rationale of the Study

\The Purpose

The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate
identification patterns with selected intimate others
(Mother, Father, Ex-spouse, Present Partner) in men and
"'anen across the life span three and one-half years after
E-iling for legal separation. The focus of the study is on
the similarity of one's perception of oneself in relation to

Si91’1ificant others as constituting a repository of resources



and deficits. The primary objective was to identify charac-
ter istics of the perception of oneself and significant
others which influence adaptation to divorce.

A related purpose of this dissertation was to consider
how people structure the meaning of their relationships with
s ignificant others and how people evaluate themselves and
others. Is there a similarity of factors underlying the
assessments of self and significant others, and does this
relate to the ease or difficulty in adjusting to the stress
O f divorce? Is there a gender difference in the way the
Sexes perceive and structure and meaning of their intimate
Celationships? These questions are addressed in this inves-

tigation.

%Rationale

There is little empirical research on the relationship
t>etween how individuals view themselves in relation to inti-
Mate significant others and adaptation among divorcing per-
Sons or, indeed, on how individuals structure the meaning of
their important interpersonal relationships. While it is
gel"ler:ally accepted that divorce is a tremendously stressful
life event and that there is a powerful association between
Mmar ital disruption and psychopathology, 1little is known
reQarding the impact of the self-concept or of the nature of

Qh&'s interpersonal relationships with others upon the sub-

SQQuent adjustment to this loss event. There are very few
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studies of divorce which have been comprehensive in their
inwvestigation. There is a need to identify those psycholog-
ical and interpersonal characteristics which are associated
wi th adaptation to divorce. By studying both sexes, compar-
i sons can be drawn between the divorce experience for men
and women. Little research has been focused upon the
e £ Fects of divorce among different age groups, and little is
Known regarding the psychological resources available to
Ol der divorcing adults.
Justification for the current investigation is based on
(1) the evidence of a relationship between stressful life
€Vents and psychopathology which has been recurrently docu-
Mented in the literature; (2) the salient role of the self
AnNnd of social supports in determining the outcome (adapta-
ti<>r1) to stress demonstrated in a variety of empirical stu-
dies; and (3) epidemiological, social, and psychological
T @ search demonstrating the apparent emotional vulnerability
£ separated and divorced persons. The delineation of those
dimensions of the perception of self in relation to signifi-
SAant others and how they are associated with adaptation in
reScxlving the stressful loss of divorce will provide needed

J“rlformaxtion for preventive intervention at the clinical

leVel.
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CHAPTER TWO

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter will consist primarily of a presentation
o £ 1literature pertaining to the many and diverse meanings of
the self, and the self in relation to others. Stress re-
search and theory is briefly reviewed, and the chapter ends

with a statement of hypotheses.

The Structure of Meaning of the Self and Significant Others

One purpose of this dissertation was to consider the
Structure of meaning, (e.g., semantic structure) when per-
SOnsg evaluate themselves and significant others. Research
©On  semantic structure has been heavily influenced by the
WOrk of Osgood and his colleagues. They developed an in-
St rument, the Semantic Differential Rating Scale (0Osgood,
SuCi, & Tannenbaum, 1957), to measure the connotative mean-
ing of various concepts. The authors suggest that the
Semantic Differential may be considered as a technique for
prQViding a quantitative index of projective data.

A central theme of their research is that, at least as
Tar as the use of their technique of measurement is con-
Qel':ned, three general factors can be identified consistently
in a wide variety of data sets: an evaluative factor, a
thency factor, and an activity factor (all three referred

to collectively as the EPA dimensions of meaning). At least
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in their earlier research, these three factors were said to
consistently underlie and cover the dimensions of meaning
individuals ascribe to various concepts. According to stud-

ies reported by Osgood in The Measurement of Meaning (1957),

£ actor analyses of semantic differential data rather consis-
tently indicate these three major dimensions or factors to
emerge when individuals rate a wide variety of concepts.
S tudies that have involved a variety of stimuli, subjects,
And scales have demonstrated that the three dimensions or
factors have emerged in roughly the same order of magni-
Ttude. An evaluative factor in response rating on the seman-
tic Jdifferential is said to regularly emerge first and
ACcounts for approximately half to three-quarters of the
€ X tractable variance. It is defined by adjective pairs such
as good-bad, fair-unfair, honest-dishonest, positive-
rlegat:ive, clean-dirty, etc. The second factor which regu-
larly emerges in factor analyses of semantic differential
dats is the potency factor which accounts for approximately
half as much variance as the evaluative factor. The potency
Ea<=1:or is concerned with power and is typically measured by
Such adjective pairs as strong-weak, heavy-light, hard-soft,
lal’:ge-small, etc. The third strongest factor or dimension
in semantic space is the activity factor which is usually
qu.lal to or slightly smaller in magnitude than the potency
Ea<:t;or. The activity factor is measured by such adjective

DQZirs as active-passive, quick-slow, hot-cold, excitable-
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calm, etc. and involves quickness, excitement, warmth, agi-
tation, and the like.

A number of factor analytic studies have been performed
on data from the semantic differential scales. (These have
been summarized by Osgood, 1962.) The various studies have
ut ilized vastly different kinds of concepts, including com-
mercial products, animals, prominent personages, geometrical
designs, with the result of the predicted emergence of the
©wvaluative-potency-activity (EPA) structure as primary di-

mensions of meaning.

Among the studies reported by Osgood in The Measurement
©OFf Meaning (1957) was a "thesaurus" study in which 76 adjec-
tive pairs were chosen from Roget's Thesaurus. The bipolar
ScCales were given to 100 college students to rate 20 differ-
€nt concepts. When correlations between the ratings on
i £ ferent scales were calculated and factored, the evalua-
tive-potency-activity (EPA) structure emerged. Bopp (1955)
T e@ported the usual EPA structure after having a group of 40
sc-’hizophr:enics rate 32 words on a 1l3-scale form. Heise
(1965) had Navy enlistees rate 1,000 concepts on 8 scales,
|NQq his factor analyses of the data revealed the EPA struc-
ture. Wright (1958) had 2,000 men and women rate 40 con-
Qept‘.s on a 30-scale semantic differential, finding four
Eactors in his data, the first three of which were the EPA
st1’:uctur:e. In an interesting study by DiVesta (1966), chil-

dten in Grades 2 through 7 rated 100 concepts on 27
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scales. The resulting EPA structure was reported, although
there was a tendency for the potency and activity factors to
merdge into a single "dynamism"™ dimension up to the fifth
gr ade level.
The emphasis in most earlier research on the semantic
A i f£ferential data was on the three EPA dimensions. Despite
the fact that many of the studies documented the EPA struc-
ture, the stability of the EPA dimensionality is not a com-
Pletely settled issue. Osgood (1962) reported a number of
Other factors that emerge with particular types of scales
aAnd concepts. For example, he reported that the factor
S tructure tends to be more "diverse" when ratings are made
fFor concepts which relate to human personality, such as
MO ther or good friend. 0Osgood reports that with such con-
Cepts, factor analyses result in about eight factors. In
Sewveral studies of concepts relating to personality, a fac-
tor of "rationality” (defined by scales such as objective-
S'--lbject:ive, logical-intuitive, rational-irrational) and a
fa<2tor of "morality" (defined with scales such as moral-
it'1lt101:a1, wholesome-unwholesome, reputable-disreputable) were
fgund. The studies by Borgatta (1964) and Norman (1963)
s'nggest:ed that when adjective ratings were used to assess
E)el':sons, one finds about five important factors. This may
ir‘dicate that there are more meaningful dimensions of
te8ponse to persons than there are for more non-personal

Qanepts.



The Self-Concept, Patterns of Identification and Divorce

The Concept of Identification

The concept of identification implies a relationship
be tween two individuals: a subject and a model. Ideas
about the nature of this relationship are varied and might
be classified into three basic categories: (1) a pseudo
identity in which one reacts to the attributes of other
Persons, groups, objects, or symbols as if these attributes
were one's own; (2) imitation, when one person copies
AaAnother person; (3) a change in personality structure. Many
AQuthorities draw a distinction between identification and
imitation, restricting imitation to isolated skills or ac-
tions, while identification refers to the action of the
©nNntire personality--an alternation of the ego after a pat-
tern which is set by the model. Following Schafer (1968):

The process of identifying with an object is uncon-

scious, though it may also have prominent and signifi-

cant preconscious and conscious components; in this
process the subject modifies his motives and behavior
patterns, and the self representations corresponding to
them, in such a way as to experience being 1like, the
same as, and merged with one or more representations of
that object; through identification, the subject both
represents as his own one or more regulatory influences
or characteristics of the object that have become impor-
tant to him and continue his tie to the object; the
subject may wish to bring about this change for various
reasons; an identification may acquire relative autonomy
from its origins in the subject's relations with dynam-

ically significant objects. (p. 140)

AQQording to Kelly's (1955) cognitive-motivational theory of
GQ\-relopmeni:, one learns oneself through interaction with

chers, the "self-other differentiation.” The self refers
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to a group of events which are in a certain way alike and,
in the same way, necessarily different from other events.
The way in which events are alike is the self. That also
makes the self an individual, differentiated from other
i ndividuals. The many years of interplay between parent and
ch ild produce a shared space between them, constructed of
s hared past experience. The shared space and shared meaning
b e tween parent and child impart an empathic understanding,
aAand it is this empathic quality which fosters the develop-
ment of role- or perspective-taking in the child which fa-
<1ilijitates his social cognition.

Most theorists agree that identification is 1learned.
However, they differ on what is learned in the identifica-
tion process and to how it is learned. Freud felt that
through the process of introjection, the superego takes the
Place of the parental function, and identification is said
o have occurred. For Osgood and Lazowick, the 1learning
Omponent of identification involves alteration of the per-
SC1'1‘4a1it:y structure, perceptions and meanings which collec-
tiVely make up an individual's frame of reference. Accord-
ing to these theorists, the parental model reacts to various
Signs ( S x) with various adjustive responses (Rx, etc.) as
l.“chiatecl by representation processes (rm-- sm). The child,
Wi thout knowing the significance of these signs, responds to
the parents' behavior as a stimulus (S) and makes imitative

l:‘Qs.ponses (R'x). Portions of this total imitative behavior



become associated with the same or similar signs ( S X) as

the child's representational process (rm--- sm) which is
both the child's meaning of the sign and the mediator for
<> arious adjustive acts (R'x). Imitation refers to similari-
4+ i es of overt behaviors between model and subject, but iden-
= A fication refers to similarities of meanings. While the
<> wert behavior of a child who identifies with a parent may
<> x may not be similar to that of the parent, the child's
wr aays of perceiving people and situations will be similar.

As an example, one might consider how a child 1learns
= I2xe meaning of the concept "mother". The child's father
€ mnodel) originally reacted in certain ways (Rx) to the ob-
3 = ct (woman) who later became his wife (S). Certain signs (
= x) which preceded or accompanied stimulation from this
Db ject (woman) evoke a reduced portion of this reaction
< Xm). The self-stimulation (sm) resulting from this process
is the awareness of meaning to those signs which become
A s sociated with various responses (Rx,--a caress, a smile,
e‘tc.). The <child imitates this behavior (R'x). The
Similarity of behavior between the child and the father

(Subject and model) toward the mother and wife is termed
L rmjtation. If the imitative actions are rewarded
slilff.icieni:.ly, subsets of his behavior (r'm) will become
S ssociated with certain signs ( S x) and mediate responses
(R'x) to the mother. These signs are not necessarily the

S ame for the model and subject. In this manner, the

17



mediating process of father and son will tend to be similar
(i.e., identification has occurred). The child's meaning of

€ he concept "mother" is determined in part from imitation of
Ix i s father's behavior toward his wife. Should the father's
< t titude toward his wife be representative of his more
<g e neralized attitude toward women, the son's attitude toward
weoomen will tend to be similar to that of his father. The
= on's later choice of a wife may be largely determined in
+— e same manner (generalization). In the semantic
<A i fferential literature, identification has been defined as
= Txxe relation between the meaning systems (mediating
= X ocesses) of an individual and his/her model. Inferred
X <dentification is defined as the relation between meaning
= ¥ stems of an individual and his model, as perceived by the

X madijividual.

Research Relating Self-Concept, Identification Patterns,

and Divorce

There is some evidence in the literature in support of
T he hypotheses that divorced subjects who experience diffi-
wulties in post-divorce adjustment and other distressed
X ngjviduals exhibit more negativity in their self-concepts
S| ng that their self-concepts are very different from the
“onceptualization they hold for their like-sex parent. For
< xample, Sobota and Cappas (1979), utilizing the Semantic
D j fferential Rating Scale (1), found several significant

Sonceptual/attitudinal changes in divorcing participants who
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attended a public lecture series on issues of divorce. 1In
this study, concepts associated with divorce, family, and
self were rated pre-to-post lecture series. Significant
changes were noted in the following concepts: MYSELF, which
was rated most favorably and stronger after the course;
DIVORCE, SEPARATION, and THE PRESENT, which were all rated
more positively; FORMER SPOUSE, rated more negatively; CHIL-
DREN, rated more strongly. As a result of these conceptual/
attitudinal changes, the authors felt that the educational
course had greater impact among the audience than the mere
acquisition of factual information concerning divorce
issues.

Luckey (1960b; 1960c; 1960a) studied marital satisfac-
tion in 81 couples. The Leary Interpersonal Check List
(ICL) was completed by each subject for self, spouse, ideal
self, mother, and father. Congruence or divergence between
the respondent and these "significant others"™ could be esti-
mated on each of four scales provided by the ICL. Analyses
of the data revealed that satisfaction in marriage was re-
lated to the congruence of the husband's self-concept and
that held of him by his wife. The relationship did not hold
for the concepts of wives. Happiness was also related to
the congruence of the husband's self-concept and to his
concept of his father, and to the congruence of the wives'
concepts of their husbands and concepts of their fathers.

The data suggested that when both husband and wife agree

19



that he is as he desires to be (which tends to be like his
father), and as she desires him to be (which tends to be
like her father), both are happier. Luckey noted that less
satisfied husbands perceived their fathers as being less
loving, cooperative and responsible than themselves. He
speculated that less adequate fathers may inhibit role iden-
tification so that less satisfied husbands were unsure of
themselves in their male role.

Stryker (1964) found that the more congruent the pair-
members' self-perceptions and the concepts held of them by
their spouses, the less the marital dissatisfaction. Taylor
(1967) found that a greater similarity between self-
perception and spouse's perception of self was related to
good marital adjustment and that empathic accuracy was more
significant with respect to the perceptions of the husband
than to perceptions of the wife. Kotlar (1965) found that
congruence of perception was significantly related to wives'
adjustment scores. In another study, Stuckert (1963) found
that it is important for marital satisfaction that the wife
accurately perceive her husband, but not important in itself
that the husband understand his wife. For wives, marital
satisfaction correlated highest with the extent to which
their perception of their husband's expectations correlated
with the husband's actual expectations. For husbands, simi-
larity between their own role concepts and expectations and
those of their wives seemed to be the most important single

factor in marital happiness.
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The results from the foregoing studies relating self-
concept, parental identification patterns, and divorce sug-
gest that divorced subjects (and other emotionally dis-
tressed individuals) generally exhibit more negativity in
their self-concepts. The self-concept of divorcing males
is, in particular, different from their conceptualizations
of their father. Satisfaction in marriage was suggested in
at least one study to be related to the congruence of the
husband's self-concept and to his concept of his father.
For females, marital happiness was found to be more related
to the congruence of the wives' conceptualization of their
husbands and own fathers. The authors speculated that less
adequate fathers may inhibit role identification, resulting
in more insecurity in the male role of less satisfied hus-
bands. The father model seems to be an important figure for

both genders in subsequent marital adjustment.

Research Relating Self-Concept and Parental Identification

Lazowick (1955) utilized the semantic differential to
measure the degree of "inferred identification" betwéen
parents and college students. "Inferred identification" was
defined as the degree of profile similarity between off-
spring's ratings of ME and offspring's ratings of MOTHER and
FATHER, which he felt was analogous to the observations
usually made by therapists on the communications of their

patients. Lazowick found the data for "direct identifica-
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tion" (e.g., profile similarities between the offspring's
concepts and their parents' concepts) and "inferred identi-
fication"™ to be much the same. Low-anxiety males showed
greater profile similarities in their ratings of MYSELF and
FATHER than did high-anxiety males. Low-anxiety females
demonstrated greater profile similarities between MYSELF and
MOTHER than did high-anxiety females. While normal college
men envisioned more similarity between MYSELF and FATHER
than they did for MYSELF and MOTHER, normal college women
did not make the corresponding distinction. The author felt
this latter finding perhaps reflected greater "masculinity"”
of professional women as compared to other women. It was
also found that high-anxiety (potentially neurotic) subjects
of both sexes perceived a significantly greater similarity
between UNPLEASANT and each of the following: FATHER,
MOTHER, and FAMILY, than did normal, low-anxiety subjects.
Lazowick also found that the parents of low-anxiety male
subjects manifested greater "semantic harmony" between them-
selves than did the parents of high-anxiety male subjects.
The anxiety level of female subjects was not related to the
*semantic harmony" of their parents, however. He also found
a trend, though not highly significant, for married couples
to demonstrate greater "semantic harmony" than couples
matched at random. In his study, Lazowick found that
“female®™ concepts such as Mother, Woman and Wife formed a

very similar profile group which was different from another
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profile group characterized by Father, Man and Husband. He
felt that this semantic "agreement" reflected the capability
of the semantic differential technique to measure the "mean-
ings"™ of concepts since the relationships among these con-
cepts were not random, but clustered into meaningful pat-
terns. As another example, he found that the semantic dif-
ferential profiles representing the concepts Pleasant and
Unpleasant were diametrically opposed for the most part.

In studies of individuals undergoing psychotherapy,
Mowrer (1953), utilizing the Semantic Differential Rating
Scale, detected shifts in measured distanced between ME and
MOTHER vs. ME and FATHER which he felt corresponded to
changes taking place in identification patterns in the
course of therapy. (He reports that in one clinical case, a
sharp decline in the evaluative location of the self-concept
foreshadowed a sudden outpouring of self-criticism a few
sessions later). Mowrer's hypothesis is that therapy in
neurotic cases may involve shifts in parental identifica-
tion. However, the number of cases were too few and the
range of conditions too limited to be able to generalize to
this extent.

Luria's results (unpublished research reported in
Osgood, 1957) with a "normal®™ and therapy patient population
found that both male and female "normals" are characteristi-
cally close to both parents in the evaluative sphere of

their Semantic Differential Ratings. "Normal®™ subjects
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judged themselves as being nearly as "good" (valued) as
their parents. The average "neurotic", on the other hand,
while viewing himself and his parents as less valued than
the normal on the Semantic Differential, perceived greater
evaluative semantic distance between ME and MOTHER and be-
tween MOTHER and FATHER. In other words, these concepts
seemed to be more divergent in an evaluative sense. Neuro-
tic patients tended to judge themselves and their parents as
weaker, tense, more passive, and less valuable than did
normal college students. These results suggested that nor-
mal subjects manifested 1little variance on the Semantic
Differential in how highly they value themselves and their
parents; patients, on the other hand, manifested relatively
greater variance. Luria suggests that neurotics perceive
themselves as inadequate and identify their parental models
as inadequate too.

Dyal (1955) conducted research with the Semantic Dif-
ferential which confirmed Lazowick's findings concerning
inferred identification. He found closer identification of
normal males with the same sex parent than in high-anxiety
males. This difference between anxiety groups was not sig-
nificant among females, however, Dyal also demonstrated
that it was the potency scales and the tense-relaxed scale
which contributed mainly to this difference between high-
and low-anxiety males in inferred identification with

FATHER. There was also a strong correlation between identi-
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fication of the male subjects with their fathers and the
closeness of their ratings of MY FATHER as significantly
closer in meaning to an IDEAL FATHER in contrast to high-
anxiety men. In effect, it would seem then that men who
thought positively of their fathers also thought positively
of themselves.

In summary, previous investigations have found positive
associations between distressing affects (e.g., anxiety),
negativity in self-concept, and a lower degree of inferred
identification with parental figures, particularly the same-
sex figure, among male subjects, but not consistently among
female subjects. The lack of this association among female
subjects may well be due to the general population under
study (college students). Studies suggest a close relation-
ship between anxiety level, patterns of identification, and
family discord. It is suggested that these relationships be
studied among divorcing individuals in terms of subsequent
post-divorce adjustment, physically, socially, and psycho-

logically.

Major Hypotheses Under Investigation

Hypothesis I

For males and females, the Evaluative-Potency-Activity
dimensions of meaning, as proposed by Osgood et al., will
not be found to structure the meaning of self and signifi-

cant others (e.g., the Self, Father, Mother, Ex-Spouse,
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Present Partner). As a correlary to this primary hypo-
thesis, it is expected that the dimensions of meaning of
self and significant others will be more complex than is
proposed by Osgood's theoretical model. A major question of
both hypothesis and correlary is whether the evaluative,
activity, and potency factors, as originally identified by
Osgood, are identifiable in the five measured concepts under
study (Self, Father, Mother, Ex-Spouse, Present Partner).
Also, the Evaluative-Potency-Activity structure will
fail to emerge in Osgood's predicted pattern when the fol-
lowing comparisons are made: like-sex parent vs. Myself;
Present Partner vs. opposite sex parent; Ex-Spouse vs. Pres-

ent Partner; Ex-Spouse vs. opposite sex parent.

Hypothesis II

Males and females are likely to differ in their self-
perceptions and conceptualizations of significant others.
This hypothesis is formulated on the basis of the number of
studies suggesting gender differences in cognitive function-
ing and stress research which has generally suggested gender

differences in adaptation and coping.

Hypothesis III

For males, the greater the semantic congruence between
the concepts Myself and My Father, the more positive the

outcome in terms of physical and mental health following



divorce. Conversely, for males, the greater the semantic
dissimilarity between Myself and My Father, the more nega-
tive the outcome in terms of physical and mental health
following divorice. This hypothesis is derived from psycho-
analytic conceptualizations of identification and sex-role

modelling.

Hypothesis 1V

For females, the greater the semantic congruence be-
tween the concepts Myself and My Mother, the more positive
the outcome in terms of physical and mental health following
divorce. Conversely, for females, the greater the semantic
dissimilarity between these concepts, the more negative the
outcome in terms of physical health and mental health.
Again, this hypothesis is derived from psychoanalytic con-

ceptualizations of identification and sex-role modelling.

Minor Hypotheses Under Investigation

Hypothesis V

For males, the greater the semantic congruence between
the concepts My Ex-Spouse and My Mother, the less favorable
the outcome in terms of physical and mental health following
divorce. Conversely, for males, the less semantic congru-
ence between the concepts of My Ex-Spouse and My Mother, the
more favorable the outcome in terms of physical and mental
health. This hypothesis 1is derived from psychoanalytic

conceptualizations and clinical practice.
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Hypothesis VI

For females, the greater the semantic congruence be-
tween the concepts My Ex-Spouse and My Father, the less
positive the outcome following divorce in terms of physical
and mental health. Conversely, for females, the less seman-
tic congruence between the concepts My Ex-Spouse and My
Father, the more positive the outcome in terms of physical
and mental health. Again, this hypothesis is derived from

psychoanalytic conceptualizations and clinical practice.

Hypothesis VII

For males, the greater the semantic congruence between
the concepts My Present Partner and My Mother, the more
favorable the outcome in terms of physical and mental health
following divorce. Conversely, for males, the less semantic
congruence between the concepts My Present Partner and My
Mother, the less favorable the outcome in terms of physical

and mental health.

Hypothesis VIII

For females, the greater the semantic congruence be-
tween the concepts My Present Partner and My Father, the
more favorable the outcome in terms of physical and mental
health following divorce. Conversely, for females, the less

semantic congruence between the concepts My Present Partner
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and My Father, the less favorable the outcome in terms of

mental and physical health.

Hypothesis IX

For both males and females, the greater the semantic
congruence between Myself and Present Partner, the more
favorable the outcome in terms of mental and physical health
following divorce. Conversely, for both males and females,
the greater the semantic dissimilarity between Myself and
Present Partner, the less favorable the outcome in terms of
mental and physical health. Similarity between oneself and
present partner would seem to imply a greater degree of
compatibility, understanding, and empathy with a significant

other.

Hypothesis X

For both males and females, the greater the semantic
congruence between Myself and Ex-Spouse concepts, the less
favorable the outcome in terms of mental and physical health
following divorce. Conversely, for both males and females,
the greater the semantic dissimilarity between the concepts
Myself and Ex-Spouse, the 1less favorable the outcome 1in
terms of mental and physical health. Less perceived simi-
larity between oneself and one's Ex-Spouse may imply a
greater degree of separation and, hence, possible greater

resolution of the divorce.
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Other Issues To Be Examined by This Investigation

The literature review, in addition to suggesting hypo-
theses for the present study, also suggested two additional
issues that were deserving of study. For these 1issues,
insufficient information was available to formulate a formal
hypothesis.

1. Do high parental identifiers (e.g., those persons who
identify strongly with both parental figures) differ from
low parental identifiers (e.g., those persons who identify
weakly with both parental figures) in terms of childhood
stressors and current stressors or current sociodemographic
variables? Are patterns of parental identification (e.g.,
high mother-high father; high mother-low father; high
father-low mother; 1low father-low mother) predicted by
childhood stressors and current stressors or current socio-
demographic variables?

2. Ascertain the correlation between the semantic differen-
tial rating of the concept Myself with the Adjective Check-
List (administered in a separate portion of the interview
schedule with divorcing subjects) as completed by the inter-

viewer and as completed by each subject under study.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHOD

History of the Study

During the years 1974-1976, the staff of the Human
Development and Aging Program at the University of
California, San Francisco began exploratory studies on di-
vorce. The objectives were to learn more about the divorce
process and to develop instruments useful in assessing the
critical issues relating to the impact of divorce on men and
women across the life span.

The baseline phase of "Mental Illness and Divorce: A
Life Span Study", the study on which this investigation was
based, began in 1976.1 Data were collected on 310 persons
who had filed for divorce in San Francisco and Alameda coun-
ties, California. The guiding question of this study was to
consider whether the post separation period in the divorce
process offers the potentiality for either psychological
growth or for psychological dysfunction, depending upon the
personal and social characteristics associated with adjust-
ment and maladjustment to separation. In 1979 the National

Institute of Mental Health funded a proposal for a follow-up

Irhis study was supported in part by the National Institute
on Aging, grant No. AG00002, entitled "Divorce: A
Psychosocial Study of Adaptation," Principal Investigator:
D. A. Chiriboga, Ph.D.
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on the baseline study.2 Two lines of inquiry were empha-
sized: (1) identification of persons standing at long-term
risk, and (2) clarification of the stressors, mediators, and
responses to the divorce process.

This dissertation utilizes primarily the data from the
follow-up study of the Mental Illness and Divorce Project
and also includes some data gained from the baseline assess-
ment. The focus is on the relationship of identification
patterns with selected significant others to long-term ad-
justment to divorce. The sample consists of men and women
across the life span who were interviewed at the time of
separation and, again, approximately three and one-half

years post filing for separation.

Sample Selection and Maintenance

Baseline

A random sample of names of potential respondents was
obtained from records of persons whose petitions for divorce
were filed at the county clerk offices in San Francisco and
Alameda counties, California. An individual's eligibility
for participation in the study was based on the following

criteria:

2The followup study was supported in part by the National
Institute of Mental Health, grant No. MH33713, entitled
"Mental Illness and Divorce: A Life Span Study," Principal
Investigator: D. A. Chiriboga, Ph.D.
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1. The respondent had to be separated from his/her spouse
and to have been involved in the legal process of divorce.
2. The respondent had to have been married for more than
one year and be over the age of 20 years.
3. The respondent had to be separated for a period no
greater than eight months.
4. Only one person of the divorcing pair was included in
the study.

From the list of potential respondents approximately
one-third (N=310) were not able to be contacted for the
study, one third (N=300) refused participation, and one-

third (N=333) agreed to participate in the study.

Follow=-up

At follow-up, maintenance of the sample was of major
concern. Since divorced persons are noted for their high
rate of residential mobility, the normal problem of attri-
tion in a longitudinal study such as the Divorce Study was
accentuated. Several steps were taken to keep the divorce
staff informed as to the respondent's locale. During the
initial data collection stage at baseline, interviewers
obtained information regarding the respondent's residential
plans. If the respondent anticipated a move, attempt was
made to ascertain when and where it would be. Respondents
were also requested to provide a name, address, and tele-
phone number of a significant other who could be contacted

if the respondent had moved or could not be contacted.
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As an additional safequard in knowing the respondent's
location for the follow-up interview, every attempt was made
to maintain contact after the baseline interview. Toward
this end, greeting cards were sent during the December holi-
day season, and two newsletters, detailing the progress of
the study were mailed. All correspondence was marked with
"Address Correction Requested" which allowed the divorce
staff to obtain Xerox copies of the changed address directly

from the post office.

Description of the Sample

Baseline

The study involved 185 women and 125 men who ranged in
age from 20 to 79 years of age, with approximately 75% under
40 years. For nearly three quarters of the sample, this was
a first marriage; approximately half of the sample had been
married between 5-19 years; nearly 40% were childless, and
40% had 1-2 children; over half of the sample had some col-
lege education or more. The average length of separation
was six months at the time of initial contact.

Examination of sex differences revealed that a greater
percentage of the males were highly educated and had incomes
of $10,000 or more, compared with the females in the sam-
ple. (These differences are similar to what one would ex-
pect in the U.S. population as a whole.) More detailed
characteristics of the sample at baseline are presented in

Tables 1-3.



Table 1

Baseline Characteristics of Total Sample (N = 310)
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Baseline
characteristics

Age at marriage
20

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

First marriage

Years married
1-4

5-9

10 and over

Months separated
0-2
3-6
7-8

Number of children
0

1-2

3 or more

Level of education
High school or less
Some college
College graduate
Graduate work

Personal income
Less than $5,000
$5,000 to $9,999
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 or more

Percent and number of respondents by age

20's

Y N
18 ( 21)
82 ( 98)
0
0
0
0
93 (111)
61 ( 72)
35 ( 42)
3 ( 4)
7 ( 8)
63 ( 75)
30 ( 36)
71 ( 85)
27 ( 2)
2 ( 2)
25 ( 30)
35 ( 42)
29 ( 35)
10 ( 12)
17 ( 21)
40 ( 48)
27 ( 32)
15 ( 18)

30's 40's

s N s N
12 (13) 13 ( 7)
71 (80) 39 (21)
17 (19) 35 (19)
0 13 ( 7)

0 0

0 0
77 (86) 60 (32)
28 (27) 17 (1 9)
33 (37) 13 (1)
43 (48) 70 (38)
6 (7) 9 (5)
63 (70) 61 (33)
31 (35) 30 (16)
28 (29) 7 (4)
52 (58) 50 (27)
21 (23) 43 (23)
24 (27) 26 (l4)
41 (46) 30 (l6)
12 (13) 18 (1l0)
23 (26) 26 (l14)
17 (19) 24 (13)
24 (27) 32 (17)
26 (29) 9 (5)
33 (37) 35 (19)

50's Total

s N s N
0 13 ( 41)
24 ( 6) 66 (205)
12 ( 3) 13 ( 41)
20 ( 5) 4 (12)
36 ( 9) 3 ( 9)
8 ( 2) 1 ( 2)
20 ( 5) 75 (234)
20 (5) 37 (113)
24 ( 6) 30 ( 92)
56 (14) 34 (104)
28 (7) 9 ( 27)
64 (16) 63 (194)
8 ( 2) 29 ( 89)
20 (5) 41 (125)
44 (11) 41 (128)
36 (9) 18 ( 57)
48 (12) 27 ( 83)
20 ( 5) 35 (109)
16 ( 4) 20 ( 62)
16 ( 4) 18 ( 56)
36 (9) 20 ( 62)
20 ( 5) 31 ( 97)
12 ( 3) a2 { 69)
( 8) 27 ( 82)
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Table 2

Baseline Characteristics of Male Respondents (N = 125)

Baseline
characteristics Percent and number of respondents by age
_20's 30's 40's 50's Total
s N A N $ _N s N Y N

Age at marriage

20 5 (2) 7 (3) 4 (1) 0 5 ( 6)
20-29 95 (39) 74 (32) 42 (11) 20 (3) 68 (85)
30-39 0 19 ( 8) 42 (11) 20 (3) 17 (22)
40-49 0 0 12 ( 3) 20 (3) 5 ( 6)
50-59 0 0 0 33 (5) 4 ( 5)
60+ 0 0 0 7 (1) 1l (1)
First marriage 100 (41) 80 (34) 62 (16) 27 (4) 76 (95)
Years married
1-4 71 (29) 28 (12) 19 ( S) 20 (3) 39 (49)
5-9 22 (9) 35 (15) 15 ( 4) 20 (3) 25 (31)
10 and over 5 (2) 37 (16) 65 (17) 60 (9) 35 (44)
Months separated
0-2 7 (3) 7 (3) 8 (2) 33 (5) 10 (13)
3-6 59 (24) 61 (26) 58 (15) 53 (8) 58 (73)
7-8 34 (14) 33 (14) 45 ( 9) 13 (2) 31 (39)
Number of children
0 81 (33) 30 (13) 4 (1) 13 (2) 39 (49)
1-2 20 ( 8) 54 (23) 54 (14) 53 (8) 4?2 (53)
3 or more 0 16 (7)) 42 (11) 33 (S) 18 (23)
Level of education
High school or less 20 ( 8) 16 (7) 18 ( 5) 33 (5) 20 (25)
Some college 32 (13) 40 (17) 8 (2) 27 (4) 29 (36)
College graduate 42 (17) 12 (5) 23 ( 6) 20 (3) 25 (31)
Graduate work 7 (3) 33 (14) S0 (13) 20 (3) 26 (33)
Personal income
Less than $5,000 12 ( 5) 14 (6) 11 ( 3) 27 (3) 14 (18)
$5,000 to $9,999 39 (l6) 16 (7)) 27 (7) 7 (1) 25 (31)
$10,000 to $14,999 24 (10) 21 (1 9) 4 (1) 13 (2) 18 (22)
$15,000 or more 24 (10) 49 (21) 58 (15) 53 (8) 43 (54)




Table 3

Baseline Characteristics of Female Respondents (N = 185)
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Baseline
characteristics

Age at marriage
20

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

First marriage

Years married
1-4

5-9

10 and over

Months separated
0-2
3-6
7-8

Number of children
0

1-2

3 or more

Level of education
High school or less
Some college
College graduate
Graduate work

Personal income
Less than $5,000
$5,000 to $9,999
$10,000 to $14,999
$15,000 or more

Percent and number of respondents by age

20's

s N
24 (19)
76 (59)
0

0

0

0
90 (70)
55 (43)
42 (33)
3 (2)
6 (5)
65 (51)
28 (22)
67 (52)
31  (24)
3 (2)
28 (22)
37 (29)
23  (18)
12 (9)
21 (l6)
41 (32)
25 (22)
10 ( 8)

30's 40's 50's Total
8 N A N s N 8 N

15 (10) 21 ( 6) 0 19 ( 35)
70 (48) 36 (10) 30 (3) 65 (120)
16 (11) 29 ( 8) 0 10 ( 19)
0 14 ( 4) 20 (2) 3 ( 6)

0 0 40 (4) 2 ( 4)

0 0 10 (1) 1 ( 1)

75 (52) 60 (16) 10 (1) 76 (139)
22 (15) 14 ( 4) 20 (2) 35 ( 64)
32 (22) 11 ( 3) 30 (3) 33 ( 61)
46 (32) 75 (21) 50 (5) 32 ( 60)
6 (4) 11 ( 3) 20 (2) 8 ( 14)

64 (44) 64 (18) 80 (8) 65 (121)
30 (21) 25 (7) 0 27 ( 50)
26 (18) 11 ( 3) 30 (3) 41 ( 76)
51 (35) 46 (13) 30 (3) 41 ( 75)
23 (l6) 43 (12) 40 (4) 18 ( 34)
29 (20) 32 (9) 70 (7) 31 ( 58)
42 (29) 50 (14) 10 (1) 40 ( 73)
12 (8) 14 ( 4) 10 (1) 17 ( 31)
17 (12) 4 (1) 10 (1) 12 ( 23)
19 (13) 236 (l0) 50 (5) 3 ( 5)
29 (20) 35 (10) 40 (4) 21 ( 39)
29 (20) 14 ( 4) 10 (1) 36 ( 66)
23 (16) 14 ( 4) 0 25 ( 47)
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Follow-up

As can be seen in Table 4, approximately 85% of the
baseline sample was interviewed at follow-up. At follow-up,

263 of the original 310 respondents made up the sample.

TABLE 4

Sample Attrition at Follow-up
(Number of Respondents)

Males Females Row totals

Deceased 1 1 2
Refusal 12 16 30
Not Located 8 9 17
Interviewed 104 159 263
Column Totals 125 185 310

Data on the different marital status categories at
follow-up are reported in Tables 5-6. The majority of the
sample was divorced, but not remarried. Twenty-one percent
were remarried, and 4% had reconciled. Overall, the per-
centage distribution of males and females in different mari-
tal status categories was quite similar. However, some

differences were found when this distribution was analyzed



Table S

Marital Status of Male Respondents at Follow-up (N = 104)
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Follow-up
characteristics

Marital Status
Reconciled

Separated
but not divorced

Divorced
but not remarried

Divorced
and remarried

Divorced,
remarried,
and separated again

Divorced,
remarried,
and divorced again

Widowed

Percent and number of respondents by age

20's 30's 40°'s

S N A N 8 N
0 2 (1) 0

0 3 (3) 17 ( 4)

72 (13) 69 (33) 61 (14)
28 ( 5) 21 (10) 17 ( 4)
0 2 (1) 0

0 0 0

0 0 4 (1)

S0's Total
AN 3 N
13 (2) 3 ( 3)
13 (2) 9 (9
53 (8) 65 (68)
20 (3) 21 (22)

0 1 (1)
0 0
0 1l (1)




Table 6

Marital Status of Female Respondents at Follow-up

(N = 159)
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Follow-up
characteristics

Marital Status
Reconciled

Separated
but not divorced

Divorced
but not remarried

Divorced
and remarried

Divorced,
remarried,
and separated again

Divorced,
remarried,
and divorced again

Widowed

Percent and number of respondents by age

20's 30's 40's 50's Total

S N A N 8 N s N S N
3 (1) 2 (2) 11 (3) 8 (1) 4 ( 7)
0 6 (5) 7 (2) 8 (1) 5 ( 8)
72  (26) 66 (54) 68 (19) 54 (7) 67 (106)
25 (9) 22 (18) 14 ( 4) 15 (2) 21 ( 33)
0 2 (2) 0 8 (1) 1 (1)

0 0 0 8 (1) 1l (1)

0 1 (1) 0 0 1 (1)
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into different age groups. As an example, a greater percent
of men in their 50's remarried in contrast to women in their
50's. In general, however, sex differences in marital sta-

tus at follow-up were not pronounced.

Procedure

Baseline

The data collection at baseline occurred between.
April 1, 1976 and May 31, 1977. Addresses and phone numbers
of the respondents were obtained from the records at the
county clerk offices. Respondents were sent a letter de-
scribing the Divorce Study and informing them that a staff
member would contact them within a week's time. If the
interviewer was unable to reach the respondent by telephone,
a second letter was sent requesting that the respondent fill
out a card and return it to the divorce staff. The inter-
views were held at the location preferred by the respondent;
the majority were conducted in the respondent's home, place
of employment, or an office at the University of California,
San Francisco campus. All interviewers were trained by the
divorce staff and were evaluated prior to starting the
study. The interview contact proceeded in two stages.
During the initial stage, the intent of the interview and
the areas to be covered were explained to the respondent.
The respondents were then asked to read the Experimental

Subject's Bill of Rights and Consent Form which they were



42

required to sign before the interview began. The second
stage was the actual interview. Each interview required
approximately three hours and consisted of both structured
and unstructured questions. Several of the interviews were

completed by mail when there were no other alternatives.

Follow-up

The follow-up procedure was similar to the procedure at
baseline. A letter was sent to respondents informing them
of the follow-up interview and a phone call that they would
receive from the interviewer. 1If there had been a change in
the original phone number, an attempt was made to locate the
new telephone number through the use of reverse directories,
the telephone directory, or telephone information. Other
sources for reaching the respondent included contacting a
significant other, voter registration records, and the
California Department of Motor Vehicles. The follow-up
interview also required approximately three hours and con-
sisted of both structured and unstructured questions, many
of which duplicated those questions at baseline (see Appen-
dix A). Procedural standards were the same in every other

respect as those at baseline.
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Instruments

Baseline Interview

The items for the baseline interview were developed
through consultations with the staff of The California Di-
vorce Law Research Project (directed by Dr. Lenore J.
Weitzman), the Child of Divorce Project (directed by Judith
Wallerstein and Dr. Joan Kelly), the Life Events and Adapta-
tion in Adulthood Project (directed by Drs. Leonard Pearlin
and Morton Lieberman), and the Divorce, Role, Health Status
and Service Systems Project (directed by Drs. Marvin Sussman
and Gay Kitson). The selection of items to be included in
the interview schedule was also influenced by existing stu-
dies on divorce and stress. Decisions concerning the con-
tent of the interview schedule were based on the intention
of enhancing the generalizability of the findings and facil-
itating collaboration with other ongoing projects within the
Human Development and Aging Program at the University of
California, San Francisco.

Main topics in the interview schedule were as fol-
lows: demographic, life history prior to separation, the
divorce process, relationships, physical health, mental
health, goals, activities, time perspectives, stress, and
coping. The instruments utilized in the interview schedule
included: The Adjective Rating Scale (adapted by Block,
1961), The Goal Sort, The Life Events Questionnaire (devel-

oped in collaboration with Drs. M. Horowitz and R. Rahe),
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Symptoms Checklist, The Life Evaluation Chart, Social Sup-
ports Schedule, Stress Situation Schedule, a modification of
Goode's (1956) Trauma Index, The Leisure Query, Activities
Checklist, and a Sex Interview.

For the purpose of this dissertation, only those in-
struments and questions which were appropriate to the pro-
posed research questions are discussed in the following

sections.

Baseline Self-Concept Measures

Adjective Check List (ACL): This measure of self-

concept consisted of 70 adjectives upon which the respondent
rated himself (see Appendix A). A factor analysis on the
ARS yielded nine factors (Lowenthal, Thurnher, & Chiriboga,
1975) defined as follows: Negative Self, Dominant Self,
Incompetent Self, Desirable-Engagable Self, Vulnerable Self,
Hostile Self, Masterful Self, Self-Oriented, and Socially
Skilled Self. Their content will be described in the Re-
sults section of this paper. These factors reflect differ-

ent dimensions of the self-concept.

Baseline Measure of Adaptation

Symptoms Checklist: This instrument is a checklist of

42 items of psychosomatic and psychological symptoms (see
Appendix A). The items were selected by a team of psychia-

trists for their clinical relevance to psychological dys-
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function. The number of symptoms reported constituted the
measure of symptoms used here. Reliability was evaluated by
a psychiatrist who rated the descriptions of each of the
symptoms twice. With one month between measurements, the
Person Product Moment coefficient of test-retest reliability

was .90, and the coefficient for the global rating was .85.

Follow-up Interview

The follow-up interview was very similar to that at
baseline. A complete copy of the Interview Schedule can be
found in Appendix A. Many of the additional questions and
instruments were duplicated from other studies in order to
facilitate cross-study comparisons in the future. Materials
were drawn from the following projects: The Cleveland Di-
vorce Study/Case Western Reserve (Kitson and Sussman), The
Separation and Divorce Study/Pennsylvania State University
(Spanier), Stress and Coping Study/University of California,
Berkeley (Lazarus), Divorced Family Systems/Northwestern
University (Goldsmith and Ahrons), Divorced Mothers Project
(Donahue and Colletta), and the Family Mediation Research
Project/University of Georgia (Weber). The following in-
struments were added to the follow-up interview: The Ways
of Coping Inventory, Hassles Index, and Self-Other Semantic
Differential, the latter being the focus of this disserta-

tion.
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Follow-up of Self-Concept Measures

The same measures of self-concept that were used at

baseline were used for the follow-up.

Follow-up Measures of Adapatation

The baseline measure of adaptation is identical to that

at follow-up.

Follow-up Self-Other Semantic Differential

Five target figures, Self, Mother, Father, Ex-Spouse,
Present Partner, were evaluated at follow-up by 10 bipolar
adjectives presented in semantic differential form (see
Appendix A). The 10 bipolar adjectives for each target
figure included good-bad, clean-dirty, slow-fast, hard-soft,
heavy-light, fair-unfair, excitable-calm, hot-cold, active-
passive, and strong-weak. Each target figure was evaluated
as to their similarity or dissimilarity by the 10 bipolar
adjective pairs by endorsement into one of five cate-
gories: Very Similar, Somewhat Similar, Neutral, Somewhat

Dissimilar, Very Dissimilar.

Control Variables: Baseline and Follow-up

There were four sociodemographic variables examined at
both baseline and follow-up: age, sex, finances, and level
of education. These variables were measured in the same way

at baseline and follow-up, as follows:
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Age: Age was measured in years.

Sex: Sex was designated male or female.

Finances: This variable ws derived from the question,
"Which of the categories on this card represents your
approximate annual income?"

(HAND RESPONDENT CARD A).

Level of Education: This variable was derived from the

question, "What was the highest level of school that you
finished and got credit for?
NON@eeeeeooecososossccssssoscscccssssscaes00
1-6 YeArS.eeeeeeseossccecssacssosssscnseasll
78 YCArS:ceeceocosossssssssssssccsosssasl2
9-12 yeALSeceeeeecessssscscccccsscssssssl3
High School Graduat€..ceeeesecescsseess04
Business, vocational, or technical
school past high school.....cceeee..05
Some college (but not college
graduate) ceeecccccccccccescccsscssceslb
College graduat@.cececcecscsccscscencceceasasl?
Some graduate work, but no degree;
teacher's credential; university
nurse training...ccecceccccccsscessa08
M.A., OF MiSeieeeeecsccccscccsccscnssssss09
ph.D., M.D., D.D.S., L.L.B., M.B.A.,
pharmacist or equivalent.......¢e...10

Other (specify) 11."
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One additional variable, months separated, was used at
baseline, and one additional variable, remarriage and having
a present partner, was used at follow-up. These were dif-
ferent measures because it was felt that different issues
could be involved. At baseline, it was felt to be especial-
ly important to control for the duration of separation,
since previous research has indicated the post-separation
period to be the most distressful. At follow-up, it\was
critical to control for marital status. At baseline, mari-
tal status was the same (separated) among respondents.
Months separated, remarriage, and present partner were mea-

sured as follows:

Months Separated: This variable was derived from the

question, "Now I would like to turn to some of the things
that have been happening to you recently. For example, when
did you separate?"

Remarriage: This variable was derived from the ques-

tion, "What is your present marital status?
Still married and living with spouse....l
Separated, but not divorced.......ccc...1
Divorced, but not remarried........cc...1
Divorced and remarried.ccecececececccccccee?
Divorced, remarried, and separated/
divorced agaiNescecececececccossscasaal

Widowed (indicate which spouse)..ceeeeasl "



Prage

qstion,



49

Present Partner: This variable was derived from the

question, "Are you currently dating anyone?

NO ..ooooo.ooooot.o..oo.oo..oc.0.00.....1

Yes......o..'o..o.oo.00....00.0.....0..02

LiVing Together.ootooo.0........-.0..00.3 0"

(If Respondent is going out with more than one, find out how

many and ask the following about the person

liked most.)
A. (If Yes) "How long have you been going out, how did
you meet" etc. (Probe for details)

B. (If Yes) "How much do you rely on (him/her) for:

Very Some- Very Not
much what little at all
1. Companionship 4 3 2 1
2. Guidance 4 3 2 1
3. Money 4 3 ) 1
4. Practical
matters 4 3 2 1."
C. (If Yes) "Would you consider marrying this person?

NOQOQQOOOQQQ.0..0.00..0'ouoo.ooooo.ooooooooool

Not Sureo..0..00.0000.0'..0.....00000000000002

Yes..........Q........O......................3 .”

D. (If Yes) "Is there a fair chance of this marriage
taking place?

No.o....o..oo...0....00.000000..0.....0..0.0.1

Not Sureooooooooooo-oooooocooooooooooooo-o.ooz

Yes....0.‘....'...........OQ........O..C.....3 ."
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS: PART I

Structure and Distribution of Semantic Differential

Resgonses

This chapter presents the results of a series of factor
analytic studies whose goal was to determine comparability
of factor structure to the theoretical dimensions posed by
Osgood et al. (1957). Also presented are findings from an
alternative approach to assessing semantic data. Similarity
coefficients were employed to assess how similar evaluations
of self (or others) were to parents or partners. These
similarity coefficients are simply correlations where, for
each individual, the correlation between scores for two
targets were computed. This created a new variable, one
that bespoke the degree of similarity between concepts (tar-
gets). Since the factor analyses led to the conclusion that
factor solutions, either derived empirically from the pre-
sent data set or theoretically from Osgood, were unuseable,
the similarity coefficients formed the basis of all subse-

quent statistical analyses in this investigation.

Factor Analysis of All Targets Combined

Analysis of the Semantic Differential

This first section of the results reports on a series

of analyses regarding the structural stability of semantic
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differential responses. The reader may recall that the
semantic differential instrument used in this research asked
subjects to evaluate themselves and significant others.
Previous research on the semantic differential (Osgood,
Tannenbaum, & Suci, 1957) has indicated that three general
factors are rather consistently identified in a wide variety
of data sets: evaluative, potency, and activity. The acro-
nym generally used for these three dimensions is EPA. Other
research has suggested that the greater the emotional or
attitudinal loading of the set of concepts being judged, the
greater the tendency for the variation in the EPA struc-
ture. More complex dimensions of meaning are reported in
these conditions. This section of the results explores the
factorial structure of the target concepts Myself, Father,
Mother, Ex-Spouse, Present Partner, first utilizing standard
factor analyses of these concepts, followed by the more
sophisticated technique of confirmatory factor analysis,

LISREL V (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1981).

Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Semantic Differential

The purpose of the first series of analyses was to
determine whether the factor structure of the target con-
cepts, Myself, Father, Mother, Ex-Spouse, and Present Part-
ner, confirms Osgood's theoretical EPA (evaluative, potency,

activity) factor structure. Two standard principal compo-

ent analyses with associated orthogonal (i.e., varimax)
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rotation were employed, one for men and one for women. The
analyses were performed separately for males and females,
since gender differences were expected in the way in which
significant others were viewed. In these analyses, there
were 79 male cases and 102 female cases--the reduction of
cases from the overall N was due to the number of Ss failing
to endorse the Present Partner concept. The variables
ranged from Mother good-bad to Myself strong-weak, for both
males and females. From the factor analysis of the initial
50 variables, 17 factors were obtained. Using an eigenvalue
cut-off of 1.0, the 12 resulting factors for males accounted
for 86.8% of the variance obtained in these variables. With
the same eigenvalue criterion for females, 12 factors also
accounted for 86.4% of the variance obtained in these varia-
bles (see Appendix B, Tables B-1 through B-4).

Varimax rotation of the obtained factor matrix yielded
important differences for males and females in the manner in
which they construe these different concepts. In general,
males tended to view each target concept in terms of rela-
tively wholistic dimensions, while women tended to view each
target concept in relatively distinct, individualistic di-
mensions. Factors emerged quite differently for males and
for females.

For males, variables loading high on the first factor

(loadings = or > .30), accounting for 14.1% of the variance,

=€¢€emed associated with Osgood's evaluative dimension across
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the target concepts Mother, Ex-Spouse, and Myself (e.g.,
Mother clean-dirty; Ex-Spouse good-bad, clean-dirty, fair-
unfair; Myself good-bad). Activity and potency dimensions,
across target concepts, seemed also to be involved for males
(e.g., Mother hot-cold; Ex-Spouse hard-soft, excitable-
calm). Factor 2, for males, which accounted for 11.1% of
the variance, seemed to involve a Myself dimension (Myself
good-bad, slow-fast, fair-unfair, active-passive, strong-
weak) . Factor 3, for males, accounting for 9.5% of the
variance, involved an Ex-Spouse dimension (Ex-Spouse clean-
dirty, slow-fast, active-passive, strong-weak). Factor 4,
for males, accounting for 8.5% of the variance, could be
called a "filth" dimension since variables 1loading high
(i.e., a loading = or > .30) on this factor involved a
clean-dirty dimension of Father, Present Partner, and Myself
(Father dirty, Present Partner dirty, and Myself dirty).
Factor 5, accounting for 7.9% of the variance, involved a
FPather, Ex-Spouse, Myself dimension (e.g., Father good-bad,
Father fair-unfair, Ex-Spouse hard-soft, Ex-Spouse hot-cold,
Myself good-bad). Factor 6, accounting for 6.6% of the
variance, appeared to involve primarily an activity dimen-
sion involving Mother, Ex-Spouse, and Present Partner (e.g.,
Mother hot-cold, Ex-Spouse clean-dirty, Ex-Spouse hot-cold,
Present Partner slow-fast, active-passive, strong-weak).
Factor 7, for males, which accounted for 6.3% of the vari-

Aance, yas a Mother dimension (e.g., Mother good-bad, hard-
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soft, fair-unfair, excitable-calm). Factor 8, accounting
for 5.8% of the variance, involved primarily a potency di-
mension of Mother (Mother hard-soft, heavy-light) and Myself
(Myself hard-soft, heavy-light, and strong-weak). Factor 9,
accounting for 5.1% of the variance, also involved a potency
dimension, but included Mother, Ex-Spouse, and Present Part-
ner (Mother hard-soft, Mother strong-weak, Ex-Spouse heavy-
light, Present Partner slow-fast, Present Partner excitable-
calm).

In contrast, women's assessment of concepts related to
the self and significant others appeared to be more indivi-
dualistic or more sharply definitive. For example, the
first factor to emerge from the factor analysis for women
seemed to relate primarily to the Myself concept variables
and accounted for 15.8% of the variance (e.g., Myself clean-
dirty, slow-fast, fair-unfair, hot-cold, active-passive,
strong-weak), with the only overlap being Mother slow-
fast. The second factor to emerge from factor analysis for
the women, accounting for 11.7% of the variance, involved
primarily a Mother activity dimension (Mother slow-fast,
fair-unfair, hot-cold, active-passive, strong-weak). The
third factor to emerge, accounting for 9.3% of the variance,
involved primarily a Mother potency dimension (e.g., Mother
good-bad, hard-soft, heavy-light, fair-unfair, excitable-

calm). The fourth factor for women, accounting for 7.8% of

£ he variance, involved a Father and Myself dimension (e.g.,
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Father good-bad, clean-dirty, hard-soft, fair-unfair, Myself
good-bad, hot-cold). The fifth factor, accounting for 6.8%
of the variance, involved primarily an Ex-Spouse activity
dimension (e.g., Ex-Spouse heavy-light, excitable-calm, hot-
cold, active-passive). The sixth factor, accounting for
6.3% of the variance, involved primarily an Ex-Spouse evalu-
ative dimension (Ex-Spouse good-bad, clean-dirty, hard-soft,
fair-unfair). The seventh factor, accounting for 5.7% of
the variance, involved primarily a Father dimension (Father
hard-soft, active-passive, strong-weak, also Ex-Spouse
strong-weak). The eighth factor, accounting for 5.2% of the
variance, involved a Present Partner-Ex-Spouse dimension
(e.g., Ex-Spouse hard-soft, Present Partner good-bad, fair-
unfair). The ninth factor, accounting for 4.9% of the vari-
ance, involved primarily a Present Partner, but also Ex-
Spouse dimension (e.g., Present Partner hot-cold, active-
passive, strong-weak; Ex-Spouse slow-fast).

To briefly summarize the factor structure derived from
the target concepts, Myself, Father, Mother, Ex-Spouse, and
Present Partner, the initial factor to emerge for males
strongly loaded on items reflecting Osgood's evaluative
concept whereas, for females, the initial factor related
primarily to the Myself concept. For males, the second
factor to emerge seemed to be primarily a Myself dimension;

for females, this second factor related primarily to the

Mother concept. The third factor to emerge for males could
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be called an Ex-Spouse dimension, while for females, this
factor seemed to be another Mother dimension, distinguished
from the second factor, which had strong Mother-activity
loadings, by having strong potency loadings and could be
called a Mother-potency dimension. The fourth factor, for
males, the "filth"™ factor already described, involved the
Father, Present Partner, and Myself concepts, while for
females, this factor could be called a Father-Myself dimen-
sion. The fifth factor, for males, involved a Father-Myself
and Ex-Spouse dimension, while for females, this factor
seemed to involve primarily the Ex-Spouse. The sixth factor
emerged for males as a strong activity dimension, involving
Mother, Ex-Spouse, and Present Partner. For females, this
factor seemed to involve the Ex-Spouse. (For a summary of
these and the remaining factors emerging from this analysis,
refer to the Appendix B.) For females, the Myself and
Mother appear to be the more robust factors, accounting for
approximately 37% of the variance of the factors. (Myself
emerged as the first factor for females, and there were two
separate Mother factors.) For males, Myself emerged as the
second factor, and there appeared to be more of a diffusion
in self-image in that the self was more linked up with how
males viewed others. In this analysis, the Father concept
Adid not emerge independently or clearly. For females, the
F-ather was the fourth factor but also appeared to be linked

s 1 th the self (e.g., hot-cold, good-bad). For females, the
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Myself and Ex-Spouse factors also appeared to be linked to
other things.

One general conclusion of the series of analyses just
presented 1is that the factor structure for the combined
concepts of Myself, Father, Mother, Ex-Spouse, and Present
Partner is much more complex than is suggested by Osgood's
simple EPA factor structure. This is consistent with Hypo-
thesis I of this dissertation. Furthermore, the factor
structure of meaning of these five concepts appears to be
quite different for men and women. This is also consistent
with Hypothesis II which was proposed in this investiga-
tion. Men seemed to employ rather generalized rules of
classification that cut across the target concepts, whereas
women tended to view each target concept as distinct phenom-
ena that required specific classification.

These results may aid in the understanding of gender
differences in coping and adapting to stressful life events
that have been reported. The literature suggests that men,
as a group, may experience more distress, in comparison to
women (Hill, Rubin, & Peplau, 1976; Goethals, 1973). While
many explanations have been offered for this difference,
including more limited social supports for men and greater
inhibitions and/or restrictions in their emotional expres-
sion, these results suggest a more wholistic perception of

s ignificant others on the part of men and, perhaps, greater

Z nterpersonal sensitivity in women in terms of perceiving
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significant others in distinct ways. The relatively wholis-
tic perceptual stance of males may be implicated in a ten-
dency toward greater confusion regarding their intimate
relationships during marital separation and the divorce
process. Resolution of their relationship with their ex-
spouse may, to some extent, be contaminated by other impor-
tant relationships with parents and a present partner. On
the other hand, the lack of clear separation in the percep-
tion of ex-spouse from other significant relationships may
pose special problems for current, on-going relationships
with parents and a present partner. Because of this, men
may tend to seek other sources of intimate support (e.g.,
parents, present relationships) to a 1lesser extent than
women. Their relationships with significant others may tend

to be clouded with more ambivalence and confusion.

Factor Analyses of Specific Target Concepts

The factor analyses presented above considered all 50
variables simultaneously: the variables ranged from Mother
good-bad to Myself strong-weak. A second set of factor
analyses considered each target concept (Mother, Father, Ex-
Spouse, Present Partner, Myself) separately for men and
women in order to ascertain if Osgood's theoretical EPA
factor structure would emerge in terms of how people con-
S true or perceive specific others. These analyses employed

omnly 10 variables each and hence did less violence to the
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generally accepted ratio of five subjects (minimum) per
wvar iable.

The results for the ten variables defining the Mother
concept (see Tables C-1 through C-10 in Appendix C) indi-
cated that for females, four factors (eigenvalue > 1.0)
a < counted for 66.4% of the variance in the variables and for
A les, four factors accounted for 65% of the variance in the
T e&n variables. The varimax rotated factor matrix for fe-
Ta = 1l es on the ten variables defining the Mother concept indi-
<<= &>t ed that Factor 1 weighed heavily on an evaluative-potency

2 i mension. Factor 2 appeared to be an activity dimension,
B =actor 3 appeared to be predominantly an evaluative-activity
2 j~1'l7ler1sion, and Factor 4 appeared to be a potency dimen-

== L on, The varimax rotated factor matrix for males on the

=N yariables defining the Mother concept indicated that

<tor 1 weighed heavily on an evaluative-potency dimension;
==
<tor

Mension; Factor 3 appeared to be primarily an evaluative-

2 appeared to be primarily an evaluative-potency

Q_Q
T ivity dimension; Factor 4 appeared to be primarily an

- ~o
QA ]l yative dimension.

Results of the factor analysis of the 10 wvariables

X -
fining the Father concept indicated that for females, four

= .
<tors (with an eigenvalue > 1.0) accounted for 69.8% of

‘:h

< vyariance in the variables. For males, four factors also
W™

<ocunted for 64.8% of the variance in the 10 variables.
'I'h

e

varimax rotated factor matrix for females on the 10



Loy
LXN-1a}
1rldl.

Tian
o

::";. N

a3

30,

-




60

wvariables indicated that Factor 1 weighed heavily on an

e wvaluative-potency dimension. Factor 2 appeared to be pri-
marily a potency dimension; Factor 3 appeared to be primari-
A~ an activity dimension; Factor 4 appeared to be a combina-
t L on of evaluative, potency, and activity dimensions. For
maales, the varimax rotated factor matrix on the 10 variables
<A < £ining the Father concept indicated that Factor 1 weighed
Ireawvily on the evaluative and activity dimensions. Factor 2
<2 A_so appeared to be an evaluative-activity dimension, while
F" = ctor 3 emerged as an activity, potency, and evaluative
<A i mension. Factor 4 seemed to emerge as a potency dimen-
= A on.

The results of the factor analysis of the 10 variables
= £ining the Ex-Spouse concept (Tables C-5 and C-6 in Appen-
= = x C) indicated that, for females, four factors (with an
== SFenvalue > 1.0) accounted for 69.2% of the variance, and,

S
X males, four factors accounted for 68.9% of the variance

= the 10 variables. The varimax rotated factor matrix for
:‘E Tmajes on the 10 variables defining the Ex-Spouse concept
- l_‘dicated that Factor 1 weighed heavily on an evaluative-
thency dimension; Factor 2 appeared to be an evaluative-
=< tivity dimension; Factor 3 appeared to be a mixture of the
:Q tivity—pot:ency-evaluative dimensions; Factor 4 appeared to

= primarily a potency-activity mixture. The varimax ro-

— =
T ed factor matrix for males on the 10 variables defining

© x,
< Ex-Spouse concept indicated that Factor 1 weighed heavi-
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1y on the evaluative-potency dimensions; Factor 2 appeared
to be primarily a mixed evaluative-activity-potency dimen-
s A onj; Factor 3 appeared to be an evaluative-activity dimen-

= 1 on; Factor 4 was a single potency dimension.
The results of the factor analysis for the 10 variables
<A e £ining the Present Partner concept (see Tables C-7 and C-8
iAn Appendix C) indicated that, for females, four factors
Sa<counted for 64.7% of the variance of the 10 variables.
F o rxr males, five factors accounted for 73.7% of the variance
A X the 10 variables. The varimax rotated factor matrix for
= =males on the 10 variables defining Present Partner concept
A XAicated that Factor 1 weighed heavily on the evaluative
< A mension; Factor 2 appeared to be primarily an activity-
pcD‘tency dimension; Factor 3 appeared to be primarily a po-
':ency dimension; Factor 4 emerged as an evaluative-activity
= * ruension. The varimax rotated factor matrix for males on
= e 10 variables defining the Present Partner concept indi-
Qe“teo:i that Factor 1 was primarily an evaluative dimension;

= e — ¥
< tor 2 was primarily an activity-potency dimension; Factor

==
Was an evaluative-activity dimension; Factor 4 was primar-

== :.‘Z? a potency dimension; Factor 5 was a mixture of
Valuative and activity.

The results of the factor analysis for the 10 variables

Qs Eining the Myself concept (see Tables C-9 and C-10 in

Rbpendix C) indicated that, for females, three factors

N
<ocunted for 56.0% of the variance, and, for males, three
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factors accounted for 54.8% of the variance in the 10 varia-
bles. The varimax rotated factor matrix for females on the
10 wvariables indicated that Factor 1 was an evaluative-
activity-potency dimension; Factor 2 was also a mixed evalu-
ative-activity-potency dimension; Factor 3 appeared to be an
evaluative-potency dimension. The varimax rotated factor
matrix for males on the 10 variables defining the Myself
concept indicated that Factor 1 was a mixed evaluative-
activity-potency dimension; Factor 2 was also a mixed evalu-
ative—activity-potency dimension; Factor 3 appeared to be an

evaluative-potency-activity dimension.

Factor Analyses Focused on Specific Targets:

A Discussion

Results of the factor analyses of the five major con-
cepts or targets, Mother, Father, Present Partner, Ex-
Spouse, and Myself, failed to support Osgood's theoretical
€@valuative, potency, and activity factorial structure of
Meaning, This failure parallels the lack of support found
In the former factor analysis of the entire 50 variables,
Teported earlier in this section. This lack of support also
Paralilels other investigators' findings of more complexity
in Meaning with more emotionally-laden concepts. Our sub-
Jects seemed to be using mixtures of the theoretical factors
in €valuating the self and significant others. The factors

q
© not at all seem "clean" in the sense of emerging from
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factor analyses as singular dimensions. The structure of
meaning of self and significant others is clearly not as
simple and clearcut as Osgood's theoretical model would
predict. One interesting hypothesis might be that these
results may be typical only of people undergoing the dis-
tress and emotional upheaval of divorce, and their emotional
state might temporarily alter the way in which they evaluate

themselves and significant others in their lives.

LISREL: A Confirmatory Analysis

In the preceding analyses, results did not indicate the
pPresence of Osgood's hypothesized semantic structure in the
Present data set. However, these analyses were exploratory
in nature; they were intended to simply look at the natural-
ly occurring structure. A more rigorous test of the exis-
tence of Osgood's model was possible, using the confirmatory
factor procedures available in LISREL V (JSreskog & Sorbom,
1981). The final set of factor analysis looking at Osgood's
theoretical structure of meaning used a confirmatory factor
Analysisg model, found in LISREL V. The marker variables for
€ach theoretical factor (evaluative, potency, activity) were
identified on the basis of the preliminary factor analyses
Presenteq above. The criterion for the selection of each
Markey variable was that, for the specific comparison being
Made (e.g., same sex parent vs. Myself, Present Partner vs.

Ex-~
x Spouse, Present Partner vs. opposite sex parent, Ex-
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Spouse vs. opposite sex parent), the selected variable had
to load above the .40 level in a factor present for each
target.

These analyses were run in order to conduct a more
rigorous consideration of the fit of Osgood's theoretical
factor structure with data from the present study. The
analyses were also designed to answer the question of wheth-
er it was possible and legitimate to employ any factor-
derived scales for all subjects. Utilizing the LISREL V
technique of analysis of the semantic differential data, the
intent was to consider similarity in factors across targets
(in this case, the targets being Myself, Mother, Father, Ex-
Spouse, Present Partner) in a population of separated and
divorced persons. On the basis of the former analyses, it
was suggested that the semantic structure underlying the
Self and others would differ significantly from the theoret-
ical hypothesis of Osgood. 1In the context of separation and
diVorce, it was felt that significant others might assume
Felatively unique meanings to the self. It was also felt
that other family members (e.g., Father, Mother) might ex-
hibje greater structural stability (relative to Ex-Spouse
and Present Partner). Therefore, the greatest structural
similarity was expected for comparisons of self with like-
Sex Parent, and the least similarity was expected to exist

b
Stween Ex-Spouse evaluations and those of the opposite-sex

Parent,
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In the confirmatory factor analysis of the LISREL V,
two sets of factor analyses were computed, separately for
men and women. Within each set, the factor structures asso-
ciated with the following targets were compared: Same sex
parent vs. Myself, Present Partner vs. Ex-Spouse, Present
Partner vs. opposite sex parent, and Ex-Spouse vs. opposite
sex parent. The first set of analyses were the least con-
strained. The question addressed was whether evaluative,
potency, and/or activity factors were present in the two
targe ts being compared. These analyses did not require that
the pattern of factor loadings be equivalent across targets,
but only that the same factors manifest themselves. One
marker variable for each theoretical factor was provided
(the marker variables being identified on the basis of the
Previous factor analyses). The criterion for selection of
the marker variable for the specific comparison being made
(e.g., same sex parent vs. Myself) was that the selected
Variable had to load above the .40 level in a factor present
for each target.

The second set of LISREL V analyses were more restric-
tive or restrained. In this set of analyses, the model
testeg was that the two targets shared not only the same
factors, but that for at least two of them, the factor load-
ings be the same. Since the preliminary LISREL V analyses
haq Already suggested that the third factor was often an
uninteq)retable and varying combination of Osgood factors,

1
oadings for the third factor were allowed to be free.
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The two sets of LISREL V analyses provided two comple-
mentary approaches to the assessment of whether the models
posed in this investigation were suitable to the data. The
first approach was to consider internal characteristics of
the analyses, such as whether there was convergence in the
iterative process of the factoring, whether parameter esti-
mates such as the factor regression weights or errors of
measurement were reasonable or excessively large in compari-
son to relevant variance and covariances of the original
variable, whether matrices were positive definite, whether
the squared multiple correlations were positive and £ 1.00,
and whether the standard errors were large. The second
approach included measures which tap the overall goodness of
fit of a proposed model in relation to a more general model
which assumes independence of observed indicators. The
ratio of chi square to its associated degrees of freedom
Provides another measure. This ratio allows some control
for sample size, with scores closer to 1.00 suggesting a
better fit. (The difference between chi square values
ASsociated with different models <can also furnish
infOrmation; if the difference in chi square is not sig-
nificant, this indicates that the two models do not depart

Slgnificantly from each other.)
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Internal Characteristics of the LISREL Analysis

Baseline models. As shown in Tables 7 and 8, the re-

sults strongly suggest that even the relatively uncon-
strained baseline models were poorly suited to the data. 1In
few instances were the matrices positive definite, the pa-
rameter estimates reasonable, the iterative process converg-
ing, the squared multiple correlation matrix positive and in
an acceptable range, and the standard errors of low or mod-
erate size. The analyses comparing the factorial structure
of Ex-Spouse and Mother generally provided the most accept-
able solution for the male data (refer to Table 7), while
among the women, the comparisons between Mother and Myself
Proved most acceptable (refer to Table 8).

Two Factor Restricted Solutions. When parameter esti-

mations for equivalent factors were constrained to be equal
across targets, the comparisons between Ex-Spouse and
Mother, and Father and Myself were most acceptable among the
Analyses of male data. Among the women, the Mother-Myself
Comparison was again most acceptable. However, it should be
©mphasized that no solution was without evidence of model
Weakness.

Goodness of Fit. Not one of the baseline or more re-

Stricted models were indicated by the overall chi square
test to fit the data adequately: all were associated with
low Probability levels. The Goodness of Fit Index suggests

t
hat the FPather-Myself and the Ex-Spouse-Mother comparisons




68

"hy

(senuTjuocd alqel)

X/N N/X N/N X/N s10119 paepue3s abiel JO yoeT °y
N/N X/X N/N X/N @3TuIjap aat3rsod saorvrazey °b

60°/80° 0T°/80° 01°/60° L0°/90° sTenpIsal pazTTewiou
JOo 3z1s oabeisay °J

01/8 S/t 8/6 S/¢€ S9°1 =
sTenpIisol pozZITewWIoUu § °d

N/N X/X N/N N/N 00°T > pue

aaT31sod aie SUOT3RT31100
ardi3Tnu paienbg °p

N/N N/N N/N N/N sojewrlsa
1932weied aTqeuoseay °o
N/N X/X N/N X/N aouabisauo) °q
N/ N/ N/ X/N ¢91qe3aidisjur siojoeg ‘e

1030eJ OMm3]

103003 OM3

1030e] OM3

1030e3J OM3

uotantos jo X3rrrqeadsooy °1I

/autieseq /autiaseq /auriaseq /aurTeseq

FEREGT PETNEYeT osnods-xd JTI®S SHSA'TUNY
/Isulaed /9snodg-x3 /isujaiegd /iayaed TIISIT
juasaid juasaid

SNOSITYVYdWOD LIDYVL

(TopOW 1030®J OM], @243 J0 oulfosedg 3e UOI3nTo0S o1qe3deddoy buiyoeay eIIa3lTi)

JO joe'l sjuosaidod N !{OoPOW 1030eJ OMJ 9y3 JO aul[osedg 38 UOI3NTOS o1qe3daddy buiyoeay

eTIS3TI5 530959305y A) _ISYION-1oUiled JUISII DU Ioy3ON-05N0d5-Xa '05N0d5-Xg-13UI 18]
oS -

jussaid “3T3sAW-Iayieyg §3d30U07) 19biel au3 buyiedwo) sjoalqns aleW 103 (5Tapoy Tor00]

039 @cm wcﬂawmmmv S1sATeuy zojoed AJOJRWITIUOD THISIT 3O uorjelaadiajuyg mNMlmmmmwlll
LS fo)

L STqey,






69

10° > dp °s0° > d, 01" > dq 01" < dp
9% °1 0€°T 6€°1 vE'T 103oe3 om3 :orjexr yp/ A b
Lv°1 0z°1 AN 8C°1 surlsseq :or3ex u@\..uo °3
09°0 €EL°O ¥9°0 €EL°O Xapur 313 JO ssaupoob
1030e3J om3 paiysnlpy °9
LS°0 vL°0 09°0 vL°0 Xaput 313 JO ssaupoob
suilaseq paisnlpy °p
q(¥T) 61 p(¥vT) SE e(v1) ¥I1 o (V1) 92 (10303 OM3 pue 3UTT3seq)
(3p) @oua1d33TP Pr °O
p(T¥T) 902 p(T¥T) 88T p(T¥T) L6T p(T¥T) 68T (3p) gC 103083 oML °q
(Lz1) 28T (Lz1) €ST (Lz1) €8T o(LzT) €91 (3p)_pf dutriaseg ‘e
P q P -

I030®v] OM3]
/dutrieseq

" I9Y30W
/Idulied

35914

1030vJ OM]
/autTaseq
EEETEC

/3sn0dg-xg

1030e3 OM3
/3uriaseq

S5n0d5-%g

/13u3red
jussaiad

GNOSTHYAWO0D LADYWL

103de3y OM3
/@urIaseq
3199
/1dy3jeq

313 3JO ssaupoon °II

SASTTRNY






70

(senutjuod afqel)

X/N X/X
N/N N/N
60°/01" 0T°/80°
L/8 S/¢€
X/N N/N
N/N N/N
N/N X/X
N/ N/

1030v] OM3 1030®3J OM3

/auireseq /2urreseq
Iayed aay3ed
/asulaied /9snods-x3

juasaigd

N/N
N/N
11°/01°

S/6
N/N
N/N
N/N

N/

I030®3J OM]
/autieseq
asnods—-xd
/iaulxaed
juasaid

SNOSIYVdWOD LIDYVL

N/N
X/X
80°/90°

9/%
X/X
N/N
X/X

N/

1030e3 OM3
/3urTeseq

31°S
/32430

s10119 paepue3ls abiel Jo yoeTq
23TUTJap aAaT3Tsod sedTijel

sTenpIsai pazTTRWIOU
Jo a@z1s abeasaay

69°'1 <
sTenprsal pazITewiou §

00°T = pue aar3jrsod aie
suotjeTaiaod ardizTnu paienbg

s93jewiysd
193ouweaied afqeuoseay

souabiaauo)
¢9Tqe3aadasjur siojded
uorjnios 3o X3ry1rqexd

y
6

*°O

°q

‘e
900V °I

SASA'TUNY

TIISIT

TTopOW 1030®Jd OMJ @Uy3 10 ouUI[osed 3e uor3n]os o1qe3daddoy butydeay erie931id

JO joe'] sjuosoaiday N :[9POW J1030eJ OMJ ay3z IO aur[aseg 3e uorjnios a1qe3dsddoy butyoeay

BT1I9313D) S3juasaiday X)

OM] pue 3ulTdsed) stsXTeuy sozoed XJo3ewiijuod TaWsid 3o uot3aeisidisquy 103

“Joy3ed-Isu3zied JUsS9Id pue Jayjeg-asnods-xg
Judsaid ‘JTISAW-I9YJOK mumwo:ou uwmuma 843l butiedwo) s3joalqns oreWwad

103 (s1apo

'95n0d5-X7-19U3.J04

W_I0j0p4
BrIs3Ta;,






71

10" > dp

*S0° > d,; 01" >dy

‘01 < dp

SL°T
£0°¢
€9°0

09°0
e(¥T) LT

p(TPT) SLZ
p(LTT) 8ST

10303 OM3
/aurraseq

Iay3ed
/avulred

PUEREDYN

s 1
I6°T
LL"O

LL*O
5(FT) 92

p(I¥T) 812
p(LZT) T6T

1030v3J OM3
/3uITaseq

Isyjed
/esnodg-xg

9V ° 1
¢S 1
89°0

$9°0
e(¥T) 21

p(I¥T) 902
p(LZT) ¥6T

1030v3I OM3
/autrisseq

asnods-xq
/13u3egd

Juasoaad

GNOSI¥VAWO0D LEDUVD

€EE°T

| 24N

LL°O

6L°0
@Awav 0t

p(T¥T) 88T
5(LZT) 8ST

J030B3 OM3
/utriaseq

3188
/13Y30K

103083 OM3 :0T3e1 3P/ TC
sutTeseq :or3e1 jp/qp

¥
X9put 313 JO ssaupoob

103003 OM3 paisnlpv

Xaputr 3713 JO ssaupoob
aurTeseq paisnlpy

(1030e3 OM3 pue aurTaseq)
(3p) souaasjzzIp -x
‘

GEJQﬂ. I103de3J OM3
aurrased
CE&R 1

*O
°q
‘e

313 JO SS2UpoOoH

SISTTENY

139STT



72

provided the best fit among the men, while the Mother-Myself
and Ex-Spouse-Father were the best fitted models in the
f emale data. The chi square ratio data indicated that Ex-
S ppouse-Mother, Father-Myself, and Mother-Myself comparisons
> rowvided the best match. The fewest normalized residuals of
A _arge magnitude (2 1.65) were found in the Ex-Spouse-
Mo ther, Ex-Spouse-Father, Father-Myself, and Mother-
My self. In baseline as well as the more restricted compari-
S Ons, the smallest average size of normalized residuals were

£ O rxr Father-Myself and Mother-Myself.

C= omparison of baseline and restricted models

These results strongly suggest that the latent varia-
bles suggested by Osgood and his colleagues to underline
= emantic differential responses do not emerge consistently
in the data set under examination. There are, of course,
EP>roblems inherent in these initial analyses irregardless of
v idence of fit or lack of fit. The problem is that, for
both the baseline and more restricted factor comparisons,
the chi square values pertain to a contrast between the
AnNnalytic model and an identity matrix in which no asso-
<iatjon at all between variables is assumed. In order to
Prowvijige a standard which is more reasonable than the iden-

tity matrix, one solution is to specify a general model like

thoSe in each baseline analysis. This general model then
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s e xr wves as the contrast for the more restricted solution.
Herxr e, the question becomes one of whether the restricted
models, which assume parameter equivalence, fit the data as
we 11l as the more general.

To address this question, the chi square values of

I aseline and restricted models were subtracted (along with
a sssociated degrees of freedom). If the resulting chi square
¥ a1l ue was significant, it would indicate that the restricted
model was in fact quite different from the general. Turning
Seagain to Tables 7 and 8, it can be seen that the models
“wWhich differed significantly were also those which were,
£ rom a technical standpoint, the better of the restricted
|aAnd baseline models. That is, the restricted models for the
F ather-self, Ex-Spouse-Mother, Mother-self, and Ex-Spouse-
F ather were all significantly different from the baseline
mMmodels. Only for comparisons of the factor structures in
P resent Partner-Ex-Spouse, for both men and women, and for
P resent Partner-Father, among the women, was a good fit
indicated. As noted, however, the models included in these
three comparisons contained technical problems sufficient to
il"dicai:e that they were extremely unsuited to the data.

In summary, the confirmatory factor analyses of seman-
tic QJgifferential responses to five target concepts substan-
tiated the hypothesis that major differences in semantic
Structure would exist. Generally, the way in which the

Tespondents evaluated each target concept, including them-
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se 1 wves, showed evidence of being relatively unique. While
the factor analyses for Father-self and Mother-self were
technically better than those for many of the other analy-
ses , they still indicated that factor invariance could not
be assumed. In short, the results strongly suggest that for
at least this sample of respondents, the latent variables
PO s tulated by Osgood do not appear consistently, and the
1 oadings for the obtained factors were not equivalent across
t arxrget concepts.

In order to examine these findings in greater detail, a
Number of additional analyses were conducted that shall not
be presented here in tabular form. These included models in
Wh i ch correlated errors were permitted, as well as three
T actor restricted solutions, and solutions in which alterna-
T i Ve marker variables were tried. In each case, no evidence

£ factor invariance across target concepts could be found.

Similarity Coefficients: An Alternative Strategy

Because the preliminary and confirmatory factor analy-
S<S s failed to confirm one invariant factorial structure in
the target concepts, there was no justification for further
using Osgood's EPA factors. Further, the preliminary and
Son firmatory factor analyses did not provide justification
for factorial reduction of the 50 variables under investi-

ga':ion (10 adjective pairs x 5 target concepts). Having

£
W and numerous factors per target (Myself, Father, Mother,
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E x— Spouse, Present Partner), another data reduction strategy
was employed: examining target concept similarities by
similarity coefficients. (Similarity coefficients are cor-
re 1 ations where, for each subject, the correlation between
scorxes for two target concepts was compared to represent the
Aegree of similarity between concepts.) 1In examining target
s imilarities by similarity coefficients, the question is
PO sed as to how similar are significant others in terms of
how they are evaluated or perceived. What are the implica-
T i ons of perceiving one's Present Partner as similar to
O rne vYs Mother or in perceiving one's Ex-Spouse as similar to
<O ne *s Father, etc. Much of clinical practice suggests that
= man may be seeking his mother in selecting his wife or
PP X @ sent partner, and a woman, seeking her father in select-
i ng her husband or present partner. In this new series of
Arnalyses, the intent was to investigate the relationships
e tween the entire 50 variables and between one target and
|ANo ther. With the similarity variables, the 50 variables
We re reduced to 10 variables (Myself-Father; Myself-Mother;
1‘QE?Self—Ex-Spouse; Myself-Present Partner; Father-Ex-Spouse;
F.ather:-Present Partner; Present Partner-Ex-Spouse). Pearson
SOrrelations between the 10 similarity variables with symp-

toms at baseline and follow-up were subsequently performed.
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Pe arxrson Correlations Between Similarity Coefficients and

S ymptom Count at Baseline and Follow-up

Two separate sets of correlations for the entire sample
we xr @ performed to determine if the group of subjects with a
PP r e sent partner (the focus of the previous runs) differed
F rom the group without a present partner in terms of an
A s sociation with symptoms at baseline and follow-up. That
is, correlations were performed separately for the two
9 X oups. In comparing the two correlation matrices, the
O rx relations between similarity coefficients for the two
S amples (those with a present partner and the entire sam-
P le), the associations appeared to be of similar magni-
T ude. This indicated that the group of subjects without a
BP>X @ sent partner did not differ from the group of subjects
W i th a present partner in terms of a relationship between
S ymptoms (at baseline and follow-up) and the degree of simi-
Lar ity of target concepts. Therefore, correlations were
<oOmputed for the entire sample.

For the entire sample, the correlations indicated minor
S NA nonsignificant correlations between symptoms at baseline
ang follow-up and the 10 similarity coefficients. (Refer to
AI')pendix D, Table D-1.) For the entire sample, there were
More cases (273) available for the similarity coefficients
ang symptoms for the variable Ex-Spouse-Myself and fewest
(188) for the variable Father-Present Partner. The remain-

i
ng wvariables had numbers within this range. For the entire

G,
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sample, the correlation between symptoms at baseline and
follow-up was 0.6405.

Correlations with a magnitude greater than .30 were
obtained on 18 of the associations among similarity coeffi-
cients (variables). Trends (associations with p<£ .10) were
noted on another 22 associations. While none of the simi-
larity coefficients had a magnitude greater than .30 with
symptoms at baseline and follow-up, there were three corre-
lational trends with baseline symptoms and three significant
correlations and one trend with symptoms at follow-up. For
baseline symptoms, trends were noted between this dependent
variable and the similarity coefficient Ex-Spouse-Present-
Partner, Father-Present Partner, Father-Myself. These
small, negative trends suggest that, for the entire sample,
those individuals who see their Ex-Spouse and Present
Partner more similarly tend to have less symptomatology at
baseline. Those who see themselves as similar to their
Father and see their Father as similar to their Present
Partner also tend to have less symptomatology at baseline.

At follow-up, those individuals who tend to see them-
selves as more similar to their Father tend to have even
less symptomatology than at baseline. Also, at follow-up,
those who see their Present Partner as more similar to their
Father tend to have even less symptomatology than at base-
line. The correlation between Ex-Spouse-Present Partner and

follow-up symptomatology did not approach significance as it
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did at baseline. Two additional correlations suggested a
trend for those individuals who perceive themselves and
their Mother as more alike and themselves and their Present
Partner as more alike, to exhibit fewer follow-up symptoms,
but not particularly at baseline. Thus, at baseline, the
more one sees their Present Partner as similar to their
Father and the more similar one tends to see their Present
Partner as like their Ex-Spouse and their Father as them-
self, the fewer symptoms expressed. Three and one-half
years follow-up suggests similarities in that the more simi-
lar one sees oneself as their Father and the more similar
one sees their Present Partner as their Father, the fewer
the symptoms at follow-up. Additionally, the more one sees
oneself as like one's Mother and as like one's Present Part-
ner, as well as one's Father, the less number of symptoms.

Correlations were performed separately for men and
women to determine whether any gender differences existed in
these associations. For males, separately, the correla-
tional matrix indicated generally small, insignificant asso-
ciations between baseline symptoms and follow-up symptoms
and the 10 similarity coefficients. (Refer to Appendix D,
Table D-2.) The only exception to this was a significant
hegative correlation between follow-up symptoms and the
similarity variable, Father-Myself. Although this was a
highly significant association, the variance it accounts for

is sSmall, less than 10%. However, the association indicates
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that males who tended to see themselves as more similar to
their Fathers tended to have fewer symptoms at follow-up,
but not at baseline. (For males separately, the correla-
tional matrix indicated 22 correlations greater than .30
among the similarity variables. An additional 12 correla-
tions reflected trends.)

In looking at the females separately, the correlational
matrix indicated more associations than for men between the
10 similarity variables and symptoms at baseline and follow-
up. (Refer to Appendix D, Table D-2.) For both symptoms at
baseline and follow-up, there was a consistent relationship
between the variable Father-Present Partner and the number
of symptoms and between the variable Mother-Myself and
number of symptoms. For females, the more similar the
Father and Present Partner were envisioned, the fewer
symptoms, both at baseline and follow-up. The more similar
females tended to view themselves as their Mothers, the
fewer the symptoms at baseline. There was a trend, among
females, for those who saw themselves as more like their
Present Partner to express less symptomatology at follow-up,
but not at baseline. At baseline, there was a trend for
those females who saw themselves as more like their Ex-
Spouse to express less symptomatology, but not at follow-
up. (For females, separately, the correlational matrix
indicated 24 correlations among the similarity

variables > .30.) An additional 13 correlations reflected

trends (pg0.10).
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In order to determine the possible effects of age and
sex upon how people evaluate the 10 variables under study
(e.g., the 10 variables per person derived from the similar-
ity coefficients), two-way ANOVAS by sex and age were run.
Age was grouped by decades--20 through 29 years; 30 through
39 years; 40 through 49 years, and 50+. To describe the
results briefly, main effects were noted for the following
variables: (see Appendix E) sex (for the variable Ex-
Spouse-Present Partner), sex (for the variable Ex-Spouse-
Myself), age (for the variable Father-Myself), sex (for the
variable Mother-Ex-Spouse). There were no significant two-
way interactions, but a trend was noted between age and sex
(for the variable Mother-Father).

To expand upon these results, females tended, as a
group, to see their ex-spouse and present partner less simi-
larly as compared to males who tended to rate these targets
more similarly. Sex also exerted a main effect on the vari-
able Ex-Spouse-Myself. Again, females tended to view them-
selves as less similar to their ex-spouse as compared to
males who tended to rate these targets more similarly.
Females also tended to view their mothers as less similar to
their ex-spouse as compared to males who tended to rate
these concepts more similarly. It is interesting that
women, as a group, tended to see themselves, their present

Par tner, and their mothers as quite distinct from their ex-

SpoOuse. This may imply a more complete separation process



8l

among females as compared to males, as a group. An inter-
esting question to be addressed then is whether this might
have a protective effect in enhancing positive adjustive
mechanisms in the face of loss through divorce. TIf males,
as a group, identify themselves, their present partner, and
mother as more like their ex-spouse, does this imply less
complete separation in meaning of significant others and
imply more generalization in terms of emotional attach-
ments? There was no significant sex differential for the
variables Father-Ex-Spouse, Father-Present Partner, Father-
Myself, Mother~Father, Mother-Present Partner, Mother-
Myself, Present Partner-Myself.

As indicated in Appendix E, Table E-3, age was found to
exert a main effect on the variable Father-Myself. There
was a definite increase across the decades of subjects in-
creasingly finding greater similarity between the concepts
of Myself and Father, although this was not 1linear. The
oldest subjects (50+) viewed themselves as most like their
fathers, regardless of sex, followed by those subjects in
their 20's. Those subjects in their 30's saw themselves as
least like their fathers, regardless of sex. A possible
explanation may be that when one is starting one's own fam-
ily (in the 30's), one tends to see oneself as less similar
to one's father. With increasing age, both male and female
Seem to see themselves as increasingly similar to their

father, but possibly for different reasons. For males, it
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may be that the experiences of fatherhood bring one to en-
vision oneself as more like their own father. For females,
it may be a developmental issue of increasing identification
with typically masculine modes as discussed by several
theorists (e.g., Jung, 1933; Neugarten & Guttman, 1976).
This would explain the apparent existence of a developmental
similarity among Father-Myself across the life cycle, and
not Mother-Myself across the life cycle.

The previous factor analyses of the semantic differen-
tial data had suggested differences between the sexes in how
they rate the concepts Myself, Mother, Father, Ex-Spouse,
Present Partner, with women being generally more discrimi-
nating among these concepts or targets. In looking at the
descriptive statistics (e.g., ranges and means) of the 10
similarity coefficients (refer to Appendix F, Tables F-1 and
F-2), some interesting similarities and differences were
apparent between the sexes. For both men and women there
was a tendency to see the self-present partner as more alike
than self and the 1like-sex parent. Women tended to see
their present partner as less like their ex-spouse than did
men generally, again reflecting greater discrimination in
the meaning of significant others or perception of signifi-
cant others among females in comparison to males. Women
also tended to see themselves as less like their ex-spouse
than men. Males tended to see mother and present partner

more similarly in comparison to mother-ex-spouse. Women
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tended to see father-present partner more similarly in com-
parison to father-ex-spouse. Both sexes had comparable
mother-father similarity coefficient means and had similar
mean similarity coefficients between self and like-sex par-
ent. In summary, it would appear that both male and female
tend to view themselves as more similar to their present
partner than other significant persons (e.g., mother,
father, ex-spouse). This population, as a whole, tends to
view themselves as about as similar to the opposite sex
parent as to the same sex parent. Again, this analysis
points out that females tend to be more individualistic or
particularistic in their ratings on the semantic differen-

tial of significant others than males.
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CHAPTER FIVE

RESULTS: PART II

Antecedents and Significance of Parental Identification

The analyses presented in Chapter Four suggest that
parental identification is an important construct and may
prove helpful in understanding how individuals adapt to life
crises such as divorce. In this chapter the goal is to
explore some possible antecedents of parental identification
and to assess construct validity of the measures of identi-
fication.

Four categories of parental identifiers (1. Low Mother-
Low Father; 2. Low Mother-High Father; 3. Low Father-High
Mother; 4. High Mother-High Father) were derived by median
splits of the distributions for each variable. In an
attempt to predict the degree of parental identification
with both parents, a discriminant analysis on these four
categories of parental identifiers (1. Low Mother-Low
Father; 2. Low Mother-High Father; 3. Low Father-High
Mother; 4. High Mother-High Father) was made by entering 21
predictive or discriminating variables in three sequential
"forced entry" sets (a method similar to that of a hierar-
chical multiple regression). 1In this analysis, the goal was
to statistically distinguish between these four groups of

bParental identifiers. Twenty-one discriminating variables

were gelected that measured characteristics on which these
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parental identifier groups were expected to differ and en-
tered them in the following stepwise method: Set 1l: sex;
Set 2: childhood stressors (12 variables); Set 3: socio-
demographic variables (8 variables). The rationale for
entering the variables as sets in the designated order was
temporal. Sex was entered as Set 1, since it hypothesized
felt that gender differences in degree of identification
might well exist between males and females. Various child-
hood stressors were entered in Set 2 since these variables
related to childhood history at the point of parental mari-
tal separation. Sociodemographic variables were entered in
Set 3 since they related to variables at the time of separa-
tion (baseline) and provided an index to the context of the
separation or divorce at the time the subject filed for
divorce. The three groups of predictor variables, entered
as sets, in the discriminant analysis predicting levels of
parental identification were as follows:
Set A. Gender
1. Sex
Set B. *Childhood Stressors¥*

1. Parents divorced at any time

2. Separation from parents before 13 years

3. Separation bad terms from parents

4. R was adopted

5. Arguments between parents

6. Arguments between R and parents



7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12,

Set C.

Severe punishment

Had to go to work
Parent remarriage
Absence of parent
Death of parent

Death of sibling
*Sociodemographic¥*
R's age

Belong to ethnic group
R's income

Religious person

R have kids yes or no
Number of siblings

Relatives live nearby

86

N times per month visit relatives

*Data obtained at baseline contact

Results from the overall discriminant analysis (refer

to Tables 9 and 10) indicated considerable overlap among the

four groups of parental identifiers;

these groups were not

Clearly separated even though the discrimination was statis-

tically significant (e.g., the classification routine was

only able to identify 50.19% of the cases as members of the

9gfoups to which they actually belonged).

That 1is, only

aPPProximately half of the cases were correctly classified

Into the four categories of parental identifiers (1. Low

M°t=11€ar-Low Father; 2. Low Mother-High Father; 3. Low Father-
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High Mother; 4. High Mother-High Father) on the basis of
these three sets of predictor or discriminating variables
(sex, childhood stressors, current sociodemographic
variables).

As shown in Table 9, sex did not significantly discrim-
inate among the groups of parental identifiers. There was
no gender difference in the degree of parental identifica-
tion. In other words, women and men did not appear to dif-
fer in their degree of identification with parental fig-
ures, This finding is very surprising in view of the tra-
ditional stereotype of women as more role-conscious and
Perhaps more conforming to cultural stereotypes of the role
of women. However, Osgood's conceptualization of the seman-
tic differential, as an objective measure of unconscious
Processes (e.g., projective identification), might well be
reflected in this finding, since from his theoretical posi-
tion, there would be no conceivable difference between male
and female subjects in the degree of their identification
With parental figures. From his position, for both male and
female there would be a continuum of identification with
Parental figures; however, the structure of meaning would be
the same for each sex. That is, the primary factor in the
Structure of meaning of significant others would be evalua-
tive, followed by a potency factor and, then, an activity

factor.
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As a group, the set of childhood stressors did produce
a significant discrimination among the four groups of paren-
tal identifiers. As Table 12 indicates, 44.79% of the cases
were correctly classified into the four groups of parental
identifiers. A posterior paired comparisons indicated that
the major distinction was between the low parental identi-
fiers (e.g., Low Mother-Low Father) and the remaining
groups. High parental identifiers (High Mother-High Father)
and 1low parental identifiers (Low Mother-Low Father) were
Predicted with a 75.0% and 48.6% accuracy, respectively.
Table 12 indicates that 27.3% of the Low Mother-High Father
group were correctly classified, and 14.8% of the Low
Father-High Mother group were correctly classified. Paren-
tal divorce and parental separation on bad terms particular-
ly distinguished the high and low parental identifiers (re-
fer to Table 11). The occurrence of these specific child-
hood stressors was more prominent in the groups of low par-
ental identifiers, as compared to the groups of high paren-
tal ijidentifiers. 1In the univariate analysis, there was only
a trend for the childhood stressor death of a sibling, to
di £ ferentiate among the four groups of parental identifiers
(e.g., the lower groups of parental identifiers tending to
have 1ost a sibling more frequently). These results suggest
the long term effects of childhood stress, particularly of
Parental divorce and parental separation (on bad terms) upon

Individuals. They point out the relationship between early
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losses in life and subsequent 1losses in adulthood (e.g.,
divorce) and how this may be related in terms of an indivi-
dual's identification with his/her parents. Such relation-
ship has been posited by many theories of personality devel-
opment and theories of marital and family dynamics.
The overall predictive classification of parental iden-
tification groups was not significantly improved by the
addition of the various sociodemographic variables (refer to
Table 10). Overall, the percentage of "group" cases
Correctly classified was 50.19% (compared to 44.79% with
only sex and childhood stressors included in the
di scriminant analysis). However, when the sociodemographic
Variables are not included, we can better predict the high
Parental identifiers (High Mother-High Father) and 1low
Parental identifiers (Low Mother-Low Father) with a 75.0%
and 48.6% accuracy, respectively. When the sociodemographic
Variables are included (refer to Table 10), 65.8% of the
high parental identifiers and 55.4% of the low parental
identifiers are correctly classified. The intermediate
g9roups were more accurately predicted with the inclusion of
SOciodemographic variables: 40.0% of the Low Mother-High
Father group were correctly classified (as opposed to 27.3%
Without the sociodemographic variables), and 31.5% of the
Low Father-High Mother group were correctly classified (as
Opposed to 14.8% without the sociodemographic variables

Considered). In the univariate analysis, there was only a
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trend for the sociodemographic variable income, to
significantly differentiate among the groups of parental
identifiers.

It is striking how little accuracy in predicting groups
of parental identifiers is improved when current sociodemo-
gr aphic variables are added to the predictive equation and
how much more the important historical variables, childhood
stressors, appear to be in relation to degree of parental
identification. Of particular importance seems to be the
relationship of earlier losses (e.g., parental divorce and
Parental separation, particularly when the latter is diffi-
Cult and affect-laden) upon parental identification. These
results point out the importance of developing measures of
ch i1dhood stress in order to identify those individuals who
mMay be at "risk"™ in maladaptation to divorce due, in part,
to weak attachments and/or identification to parental fig-

Ures.

Predictors of Parental Identification Patterns: Baseline

Stress and Adaptation

In the next set of analyses, consideration shifted to
look at baseline stressor and adaptation indices in addition
to gender differences and childhood stressors.

In this next run, it was decided to expand the group of
independent variables beyond sex and childhood stressors to

include baseline stressors and adaptation in the discrimi-
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nant equation predicting level of parental identification.
The purpose of this analysis was to check the relevance of
adjustment indices plus the stress 1level associated with
divorce at the time of initial contact with the subject
(baseline). The baseline stressors and adaptation included
the Bradburn happiness, positive affect, negative affect,
total number of symptoms, cumulative negative stress, and
cumulative positive stress, entered in a third step in the
discriminant equation. The intent of this run was to check
the relevance of baseline indices of adjustment and stress
level, adult conditions which might be associated with
ch ildhood conditions.
The independent variables in this discriminant analysis
Were entered in a hierarchical "forced entry" manner in the
f<>llowing order of sets: Set 1: Sex; Set 2: Childhood
Stressors (12 variables); Set 3: Baseline Adjustment and
Stressors (6 variables):
Set A. Gender
1. Sex
Set B. *Childhood Stressors*
1. Parents divorced at any time
2. Separation from parents before 13 years
3. Separation bad terms from parents
4. R was adopted
5. Arguments between parents

6. Arguments between R and parents
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7. Severe punishment
8. Had to go to work
9. Parent remarriage
10. Absence of parent
11. Death of parent
12. Death of sibling
Set C. *Adjustment and Stressors*
1. Bradburn happiness
2. Positive affect
3. Negative affect
4. Total number of symptoms
5. Negative LEQ
6. Total and positive LEQ
*Data obtained at baseline contact
As shown in Tables 13 and 14, the addition of baseline
ad justment plus stress level didn't add much to the overall
ACccuracy of prediction of the high parental identifiers and
low parental identifiers but did improve prediction in the
middle groups (e.g., from 27% to 31% in the Low Mother-High
Father group and from 15% to 26% in the Low Father-High
Mother group). The overall accuracy of parental identifica-
tion prediction rose from 45% when just sex and childhood
Stressors are included to 48% with baseline adjustment and
Stress considered. None of the indices of baseline adjust-
Ment and stress 1level reached significance in predicting

level of parental identification. However, the two indices
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which were trends were the Bradburn overall happiness and

the negative Bradburn subtotal.

It is of interest that the intermediate groups of par-

ental identifiers (e.g., Low Father-High Mother and High

Fat her-Low Mother) were better predicted when baseline adap-

tat ion and stress levels were considered. It may be that

adap tation and stress levels have greater impact or signifi-
cance for these groups as opposed to people who either iden-

ti£3» strongly with parental figures or who identify weakly

with such figures. These results suggest the value of sev-

eral , refined models predicting degree of parental identifi-

cat i on. For the more extreme groups (e.g., high and low

PAr & ntal identifiers), childhood stressors may be the pri-

Mar 3» predictors. However, for some intermediate groups, the

St'-’Tessor:s associated with divorce and the context in which

the divorce occurs, including sociodemographic characteris-

tices , seem to add predictive significance.

PLM&ictors of Parental Identification Patterns: Follow-up

%s and Adaptation

In the next analyses, the focus of consideration was on

'NA R ces of stress and adaptation at follow-up (three and

one — paif years post filing for divorce) in association with

Sex differences and childhood stressors (refer to Tables 15

A 4,
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This run was identical to the run reported above, ex-
cept the last block of dependent variables was changed to
morale (adaptation) and stress at follow-up (three and one-
half years post filing for divorce). Since measures of
adaptation and stress at the time of filing for divorce
(baseline) did aid in the classification or prediction of
intermediary groups of parental identification (although the
overall accuracy of predicting the four groups of parental
identifiers was not significantly improved), this suggests
that the context in which the divorce occurs may be more
important for some individuals rather than others. There-
fore, it was of interest to determine whether current mea-
sSures of stress and adaptation at follow-up, at which time
the semantic differential was also administered, added to
the predictive discrimination of the groups of parental
identifiers. The results of this run (refer to Table 16)
indicated that adaptation and stress level at baseline and
follow-up predict about the same in terms of classification
Of parental identifiers. The overall prediction was identi-
Cal--47.88% at baseline and follow-up. For baseline, 75% of
the high parental identifiers were correctly classified
(73.7% at follow-up). At baseline, 48.6% of the low paren-
tal identifiers were correctly classified and 55.4% at fol-
low-up. Only the Bradburn positive affect and Bradburn
Negative affect contributed to classification distinction,

and these were only trends in increasing the distance
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between the groups. In the former analysis regarding adap-
tation and stress at baseline, the Bradburn overall happi-
ness and negative Bradburn subtotal were only trends, in-

creasing the distance between groups.

Seeking the Meaning of Parental Identification

In an attempt to seek construct validation for the four
levels of the parent identification variable (Low Mother-Low
Father; Low Mother-High Father; Low Father-High Mother; High
Mother-High Father), a series of ANOVAS involving self-
concept variables, derived by the Adjective Check List
Scores (ACL), were performed. In these analyses, the new
Parent identification variable was contrasted with a more
established set of measures of self concept, derived from
Block's (1961) adaptation of the Gough Adjective Checklist
(the ACL). In this series of ANOVA analyses, the effect
Variable was the parent identification variable (four
levels: Low Mother-Low Father; Low Mother-High Father; Low
Father-High Mother; High Mother-High Father), and the depen-
dent variables were the self-concept variables, derived by
the Adjective Check List Factor Scores (ACL). The self-
Concept variables included the following:

Negative Self

Dominant Self

Incompetent Self

Desirable-Engagable Self

Vulnerable Self
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Hostile Self

Masterful Self

Self-Oriented

Socially Skilled Self

The intent of these analyses was to ascertain whether
the groups of high and low parental identifiers and interme-
diate parental identification groups differed in terms of
their self perceptions. Results from this series of ANOVA
analyses were as follows (refer to Appendix G for means and
standard deviations of the four groups of parental identifi-
ers on these self-concept measures).

Negative Self. The ANOVA was quite significant

(F = 4.553); p = 0.0040). The High Mother-High Father group
were lowest on this self concept factor, and the Low Mother-
High Father were the second lowest. (The High Father groups
pull apart from the Low Father groups on this factor, in
that they are the most distinguished groups.)

Dominant Self. The ANOVA resulted in only a trend with

this variable (F = 2.252; p = 0.0828). The High Mother-High
Father was the lowest on this factor, and the Low Mother-Low
Father was much higher (more dominant).

Incompetent Self. The ANOVA was not significant, only

aQ trend for this factor (F = 2.332; p = 0.0747), with the

Low Mother-Low Father group highest on incompetent self.

Desirable Self. The ANOVA was not significant

(F = 1.043; p = 0.3742). While not significant, it is in-
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teresting and is consistent with other findings in that the
high parental identifiers are most likely to see self as
desirable (low parental identifiers are second highest group
in seeing themselves as least desirable).

Vulnerable Self. The ANOVA was not significant

(F = 1.757; p = 0.1558). While not significant, the high
parental identifiers were lowest on the sense of self as
vulnerable.

Hostile Self. The ANOVA was not significant

(F = 1.505; p = 0.2136). While not significant, the high
pPparental identifiers were intermediate on this self concept
variable while the low parental identifiers were highest on
the sense of self as hostile.

Masterful Self. The ANOVA was not significant

(F = 0.728; p = 0.5363) but, again, consistent in that low
Parental identifiers see themselves as low on mastery, while
high parental identifiers see themselves as high on mastery.

Self-Oriented. The ANOVA was not significant

(F = 0.314; p = 0.8152). The low parental identifiers were
highest on self-orientation (which resembles selfishness or
Self absorption). The high parental identifiers were lower
On this factor--more like the remaining groups.

Socially Skilled Self. The ANOVA was significant

(F = 3.249; p = 0.0225). Two distinct groups on this factor
W€re the low parental identifiers, which were significantly

lower on the sense of self as socially skilled (e.g.,
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poised, adroit) and the high parental identifiers, which
were highest in the sense of self as socially skilled.

High parental identifiers are thus less negative re-
garding themselves and also perceive themselves as more
socially skilled as opposed to low parental identifiers. 1In
other words, they see themselves in a more positive light
and as interpersonally and socially effective. Taking these
results with the former findings of early childhood stres-
sors (e.g., parental divorce and parental separation on bad
terms), one might infer that the way in which we perceive
our selves in terms of basic goodness or badness (Osgood's
evaluative factor) may be related to one's early relation-
ship with one's parents and the degree to which one identi-
fies with their parents. Also, the degree to which one
feels socially and interpersonally effective may also be
largely determined by one's early relationship with one's
Parents (in terms of continuous and harmonious relation-

Ships) and the degree to which one identifies with their

Parents.

The Meaning of Parental Identification in Relation to

Intimate Others

As a second phase in the validation sequence for the
Parent jdentification variable, it was of interest to inves-
tigate the similarity in the perception of Myself from the

Present Partner (similarity coefficient: Present Partner-
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My self) and between perceived Myself from Ex-Spouse (simi-
larity coefficient: Ex-Spouse-Myself) in relation to the
four groups of parental identifiers. The intent of this
analysis was to see if the four groups of parental identi-
fiers differed in terms of how similar or dissimilar they
saw themselves in relation to their Present Partner and
their Ex-Spouse. The hypotheses to be assessed were the
greater the identification with parental figures, the great-
er the semantic congruence or similarity between Myself and
Present Partner concepts and the lesser the semantic congru-
eénce or similarity between Myself and Ex-Spouse. Converse-
ly, +the weaker the identification with parental figures, the
less the semantic congruence or similarity is perceived
between Myself and Present Partner and the greater the se-
Mantic congruence or similarity between Myself and Ex-
Spouse.

In this run, an ANOVA on the parent identification
Variable by the distance of Myself from Present Partner
(Similarity coefficient: Present Partner-Myself) and be-
tween Myself from Ex-Spouse (similarity coefficient: Ex-
Sp°use-Myself) were performed. ANOVAS were also run on the
1o Qdjective pairs (e.g., good-bad to strong-weak) for the
Mother, Father, Ex-Spouse, and Present Partner targets by
the parent identification variable (four 1levels: 1. Low
MOt her-Low Father; 2. Low Mother-High Father; 3. Low Father-

High Mother; 4. High Mother-High Father). The intent of
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these analyses was to determine whether there was any dif-
ference among the four groups of parental identifiers in
terms of their conceptualizations (e.g., semantic space) of
significant others.

Results from the ANOVA on the parent identification
var iable by Present Partner-Myself similarity coefficient
wWere highly significant (F = 8.941; p = 0.0000) with the low
Parental identifiers least likely to see themselves as like
the ir present partner (refer to Table G-2). It would appear
that high parental identifiers identify strongly with their
Present partner and that low parental identifiers tend not

to do so. It may be that high parental identifiers identify

Strongly with others, in general, and that they may empa-
thize with others more readily as compared to low parental
identifiers. Thus we may be seeing the effect of the rela-
tionship of early attachments and how they relate to later
Attachments in the life cycle.

Results from the ANOVA on the parent identification
Variable by Ex-Spouse-Myself similarity coefficient were not
Significant (F = 0.612; p = 0.6076), but the low parental
identifiers saw themselves as most like their ex-spouse.
Even though this was not significant, it was interesting
that low parental identifiers tend to see themselves as most
like their ex-spouse (refer to Table G-2). This may be
because low parental identifiers tend to see themselves in
more negative terms generally and may see their ex-spouse in

more negative terms as well.



113

The results for the ANOVAS on the adjective pairs for
the target concepts Mother, Father, Ex-Spouse and Present
Partner by the parent identification variable were as fol-
lows:

For the target concept Mother, the resulting ANOVAS on

the adjective pairs revealed strongly significant findings
for the adjective pairs good-bad (F = 13.56; p = 0.000),
Clean dirty (F = 11.03; p = 0.000), hard-soft (F = 5.02;
P = 0.002), fair-unfair (F = 15.21; p = 0.000), excitable-
calm (F = 4.77; p = 0.003), active-passive (F = 9.27;
P = 0.000), and strong-weak (F = 8.01; p = 0.000). Signifi-
cant results, although less strong, were noted for slow-fast
(F = 2,77; p = 0.04) and hot-cold (F = 3.84; p = 0.01).
High parental identifiers saw their mothers as good, clean
Softer, fairer, more calm, more active, and stronger. As
Compared to the groups of low parental identifiers, but to a
lesser extent (although still significant) they perceived
their mothers as faster and hotter.

For the target concept Father, the resulting ANOVAS on
the adjective pairs revealed strongly significant findings
for the adjective pairs good-bad (F = 9.95; p = 0.000),
Clean-dirty (F = 7.82; p = 0.0001), slow-fast (F = 7.43;
P = 0.0001), hard-soft (F = 5.65; p = 0.0009), heavy-light
(F = 5.39; p = 0.0013), fair-unfair (F = 21.19; p = 0.0000),
excitable-calm (F = 2.98; p = 0.03), active-passive

(F = 5.08; p = 0.002), and strong-weak (F = 4.06;
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p = 0.007). In a similar manner, high parental identifiers
rated the father as good, clean, faster, softer, fairer,
calmer, more active, and stronger (refer to Table G-3). The
adjective dimension hot-cold was only a trend, with the low
Parental identifiers tending to see father as colder, while
the high parental groups perceived father as hotter.

The resulting ANOVAS on the adjective pairs for the
target Ex-Spouse, in general, were not significant but re-
Vealed interesting trends in a similar direction as the
targets Mother and Father for the groups of parental identi-
fiers. The group of high parental identifiers tended to see
their ex-spouse as good, clean, faster, softer, fairer,
Calmer, colder, and weaker. Both the high and low groups of
Parental identifiers tended to see their ex-spouse as more
Passive (refer to Table G-3).

For the target Present Partner, the resulting ANOVAS on
the adjective pairs were not significant but revealed inter-
esting trends in a similar direction as for the targets
Mother and Father for the groups of parental identifiers.
The group of high parental identifiers tended to see their
Present partner as good, clean, fast, harder, lighter, fair,
More excitable, hotter, more active, and stronger (refer to
Table G-3).

In general, these runs suggest much consistency in the
manner in which one perceives intimate or significant others

with a general stance or predisposition to see others as
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good . This typology appears to be strongly predicted by

ear 1y events (75% by early childhood experiences in the

group of high parental identifiers and 50% in the group of
low parental identifiers). The remaining two groups of

Parental identifiers seem to be randomly assigned. However,

for these intermediate groups of parental identifiers seem
to be more distinguished by the context of the divorce

(e.g., their adaptation and stress level). The drawback to

the study is, of course, that the data are restrospective.
However, the semantic differential data were collected three

Years post-filing for divorce which somewhat offsets the

Fetrospective nature of the data.
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CHAPTER SIX

DISCUSSION

The Structure of Meaning of Oneself and Others

Few studies of individuals undergoing divorce have
examined self-identity (a component of the self-concept) or
the perception of significant others in relation to adjust-
ment and coping with the significant losses posed by di-
VOrce. The need for research addressing the complexity of
the divorce process for the adult age span was emphasized in
the initial chapter of this dissertation. Research on
Stressful life events suggests that divorce is one of the
Most distressing transitions, ranking second only to death
Of a spouse in its impact as a stressor on the Holmes and
Rahe Schedule of Life Events. The divorce rate continues to
Fise in the United States, severing the bonds in nearly one
Of every three marriages, the toll affecting not only mari-
tal partners, but their families and other significant inti-
Mmate relationships.

One major area of concern in the divorce process is the
identity of persons whose entire life is disrupted and al-
tered by the dissolution. Problems in identity organization
and the changing role definitions of separated and divorcing

individuals can be acutely disruptive to their ongoing life
adjustment. A major concern of this study was how the self-

concept, in relation to inferred identification patterns
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with significant intimate others, is associated with the

divorced persons' subsequent social and psychological

adjustment to marital dissolution. In addition to the need

to study the self-identity and relationship of self to

others during the divorce process, this study also examined

the role of stress factors in divorce. The stress factors

under study involved current stressors and various childhood

Stressors.

A related purpose of this study was to consider the
Ways in which people structure the meaning of their rela-

tionships with significant others and how people evaluate

themselves and social others. Of interest was whether there

Was an underlying similarity in the manner in which one

Assesses oneself and intimate others, whether there is a

gender difference in the manner in which male and female

Perceive themselves and others, and whether such meanings

Are related to the ease or difficulty in adjusting to the

Stress of divorce.

The Semantic Differential: The Measure of Meaning

of Self and Others

Inferred identification in this study was operationally

defined as the relationship between the meaning systems

(e.g., mediating processes) of an individual and another

individual, his/her models (e.g., significant others), as

perceived by the individual. The semantic differential was
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chosen as a technique for measuring inferred identification
between the self and various models (e.g., target concepts
Mot her, Father, Ex-Spouse, Present Partner) as perceived by
the individual. The intent of the methodology employed in
this investigation was to determine if divorcing persons
view significant others as more or less like themselves.
One advantage of the semantic differential technique of
measurement is that it is structured in a relatively un-
Structured way. That is, the descriptors employed (e.g.,
POlar adjective pairs) are not what individuals would ordi-
Narily employ in describing themselves or others. In fact,
Ad jective pairs such as slow-fast, clean-dirty, heavy-light,
€tc. might even seem odd in relation to the assessment of
Self and others. However, the intention of this study was
to break away from stereotypic perceptual sets which are
based upon social desirability. As such, the semantic dif-
ferential may yield a more basic underlying way in which
People perceive themselves and others and a more basic di-
mension of perception. While its originator, Osgood, felt
the semantic differential tapped more preconscious or uncon-
Scious processes, the semantic differential might really be
Considered a semi-projective technique, pulling for more
basic building blocks of perception. The bipolar adjective
descriptors used are not those commonly used in thinking of
oneself and others (for example, adjective check lists that

are generally more affected by social desirability with
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items such as warm, friendly, etc.). Because the adjective
pPairs utilized on the semantic differential are more un-
usual, the technique may pull for more unconscious percep-
tion (0Osgood et al., 1957). The semantic differential em-
Ployed in this study is probably linked to personality and
sel f-concept. It is within this domain, yet not equival-
ent. Such was suggested by the validation analysis with the
Adjective Check List (ACL), which indicated some relation-
sShip between the two scales, but certainly areas of differ-
€nce.

Results from this investigation suggested a need to
reconsider the relevance of Osgood's theoretical schema.
The exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses of the
Concepts Myself, Mother, Father, Present Partner, and Ex-
Spouse, which were presented to divorcing subjects in seman-
tic differential format three and one-half years post filing
for divorce, revealed many departures from Osgood's three-
factor model of the structure of meaning (evaluative, poten-
Cy, activity factors). One primary departure was that the
Self-concept and conceptualization of significant others was
found to be more complex than the model proposed by
Osgood. These results supported Hypothesis I of this dis-
Sertation, that for both genders, the evaluative-potency-
activity (EPA) dimensions of meaning will not be found to
Structure the meaning of self and significant others. The

failure to identify the traditional EPA factors in this
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stuadAy parallels other investigators' findings of greater
COmplexity in meaning in situations where the target con-
Cepts to be evaluated evoke strong emotions. One reason for
this departure may be that we are really measuring the emo-
tional reaction to targets (e.g., connotative meaning),
rather than the denotative meaning which Osgood may have
been capturing in his many studies of the semantic differen-
tial. In fact, Osgood (1957) himself admits to the possi-
bility that his studies may be inadequate in measuring the
connotative dimensions of meaning which may well be struc-
turally different than the denotative dimensions of mean-
ing. 1In short, the EPA dimensions delineated by Osgood may
actually apply most strongly to the denotative meaning of
concepts; what may have been generated by the semantic dif-
ferential scales used in this study in turn may be a "feel-
ing" structure, involving primarily emotional reactions as
opposed to cognitive appraisals.

Other possibilities exist, of course, for the nonrepli-
cation of Osgood's theoretical structure. First, the seman-
tic differential technique is based on requested introspec-
tion of subjects, and therefore this technique is subject to
possible malingering as on other introspective psychological
tests. However, our subjects appeared to be largely intro-
spective and seriously interested in the divorce process.
Their participation in the study required a considerable

investment of their time and energy.
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Second, another possible drawback to this study is that

add i tional target figures (significant others) could have
been examined (e.g., siblings, best friend, etc.). However,
the included targets were selected based on theoretical and
Clinical grounds. The results of this study do present a
wealth of material concerning the perception of self and
significant others.

A third possible explanation of why these series of
factor analyses failed to support Osgood's theoretical EPA
structure of meaning may be that the present results might
only be typical of people undergoing the distress and emo-
tional turmoil of divorce. Emotional distress may temporar-
ily alter the way in which individuals evaluate themselves
and significant others. One would need a control group of
persons not undergoing divorce to compare the possible
effects of emotional distress on the perception of self and
others. However, the lack of support for Osgood's theoreti-
cal factors does parallel other investigators' findings of
greater complexity in meaning with more emotionally-laden
concepts.

Fourth, it is possible that the sample of test items
(e.g., adjective pairs of the semantic differential) are not
as representative as possible in terms of all the ways in
which meaningful judgments can vary. There may well be
other dimensions of the semantic framework, as meanings

conceivably may vary in multiple ways. The bipolar adjec-
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tives utilized in the semantic differential assessments of
se 1l £ and others were not specific, concrete descriptors, but
moxXr & generalized adjective forms (e.g., good-bad, active-
pas s ive, hot-cold, etc.). At the same time, these adjective
pailxrs were selected from Osgood's list of adjective pairs
which he utilized in his many studies with the semantic

dAif Fferential.

Gender Differences in Semantic Structure

Results from the factor analyses and confirmatory fac-
tor analysis, LISREL, suggested very interesting and system-
atic dJdifferences between men and women in the way in which
they view themselves and significant others. These gender
dif Ferences in social perceptions may well have significance
in terms of indicating fundamentally different ways men and
women perceive and relate to others. The results provide
sSupport for Hypothesis II, that males and females are likely
to di ffer in their self-perceptions and conceptualizations
of significant others.

A s these analyses indicated, men tended to be more
Wholi stic and abstract in their endorsement of concepts

relatedq to the self and significant others, while females
tended to be more individualistic and particularistic in
their endorsements. For example, the most robust factors
for men tended to reflect an evaluative stance across tar-

gets (e.g., the "filth" factor which ranged across the con-
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cept s Father, Present Partner, and Myself), while the pri-
mar ¥ factors of females generally involved separate targets
(eag., Myself, Mother, Father, Present Partner, Ex-
Sspouwuse). For females, Myself and Mother appeared to be the
st ronger or more robust factors in the exploratory factor
analysis.

While for women a distinct factor loading high on "My-
sel £" items emerged, for men these items were distributed
aAacross several factors. For males, a Myself factor did
emerxrge, but it was a weaker factor (accounting for only
11l .1% of the variance in Factor 2 in contrast to 15.8% of
the wvariance in Factor 1 for females), and there appeared to
be more of a diffusion of self-image (e.g., as with their
other factors, the self appeared to be more associated with
how males viewed others). It would appear that men tend to
employ rather generalized rules of classification that cut
aAacross the targets, whereas women appeared to view each

target as a distinct phenomenon that required specific clas-
sification.

These results, which suggest a fundamental difference
in the way in which males and females regard or perceive
themselves and others, may contribute to our understanding
°f gender differences in coping with stressful life events
¥hich have been repeatedly reported in the literature (Hill,
Rubin, § peplau, 1976; Goethals, 1973). These findings

Suggest that males may experience greater confusion and
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amb i wvalence during the divorce process. Resolution of their
rel. ationship with their ex-spouse may be, to some extent,
comnt aminated by other important relationships with their
paxr ents and present partner. Also, incomplete separation in
the perception of ex-spouse from other significant relation-
sh i ps may pose special problems for current, on-going rela-
tionships with parents and the present partner and, due to
this confusion, men may tend to avoid seeking important
sources of intimate social support during this stressful
life event (e.g., parents, present partner) to a greater
extent than women. Another perspective of this gender dif-
ference in self perception and perception of significant
others is that men invoke more global, generalized classifi-
cation strategies in such appraisals. It may be that men
util ize more functional types of classification in the way
they view others and that women employ a different kind of
classification. Unfortunately, this issue cannot be defini-
tivel y» answered by the results of this study.

Pertaining to clinical counselling work with men and
wWomen undergoing divorce, one is often struck with the ex-
tent +to which certain men may become confused and embittered
during the divorce process. It is as though preconsciously
they envision this is not what their "giving mother" would
do to them. This is particularly apt to be the case when
the malers parents were not divorced. 1In this situation, it

WOuld seem important for the ex-wife to be aware of the
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po =S ssible phenomenon of misperception cited above to avoid
mak 1 ng unreasonable and petty demands upon her ex-husband,
anda to be "crystal clear" as to the fair social and economic
di s tribution of joint properties and establishment of visi-
tat ion rights.

From a developmental viewpoint, one speculates how

these gender differences in self perception and social per-
ceptions could arise. Orthodox Freudian theorists would
pProbably identify the differing Oedipal experiences of the
young girl and boy as setting the stage for this differ-
ence. While the young boy is required to renounce his orig-
inal 1love object, the mother, in order to identify with the
father, the young girl does not renounce her original love
object, but comes to terms with the conflict by resolving
amb i valence and identifying with the mother. During this
Per iod, boys tend to disengage themselves from their mother,
while girls become closer in fact to her and become more
entrenched in the ambivalent aspects of mother-child rela-
tionShip which may create a propensity for sharper and finer
differentiation among significant others, and, perhaps,
dreater tolerance or experience in resolving ambivalence in
relationships.

Object relations theorists feel that gender identity,

the sense of maleness or femaleness, begins even earlier in
life and is more complex. Mahler, Pine, and Bergman (1970)

Observeg during the rapprochement phase of separation-

Indiviquation:
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A rather significant difference in the development of
boys as compared with the girls . . . . The boys, if
given a reasonable chance, showed a tendency to disen-
gage themselves from the mother and to enjoy their
functioning in the widening world. . . The girls seemed
. « « to become more engrossed with mother in her pres-
ence; they demanded greater closeness and were more

persistently enmeshed in the ambivalent aspects of the
relationship. (p. 102)

The se authors also observed that boys were "more motor-
minded . . . and more stiffly resistant to hugging and kis-
sing, beyond and even during differentiation."™ (p. 104)

The rapprochement state of individuation and separation
is the third stage, following "hatching," the beginning of
separation, and the practicing period. Rapprochement occurs
at about the age of 18 months, as the toddler becomes in-
cre asingly aware of his separateness from the mother and her
separateness from him. His experiences with reality have
counteracted his overestimation of omnipotence, his self-
esteem has been deflated, and he is vulnerable to shame.
There is an increase of separation anxiety, and the child
may e xperience depression. The child's dependency needs and
aAutonomy needs are in conflict--the mother's task is to
Support her child's dependency needs and, at the same time,
to ©ncourage and mirror his new achievements in reality so
that +the child may divest himself of his delusional omnipo-
tence without undue anxiety or shame.

Mahler (1968) writes:

By the eighteenth month, the junior toddler seems to be
at the height of the process of dealing with his con-
tinuously experienced physical separateness from the
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mother. This coincides with his cognitive and percep-
tual achievement of the permanence of objects, in
Piaget's sense (1954). This is the time when his sen-
sorimotor intelligence starts to develop into true
representational intelligence, and when the important
process of internalization in Hartmann's sense (1939)--

very gradually, through ego identifications--begins.
(p. 21)

Greenson (1968) finds men to be far more uncertain
aAbout their maleness than women about their femaleness. He
attributes this difficulty in men to the early identifica-
tion with the mother in the symbiotic period of develop-
ment. He employs the term "disidentify" to describe the
boy ' s attempt not only to differentiate out of the symbiotic
unit as a separate self, but also to replace the primary
object of his identification, the mother, and to identify
instead with the father. This is necessary if he is to
develop a male identity during this critical period. Rather

than viewing this process as the outcome of the resolution
of the Oedipal complex, Greenson sees it as taking place
earlier in the service of differentiation and establishment
of gender identity. He stresses the importance of the at-
tributes of both mother and father in this process—--the
father must be available and the mother must be willing.
Greenson attributes the prevalence of disturbances in the
9énder jdentity of males to the complicated process of "dis-
idern:ity' (e.g., he relates that fetishism is almost 100% a
Male Jdisease, that between two-thirds and three-quarters of

all transsexuals are also male, and that transvestism 1is
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almost exclusively a male disease). The self-representation
of the 1little boy must accommodate to the reality of the
difference between himself and mother, and it must be able
to assimilate the higher 1level of identification with the
father. The mother's pleasure in this course of development
makes this shift possible without its becoming associated
with loss of her love, which would interfere with the paral-
lel process of transmuting internalization of maternal func-
tions.

It is Horner's (1975) view that detachment is more
common in men than in women, and this he attributes to the
early defense against the regressive, gender-blurring pull
toward the preoedipal mother and the need to resist the
pull. (It is possible that developmentally this leads to
the more wholistic appraisal of self and others taken by
men.) Horner feels that this transition--from illusory
omnipotence, the nucleus of the grandiose self, to helpless-
ness and dependency upon the powerful, idealized other--will
be identified in many patients diagnosed as borderline,
narcissistic personality disorder, schizoid character, or
neurotic with significant narcissistic features. He states
that whenever the conflict between dependency wishes and
shame is intense, we are witnessing the continuing reverber-
ations from this developmental crossroad. 1In the treatment
situation, it is 1likely to be the source of a significant

form of transference resistence--the shame of "needing”
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treatment. This developmental crisis marks the genetic
basis for the massive shifts in self-esteem reported by some
patients. For example, Mowrer (1953), in his psychotherapy
studies of a female agoraphobic patient, noted that violent
self-criticism in therapy sessions appeared about one month
after semantic measurement had revealed the sharp drop in
self-evaluation. 1In his work with two agoraphobic patients,
Mowrer also felt that therapy in neurosis may involve shifts
in parental identification as a typical process. From this
perspective, mental illness might be conceptualized as a
disordering of meanings or ways in which the self, signifi-
cant others, and situations are perceived. Psychotherapy,
then, might be conceptualized as a process or re-ordering
and altering these meanings in a manner more consistent with

"normal® people.

Congruence of Self with Significant Others

Another phase of this investigation concerned what
implications evolve out of similarities and dissimilarities
in the perception of self-others. 1In other words, what are
the implications of viewing one's present partner as similar
or dissimilar to one's mother or father, or in perceiving
oneself as similar to one's ex-spouse, and so on. Pearson
correlations between similarity variables (e.g., Myself-
Father; Myself-Mother; Myself-Ex-Spouse; Myself-Present

Partner; Mother-Father; Mother-Ex-Spouse; Mother-Present
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Partner; Father-Ex-Spouse; Father-Present Partner; Present
Partner-Ex-Spouse) and symptoms at baseline and follow-up
(three and one-half years post filing for divorce) were
computed. Minor, nonsignificant correlations between the
similarity variables and symptoms at baseline and follow-up
for the sample as a whole were evident. At baseline, small,
negative trends suggested that those individuals who per-
ceive their ex-spouse and present partner more similarly
tend to have less symptomatology at baseline. This suggests
that greater resolution in the relationship with the ex-
spouse may be associated with less symptomatology. Those
who see themselves as similar to their father and see their
father as similar to their present partner also tend to have
less symptomatology as baseline.

At follow-up, three significant correlations and one
trend between the similarity variables and symptoms were
noted. Those individuals who tended to envision themselves
as more similar to their father tended to have even less
symptomatology than at baseline. Also, at follow-up, those
who perceived their present partner as more similar to their
father tended to have even less symptomatology than at base-
line. The correlation between ex-spouse-present partner and
follow-up symptomatology did not approach significance as it
did at baseline. This pattern suggests that with the pas-
sage of time following the decision to divorce, the impor-

tance in the perception of the ex-spouse may recede in terms
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of degree of expressed symptomatology, and the degree to
which one perceives one's present partner as similar to
one's father may increase in terms of lessening an indivi-
dual's susceptibility to symptom formation. Two additional
correlations suggested a trend for individuals who perceive
themselves and their mother as more alike and their present
partner and themselves as more alike to exhibit fewer fol-
low-up symptoms, but not particularly at baseline.

Baseline and follow-up comparisons between the associa-
tion of the similarity variables and symptomatology revealed
some consistency apparently in that the more similar an
individual sees oneself and one's father and the more simi-
lar an individual sees one's present partner and one's
father, the fewer the symptoms expressed. It may be that
weaker identification with the father, in particular, may
predispose an individual undergoing the distress of divorce
to symptom formation or that strong identification, with the
father, in particular, may be an inner resource. A stronger
identification with the mother and present partner may also
be involved in reduced symptomatology, especially on a long-
term basis.

In analyzing possible gender differences in these asso-
ciations, correlational coefficients were obtained separate-
ly for men and women. For males, a significant negative
correlation between follow-up symptoms and the similarity

variable Father-Myself was obtained. Although highly sig-






132

nificant, the variance accounted for was small, less than
108. It indicated that males who tended to see themselves
as more similar to their fathers tended to have fewer symp-
toms at follow-up, but not at baseline. This finding is in
partial support of Hypothesis III which proposed that the
greater the semantic congruence between the concepts Myself
and Father, the more positive the outcome in terms of physi-
cal and mental health following divorce. Hypotheses V, VII,
IX, and X (proposing, respectively, that the more dissimilar
males view their ex-spouse and their mother, the more simi-
lar they view their present partner and their mother, the
more similar they view themselves and their present partner,
and the more dissimilar they view themselves and their ex-
spouse, the more favorable the outcome in terms of physical
and mental health following divorce), were not confirmed.
For females, there was a consistent relationship be-
tween the variables Father-Present Partner and symptoms both
at baseline and at follow-up. The more similar the Father
and Present Partner were envisioned, the fewer the symptoms
at baseline and follow-up. This finding supports Hypothesis
VIII which proposed that for females, the greater the seman-
tic congruence between the concepts Present Partner and
Father, the more favorable the outcome in terms of physical
and mental health following divorce. 1In partial support of
Hypothesis VI, the more similar females tended to view them-

selves and their mothers, the fewer the symptoms at base-
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line, but not at follow-up. Hypotheses VI, IX, and X (pro-
posing that the 1less the semantic congruence between the
concepts Ex-Spouse and Father, the greater the semantic
congruence between Myself and Present Partner, and the less
the semantic congruence between the concepts Myself and Ex-
Spouse, the more favorable the outcome in terms of physical
and mental health following divorce) failed to be confirmed.

In further exploration of the effects of gender differ-
ences in the manner in which individuals evaluated the simi-
larity variables, two-way ANOVAS were performed on the 10
similarity variables with the result of sex differences
similar to those found in the exploratory factor analyses.
As a group, women tended to perceive their ex-spouse and
present partner less similarly as compared to males, who
tended to rate these targets more similarly. Females also
tended to view their mothers as less similar to their ex-
spouse than men, who tended to rate these concepts more
similarly. Women also tended to see themselves, their pres-
ent partner, and their mother as distinct from their ex-

spouse.

Predictors of Parental Identification

If the degree of parental identification does, to some
extent, offer increased resiliency against the development
of symptomatology during the divorce process, it would be

important from a clinical standpoint to be able to predict
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the degree of an individual's identification with his/her
parents. This 1investigation attempted such prediction
through the technique of discriminant analysis, employing
various personal, background, sociodemographic, and current
stressors as predictor variables. The results of the dis-
criminant analyses indicated a number of interesting indices
or predictors of parental identification. First, there were
no apparent gender differences in the degree of parental
identification. In other words, there was no difference
between male and female subjects in the extent to which they
identify or fail to identify with their parents. This find-
ing suggests an essential similarity among the sexes in the
outcome of the identification process with parental figures,
despite the probability of the identification process as
being quite different for male and female (for example, the
resolution of the "Oedipal" relationship).

A second major finding was that specific childhood
stressors, namely parental divorce occurring at any time,
and parental separation which had occurred on bad terms,
were particularly distinguishing variables between groups of
high and low parental identifiers. This finding suggests
the long term effects of childhood stress of a particular
kind directly affecting the degree of parental identifica-
tion which may have protective or at risk complications in
later life when resolving a 1loss of another attachment

figure, the spouse. Previous research has suggested that an
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early loss, especially if occurring in the first decade of
life, may predispose an individual to depressive reactions
during a period of bereavement in adult life. 1In the pres-
ent study, the loss of a parent through death did not sig-
nificantly predict the extent of parental identification.
Rather, it seems that parental divorce and an emotionally
difficult parental separation are major predictors of the
degree of parental identification, probably because the
parents presented either weak or conflictual models.

The inclusion of various sociodemographic variables did
not aid in the prediction of high and low parental identifi-
ers but did aid somewhat in the prediction of intermediate
groups (High Mother-Low Father; High Father-Low Mother).
Also aiding prediction of the intermediate groups of paren-
tal identifiers were baseline and follow-up measures of
morale and stress levels.

These results point out the importance of developing
more refined measures of childhood stress in order to iden-
tify those individuals who may be "at risk"™ in terms of
maladaptive outcomes in response to the divorce process.
Childhood risk factors seem to be far more important in
determining strong or weak parental identification. For
intermediate degrees of parental identification, the context
of divorce (e.g., certain sociodemographic variables, par-
ticularly income) seems to aid in predicting intermediate

levels of parental identification. Also, baseline and



136

follow-up levels of morale and stress seem to have signifi-
cance for these groups, in contrast to the groups of high
and low parental identifiers which are more strongly pre-
dicted by specific childhood stressors. Other kinds of
childhood experiences may well be found in future studies to
be important predictors of parental identification. Such
experiences might involve continued contact and quality of
contact with divorcing parents, counselling efforts through
the divorce process (particularly family therapy), continued
contact and quality of contact with the family of the non-
custodial parent (particularly grandparents), type of custo-
dy arrangement (joint vs. single parent), gender of the
custodial parent in relation to the child's gender, and so
on.

For intermediate groups of parental identifiers, the
stressors associated with divorce and morale level, both of
which involve the context in which divorce occurs, may add
predictive significance during the vulnerable divorce per-
iod. The overall level of happiness of the individual and
the number of negative life events experienced may be par-
ticularly important in somehow altering the degree of simi-
larity one feels with one's parents or in how one views
oneself (esteem 1level), thus affecting the support sought
during the difficulty post-separation period.

Additional findings regarding the groups of parental

identifiers suggested that high parental identifiers typi-
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cally view themselves in more positive terms and envision
themselves as more interpersonally and socially effec-
tiwve. Such characteristics are likely to be shaped by one's
early relationship with one's parents in terms of a continu-
ous and relatively harmonious experience.

High parental identifiers also were more likely to see
themselves as similar to their present partner, indicating
that they strongly identify with their present partner,
vhereas low parental identifiers tend not to do so. This
may well be the result of the effect of early attachments in
li £Fe and how they relate to later attachments.

There appears to be much consistency in the manner in
wh i ch one perceives intimate others with a general stance or
predisposition to see others as positive or negative. This
typology appears to be strongly predicted by early events in

life (75% by early childhood experiences in the group of
high parental identifiers and 50% in the group of low paren-

tal identifiers).

Strengths and Limitations of the Investigation

One rather obvious drawback to an investigation of this
kind is that the data are retrospective in nature and sub-
ject to the distortions associated with this design. This
is partially offset by the fact that the major technique of
measurement, the semantic differential, was administered at

the follow-up interview, three and one-half years post fil-
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ing for divorce. Of course, the fact that the semantic
differential was administered at follow-up and not at base-
line reflects the cross-sectional nature of the study. It
would have been advantageous to have had this information at
baseline so that the study would have been longitudinal and
one could assess the stability of the semantic differential
data over time. However, there may be an opportunity to
continue this study, as a seven year post-filing study is
planned.

Another potential drawback, previously mentioned, is
that the data are introspective in nature and therefore sub-
ject to the possibility of malingering. However, the length
and content of the interview required considerable invest-
ment in terms of subjects' energy and time, and it was defi-
nitely felt that subjects were very interested and inquisi-
tive regarding the divorce process.

In discussing the attitude of the subjects who partici-
pated in this investigation, they were not grossly impaired
clinically, and thus may be very different from individuals
who present crises at family guidance clinics who might
endorse the semantic differential target concepts in a very
different manner. Also, the subjects were drawn from San
Franciso and Alameda counties, which have a high divorce
rate, not only for California as a whole, but certainly in
relation to national averages. However, from a demographic
perspective, the subjects did not appear to differ dramat-

ically in any way from national norms.
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In assessing how divorcing individuals evaluate them-
selves and significant others, this study could have in-
cluded many more target figures who could be considered as
intimate, such as best friend or confidante, possibly sib-
lings and other relatives (e.g., favorite relative), and any
number of others. However, lines must be drawn at some
point, and though this might make for interesting future
studies, the targets selected for this study were chosen
because of theoretical considerations and clinical experi-
ence.

The stregnths of the study certainly involve the number
of cases and low attrition rate for the follow-up inter-
view. The motivation level of the subjects appeared to be
quite high. The fact that the study involved the broad age
span that it did reflects a strong basis for generalizabil-
ity of the results.

Of major importance was the finding that one's meaning
of self and others is a very complex issue, far more com-
plicated than earlier formulations, such as Osgood's, sug-
gested. Furthermore, there appear to be important gender
differences in how males and females envision themselves and
intimate others. Such differences need to be documented in
other groups, most importantly groups that are not undergo-
ing significant stress experiences such as our divorcing

population.
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Of equal importance were some of the findings related
to the degree of parental identification, self-concept, and
how these relate to one's perception of significant
others. In our population of divorcing persons, there
appeared to be a general stance of positiveness-negativeness
which seemed to have very specific childhood experiences
and, to a lesser extent, some relation to current levels of
stress, adaptation, and morale. Whether these findings are
unique to the population under study or are characteristic

of others remains to be delineated.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW MATERIALS
Follow-up Interview Schedule

Adjective Check List
Semantic Differential Scale
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE: T-2

CASE #:

PSEUDONYM:

INTERVIEWER:

DATE: TIME: hrs,

The following materials are required for the interview:

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Income Card A

Re-marriage Card B
Disagreements Card C
Helpful Persons Card Sort(12 Cards)
Community Services Card D
Bradburn Card E
Sltuations Card F

Ohio Card G

Custody Card H

Trouble Card 1|

Reaction Card J
Activities Card K

Hassles Card L

ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST

WAYS OF COPING SCHEDULE
LIFE EVALUATION CHART
LIFE EVENTS QUESTIONNAIRE
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

e
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Case No.

Pseudonym

Date

INFORMATION FOR FUTURE FOLLOW-UPS/MAIL INGS
(Complete all 3 questions)

1. Are you planning to stay at this address and In the Bay Area for the

2,

3.

next two years or so?

Same Address: Yes . No

SR em——

Bay Area: Yes No :

In the case you do move from your present address, is there some person

or agency who would be able to tell us your new address?

Name : Relationship:

Address:.

Telephone ﬂo.:

Respondent's Full Name:

Current Addréss:

Telephone No,:

(IF APPLICABLE): Spouse's Full Name:
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Before asking you how things have changed since we interviewed you last, there

are a few pretty basic questions | would like to ask. For example,

1. How old are you? (years)

2. What was the highest level of school that you finished and got
credit for?

None.......... cescssens eeeseneas cessetestssetsssnaas 00
1-6 years......... C et eeeesesnenaenebtesatasaseeanas 01
7-8 years................. eeeetecaienan. tesesansens 02
9-12 years.....ccetvecceccesossssessssccssescnsseass03
High School Graduate.........coeccevecoes Ceereenanns o4
Business, vocational, or technical

school past high school... ...................... 05
Some college (but not college graduate) ............. 06
College graduate.......vcoeeeeecnceccccccocacancanns 07
Some graduate work, but no degree; teacher's

credential; unuversity nurse training......oceeee 08
M.A. OF M.S. .. iiiiiiierecoscssccccnnsescooncnoonsse ..09
Ph.D., M.D., D.D.S., L.L.B., M.B.A.

pharmacist or equivalent. ........................ 10
Other (specify) !

3. Are you presently enrolled in school?

No..... ettt eaaaeas 1 (AsK 3B)
Yes, part-time............. 2 (ASK 3A)
Yes, full-time............. 3 (ASK 3A)

A. (IF YES) What are you taking?

(Interviewer: probe for type of school, whether is degree R is after, etc.)

B. (IF NO) Do you have any plans for going back to school?
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/19 151
h. Are you working at present?
Yes, full-time................... 4
Yes, part-time.......... cereene .3
No, unemployed................. ..2 (IF “NO'', GO TO QUESTION 5)
No, retired...........oivvnnnensl
(IF WORKING: ASK QUESTION 4A-C)
A. What kind of work do you do?
(probe for specific occupational category)
B. How long have you had your present job?
Up to six months.......oovvveunnnns 00
Seven months to one year........... (]
(for more, code to nearest completed year) (years)

(ASK IF R IS MOT WORKING AT PRESENT)

A. \When was the last time you held a job?

Never worked.................. ceeesl
Less than | year ago...... cesecas el
1-2 years ago.......... R
3-5 years ago....... cecerena R |
More than 5 years ago..... Cecencens 5

B. What kind of work have you done?

(probe for specific occupational categories)
C. Are currently 'ooking for work?

NO..ovvveenennnnnns 1 (ASK D)

D. (ASK ONLY IF "'NO' TO C) Are you planning to work in the future?

No.oo.n.oooo‘a.....o'
Yes.OQ..Q oooooooooo 2
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6. Does your (former) spouse work?

YeS..cceeeeecocnns 2 _(ASK A)

A. (IF YES) What kind of work does your (former) spouse do?

(probe for specific occupational category)

1. ‘hich of the categories on this card represents your approximate annual
income? (HAND R CARD )

A. In general, how do youf flnabces usually work out at the end of the
month? Do you find that you usually end up with:

Some money left OVer.....cccceeeeeencsccccccnnes 3
Just enough to make ends meet........ ceseecnans .o
Not enough to make ends meet.......cccceeevences 1

B. As you try to guess the future, how do you think your standard of
living in a year or two will compare with the one you have now?
Would you say your future standard of living will be:

MUCh Detter...civieeeeeeeeereceeacaceasooosansas 5
Somewhat better............... teeeecnecrennaeans 4
About the same...........ciitiiienienecnencnnnnne 3
Somewhat worse........... ceccecccecccscsccesanns 2
MUCh WOPSE....cccceerceccnccersocasccnsncscacnans 1

8. Do you consider yourself to be a religious person?

NO..oveeeeneens ceeeeeens 1
YeS.ceeeeeooeoeonnnns I ]

A. How often do you attend religious services?

Every day....ccceeenee Cetececestcessetestccnnnan 9
Several times a week.....covceveccoceccncocanas .8
At least once a week....... Ceseetscsssceseescnnas 7
Two to three times per month.........cicvveeenne 6
Once a month..... Ceeseccssscssctasseiasssesannns 5
Once every two months.....ccecevereccercoceconns 4
Once every three to four months........ccvvveues 3
Once every five to six months.........cco0c0uene .2
Less than once & year......c.coveeeeenecenccncens 1
Never......... ceceesesescccsoessscssassecsans ...0
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9. How many people other than yourself live here?

10.

A. Who are they?

Yes
Lives alone.....c.iiieeeinceeccncenscnsons 1
Original spouse....;.............; ......... 1
New spouse........... ceerecesersencess eeees |
Boy or girlfriend......... teeeccesesscncsans 1
R's children from former marriage.......... 1
R's children from new marriage............ .1
Spouse's or friend's children............ oo 1
Brother or sister......cccceeeeecesccncecses 1
Father......cceeeieeieeennsecccnnccssccncns 1
Mother....ccoeveeeeiecocccannooscasacnnnnas 1
Grandparent.....ccceeeeccececccccccnnnnnas |
Grandchild........ cececcsssssrsesrssssanens 1
ROOMMAte....cocoveenenccccocccacacacccsnane |
Other (SPECIFY:) 1

What is your present marital status?

Still married and living with spouse........ 1

Separated, but not divorced................. 2

Divorced, but not remarried.............. e ee3

Divorced and remarried.......coccveeeencnnn 4

Divorced, remarried, and separated/divorced
BGAIN. .. ccetrreecceesssccassscscsocccnsanns 5

Widowed (indicate which spouse)............. 6

=
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOIO

(ASK 11)

page 4

(SKIP TO 15)

(ASK 12)

(ASK 12 & 13)

(ASK 12,
(ASK...)

13 & 14)

153

(DO NOT COUNT RESPONDENT)

12.

(ASK IF RECONCILED WITH FORMER SPOUSE) When did you and your spouse get

back together? (get date)

A.

How satisfied are you with the way things are going now in your marriage?

Very satisfied......ccocvveevcnnccncnoconnans 4
Somewhat satisfied................ cecasens 3
Somewhat dissatisfied...........ccc0ueeee e
Very dissatisfied.......... cecesssssassssass 1

(ASK IF DIVORCED OR‘REHARRiED) When did your divorce become final?

(get date)
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(ASK 13 A-H IF REMARRIED OR LIVING TOGETHER)

13.

When did you remarry (start living together)? (get date)

page 5

154

How long did you know (her/him) before you got married (started living together)?

C.

How old is your spouse (partner)? . (years)

Does your spouse (partner) work?

Yes, full timee.cevveeeeoceee.o.t (ASK C)
Yes, part-time......ccccccevee..3 (ASK C)
No, unemployed.e...cooeeevenocesel
No, retirede...ccccceeeccccccnasl

(IF YES) What kind of work does he/she do?

(probe for specific occupational category)

What was the highest level of schooling that he/she finished and got credit
for?

NoN€eeeeeeeeenaaanans ceccene cececscesesccscacsnas cecsscsae cese00
1=6 yearse..ococeceececacacnnns ceccessenas R ¢ 1
7-8 yearse..c.o.e... Cececececenccessrtscsssnannn R« ¥
9=12 YeArSe.voeceeecocecccesssessscssscssscssscsccsssssssasssesldd
High School graduate....ccccceeeeccccccccccccscccsccacscscessOlt
Business, voacational or technical school past high school...05
Some college( but not college graduate).....cccecevccccaceses06
College graduatesc.ccecceccccccccsccssacccsccccossaccncscsaeesll
Some graduate work, but no degree; teacher's credential;
university nurse's traininge.cceeececccececcceccccccccscess08
"vo or ".s.oooocooooooooo.ooooto.o.o.toouooooo.0...0-00-...09
Ph.D., M.D., D.D.S., L.L.B., MBA, Pharmacist or equivalent...10
Other (SPECIFY) 1

(CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE- 5a)
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13, E. How many times was your spouse (partner) married before? 155

Number of times

F. Number of children spouse (partner) has from previous marriage(s)

(Note: list sex and ages)

Do any of these children live with you?

M.......Q‘ N
YeS.eeeeee2 (IF YES) . How many? (1ist sex and ages)

G. Have you and your spouse (partner) had any children?

No....;...' I ' '
YeSeeeeese2 (IF YES) How many? (1ist sex and age)

H. How satisfied are you with the way things are going now in your marriage?

Very satisfiedeeececcccccccscccccscosh
Somewhat satisfiedececsccceccvecocaeel
Somewhat dissatisfiedeececocccececeee
Very dissatisfiediececececceveccceccasl
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14, (ASK IF REMARRIED, AND SEPARATED OR DIVORCED AGAIN) When did you first
begin to have problems? 156

)

A. What sorts of problems were they?

B. Have you separated?

Nowovvnnensl _
" YeSeeeeesee2 (IF YES) When? (date)

C. Have you filed for divorce?

NO..-...-..‘
Yes....-..;z

D. Has your divorce become final yet?

NOeeeeeoo.ol  (ASK a)
YeSeoeeuonn 2 (IF YES) When? (date)

a. (IF NO) When do you expect it to become final, or do you expect it?

DO NOT ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTiON OF THOSE WHO HAVE RECONCILED OR REMARRIED.
- FOR THE LATTER, MARK G. ASK OF ALL OTHER RESPONDENTS.

one
15. WhicWof the following statements best describes how you feel about
remarriage? (HAND R CARD B )

A. Have never thought about remarriagece..ccceccceconcceal
B. Will probably never remarry...ccceceecesceacesccenceces
C. Do not plan on remarriage, but am comfortable

with the idea of living with someone......ccccceeeccee3
D. May remarry, but am reluctant tO dO SOcccccecescscccecsh
E. May remarry, and eager to dO SOcecccccccccscccoscccccesd
F. Have definite plans right now to remarry...... cecsceeasb
G. Am already remarried / reconcilede...ccoceccsccccccccesd



Divorce Study T1-2
6/79

The following questions should be asked of everybody, and refer to (former) marriage.

16. What kinds of things influenced the decision to actually separate and perhaps
divorce?

16. A. How long before you actually separated was the decision made (to separate)?

17. Who was originally most in favor of a divorce?

Self.....covvnn.. 3
Both.......couv.... 2
Spouse............. 1
Other.............. 0 (who?)

18. (IF NOT AS YET DIVORCED ASK) What about now? Who is most in favor?

Self..oevvennnnnnnn 3
Both.eovveeeevnnnn. 2
Spouse. ............ 1
Other........c..... 0 (who?)

19. (ASK IF DIVORCED, REMARRIED, ETC.) By the time the divorce became final,
who was most in favor of it?

Self..eeiennennnnns 3
Both...............
SPOUSe...cvvvrnnnn. 1!
Other......cocvuvee ? (who?)

20. If you had to assign blame for the breakup of your marriage, whom
would you blame?

Spouse......cc00u.n 1
Both............... 2
Self.iieienenennnns 3
Neither........ R
Other.............. 5 (who?)
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21. All in all, how many times did you separate before (the divorce becar58
final, or up to now if not divorced or if reconciled)?

1

22A. Sometimes a person's feelings about separation or divorce change after
they have gone through the experience. Thinking back to what you had
expected scparation (divorce), to be like, has it mostly turned out to
be like you thought?

B. (IF NO) Please tell me how it is different.

23.. During the time you were divorcing, did you and your (former) spouse
have serious disagreements in any of the following areas? (HAND R CARD ED

(Coding Convention: If court decided, and no disagreement, code 'Never'.)

Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never N/A

A. child support 5 4 3 2 1 0
(ASK IF CHILDREN)
B. alimony 5 b 3 2 1 0
\

C. custody 5 L 3 2 1 0
(ASK IF CHILDREN) .

D. visitation 5 4 3 2 ] 0
(ASK IF CHILDREN)

E. financial & property
settlement 5 4 3 2 1 0
F. Do you still have disagreements in any of these areas?
NO e ivviieeennnnennns ..l

YES . et eenreaanansanns 2 (IF YES: Which ones?)
(INTERVIEWER: CIRCLE AREAS A-E AS REQUIRED)
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

page 9
159

wWhat legal steps remain to be done?

In terms of your divorce (or separation), how satisfied would you say you
were with the entire legal process--includnng the law, the judges, and the

.lawyer(s)? Would you say you were:

very dissatisfied.............. ol
somewhat~tissatisfied............2
somewhat satisfied....... ceeeeess3
very satisfied.............. R

How satisfied are you with the division of property?

very dissatisfied................ 1
somewhat dissatisfied............2
somewhat satisfied........... s 3
very satisfied.............. eee..bt

Was there a court order for alimony?

NO.:ooveeeeeneenenns 1
Yes.............. 2 (SEE A)

A. (IF YES) How satisfied are you with the amount ordered?

very dissatisfied........... P
somewhat dissatisfied.. creeedl
somewhat satisfied...............3
very satisfied...... ceteencnneans

&

(IF CHILDREN) Was there a court order for child support?

YeS..ooeunnn eee...2 (SEE A)

A. How satisfied are you with the amount ordered for child support?

very dissatisfied................ 1
somewhat dissatisified........... 2
somewhat satisfied............... 3

very satisfied............0uu.n. A4
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29. In what ways do you think your life has changed since the decision to
initiate the divorce process?

30. In what ways do you think your life will change during the next year?

31. What do you think has been the greatest difficulty you experienced in
the process of divorcing?

32, What do you think has been the greatest benefit, if any, that has
resulted?
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33. Has your (separation/divorce) changed the way that you feel about
yourself?

A. (IF YES) In what way?

B. Do you feel you have become more or less distant from other people
as a result of your (separation/divorce), or didn't that have
any effect on how distant from other people you feel?

More distant..... ceeedl
No effect............. 2
Less distant.......... 3

How about on how (READ C-F) you feel?

More No effect Less
C. Dependent? 1 2 3
D. In control of your life? 3 2 1
E. Disappointed in life? 1 2 3

F. Responsible? 3 2 1
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34. How much were you troubled originally by becoming separated?

Extremely.........0
Very much.........1

Somewhat..........2
Only a little.....3
Not at all........h

35. What about now? How troubled are you by the divorce (separation)?

Extremely.........0
Very muche........1
2

Somewhat..........
Only a little..... 3
Not at all........ 4

36. Did you try to get any advice or assistance or talk to anyone about the
(scparation/divorce)?
YesS..vvereennnns 2 (ASK A & B)
A. Who did you talk to? (PUT "X'" IN SPACES NEXT TO PERSONS R MENTIONS)

(PROBE: Anyone else?)

1 Spouse 6 Neighbor 11  Lawyer

2 Parent 7 Co-Worker 12 Self-help groups
3 Child 8 Doctor 13 Other (specify

L Relative 9 Clergy

5 Friend 10 Counselor(include psychiatrist,

soclal wkr.,psychologist)
B. Who was the most helpful? (CIRCLE THE PERSON MENTIONED)
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36.

37.

page 13

C. Now 1'd like to find out how helpful you think certain people could
(have) be(en) to you. Here are some cards, with a different person

listed on each, Please rank them according to how helpful each person
could(have) be(en). Put the more helpful people nearer to the top of

the deck, and the others lower down, 163

AV R

f

~

9
10
1
12

D. Now | would like to ask you about community services you may have
used. For each one | mention, please tell me whether you found it
extremely helpful, somewhat helpful, not at all helpful, or whether
you did not use it. (HAND R CARD D )

EXTREMELY  SOMEWHAT NOT AT ALL DIDN'T

HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL USE

[ FIVIETY o R ceeeesolt 3 2 1
WElFare. .. nenrnnenenineenanennnns 4 3 2 1
Singles groups...... ceeees cececens 4 3 2 1
Legal aidececececnnnn ceeeeee ceeeee 4 3 2 1
Financlial counselinge..c.cccvceuenn 4 3 2 1
Parent's Without Partnerse........ b 3 2 1
Women's/men's support groups......k 3 2 1
Other (SPECIFY: ) | 3 2 ]

How would you compare you life now to most other (separated/divorced)
persons like yourself? Would you guess that your life is:(READ)

Much bettere..ccceeceeeS
Somewhat better........h
About the same.........3
Somewhat worse.........2
Much worse.....ccoeecee 1



page 14
Divorce Study T-2 Case #

5/79

BRADBURN SCALE 164

Taking all things together, how would you say things are these days--
would you say you are very happy, pretty happy, or not too happy?

—Very _____ Pretty _____Not too
| am going to show you a card which describes some of the ways people

feel at different times and you tell me whether you felt like that
during the past week. (Hand Respondent Card E )

How about the first: During the past week did you ever feel
(Repeat for each item below).

heeling No

If '"Yes," Ask: How often
did you feel that way?

Several
Once Times Often

On top of the world

Very lonely or remote from
other people

. Particularly excited or
interested in something

C.

R

Angry at something that usually
wouldn't bother you

That you couldn't do something
because you just couldn't
get going

[f. Depressed or very unhappy

G. Pleased about having
accomplished something

H. Bored

I. Proud because someone compli-
mented you on something you
had done

. So restless you couldn't sit
long in a chair

That you had more things to do

than you could get done

.

Vaguely uneasy about something
without knowing why '
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165
Here are some situations that (divorcing/divorced) people may find
themselves in. How often...

(HAND R CARD_F , READ ITEM A, READ CODES. CONTINUE WITH ITEMS B-G.
OMIT BRACKETED PART OF ITEM A IF R IS RECONCILED OR REMARRIED.)

Once in Falrly Very
Never g‘whlle Often Often

A. Do you feel out of place
in a social situation [be-
cause you are not married?] | 2 3 b

B. Are you without anyone to
talk.to about yourself? | 2 3 4

C. Are you without anyone you
can share experiences and
feelings with? 1 2 3 4

D. Do you have a chance to
have fun? 4 3 2 L

E. Do you wonder If you may not
be an interesting person? | 2 3 4

F. Do you feel that you are not
having the kind of sex life
you would 1like? 1 2 3 4

G. How often do you avoid
situations like going
to a restaurant or a
show because you would
be alone? 1 2 3 4
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. SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL REACTION

Page 16

(Ohio Time 2 = 1111) Divorce affects people in different ways. Using this cagd,
I'd like to know if any of these things have happened to you(HAND Card G ).

NOTE: IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS MORE THAN ONE PERIOD FOR AN ITEM, CHECK ALL WHICH
APPLY AND ASK: "'OF THESE, WHICH ONE WOULD YOU SAY WAS THE BEST (WORST)''=-=PUT
A "1'* BY THAT REPLY. ALSO, BE SURE TO DISTINGUISH BETWEEN CHOICES 3 & 4 FOR

SEPARATION AND MARK CONSISTENTLY,

luring which one of these
periods do you think your
health was the poorest?

During which one of these
periods do you think your
health was the best?

¥hen did you have the most
difficulty in sleeping?

When did you have the
least difficulty in
sleeping?

¥hen did you have the most
difficulty in doing your
work efficiently?

When did you have the -
least difficulty in doing
your work efficiently?

Ouring which period did

you feel the most lonely?

During which period did
you feel the least lonely?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Before At the At the At the When At Now
the de- time first final/ first final 40( X
cision of the separa- only filing divorce ¢ vg"
to di- decision tion separa- for decree
vorce tion divorce
1 2 3 Tk 5 ¢ 7 B 9
T K3 3 T 5 6 7 8 79
1 2 3 LN 5 6 7 8 9
1 2 3 B3 5 6 7 8§ 9
B 2 3 'S 5 6 7 8 9
T z 3 I 5 & 7 8 9
T 2 3 RN S-S - AR : A
T 2 3 LR 5 & T & 9
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During which period did
you feel the most
depressed?

During which period did
you feel the least
depressed?

During which period did
you feel the most
anxious or worried?

During which period did
you feel the least
anxious or worried?

During which period did
you feel the most opti-
mistic about the future?

During which period did
you feel the least opti-
mistic about the future?

wWhen did you feel that
you just didn't care
about yourself? '

When did you feel the
most energetic and

confident?

167
-1 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9
Before At the At the At the When At Now
the de- time first final/ first final < 5
cision of the separa- only filing divorce & 655
to di- dectsion tion separa- for decree A
vorce tion divorce
T 2 3 % 5% T ¥ 9
T 2 3 & 5 & T 8 "9
T z 3 N 5 & 7 8 9
T 2 3 & 5 & 7T & 9
T 7 3 & 5 & 7T & 9
T 2z 3 & 5 & 7 & 9
T 2 3 K 5 & 7T ® 9
T 2 3 & 5 & T ¥ 79
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39,  SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL REACTION (cont'd)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Before At the At the At the When At Now
the de- time first final/ first final
cision of the separa- only filing divorce F
to di- decision ation separa- for decree
vorce . tion divorce

buring any of these

periods did you smoke T 3 5 5 & T
more than usual?

During any of these _ - -

periods did you drink 1 2 3 RS 5 & T
alcohol more than usual?

When were you most angry - —_ —_

at your (husband/wife)? 1 2 3 N 5 < T
When were you least angry

at your (husband/wife)? 1 2 3 RE 5 & T
during what period did _ —_ J—

you feel most suicidal? 1 Z 3 R 5 & T
During what period did _ - -

you feel least suicidal? | 2 3 S 5 A

4 4 4 4

1
J

d
o

4 4
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9
HEALTH QUESTIONS 16

40, Would you say your health, during the past year, has been
Exce'lanto.o-o"ooooobh
Good.l.'...........'03

Fa'r.‘..'.......COOOO,.z'
Pwr’....'...........'

41. Have you seen a doctor within the past year?

NO....-...-..........I

YeSe.iiieveenenseesss2 (ASK A & B)

(IF YES)

A. How many times? (actual number)

B. What for?
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bate

| shel) now ssk you o series of questions to which you are to answer yes or no.

YEs

0o you ever have times when you're moody and blue for
no resson?

Does criticism always upset you?

0o you find thet little things bother you?

Have you felt that different parts of your body were
not under your control or have become disconnected
somewhet?

Do you fairly often lose or misplace things?

K

Do you ever get the feeling that people are watching
you or talking about you?

7.

Have you suffered from loss of memory?

0o you usually keep In the background on soclal
occasions?

Do you often shake and tremble?

Do you flare up in anger if you cen't have what you
want right sway?

Have you had sny unusual experiences of seeing or
hearing things that no one else saw or heard?

Do you usually get up tired end exhausted in the
morning?

13.

Do 'frlghtenlng things keep coming back In your mind?

.

Are you troubled with headaches or pains in the head?
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1S. 0o you find you are less interested than you used

i

to be In things like personal oppearance, table
sanners, and the )ike?

e

Are you sometimes worried or apprehensive for no
resson?

7.

Mave you ever been 3o depressed that it interferes
with what you want to do? .

I

0o you ever -have trouble getting to sleep and
steying ssleep?

Do strange pecple or places make you afraid?

o you mi,hovc the feeling that the world Is very °

unres! to you?

Is It elways: hard for you to make up your mind?

0o you have any specific things that tend to terrify

you, such ss the dark, heights, snakes, etc.?

Do you ever have loss of sppetite?

|

.

Heve you ever felt » lump in your throat for no
reason?

Do people often annoy and irritate you?

Do you keep a very strict schedule and are you
uncomfortable If you can't maintain it?

Are your feelings easily hurt?

0o you have hot spells or cold spells?

Are you constently keyed up and jittery?
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f""* . ‘ . vis | wo

30. Do you have to be on guard even with friends?

. | 3. Do you have constent tightness or numbness In any
pert of your body?

e

32. - 0o you ever heve spells of vdlu‘lmn?

33. Are you considered s nervous person?-

. Do you worry a lot about your health?

35. Heve you ever contemplated suicide?

3%. 0o yu. r to pleces If you don't constantly control

yourself?

37. 0o you become scered st sudden movements end
golm ot night?

38. 0o you ever get short of breath without having
done heavy work?

39. Nust you do things slowly In order to make them
without mistakes?

%0, WNeve m feit that ife is not worth living?

M., NHas drlnkldj at any time been a problem for you or
gotten you into any kind of trouble?

2. Are you scared to be alone when there are no friends
near you?
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Now | would like to turn to your relationships with various people. 173

IF R HAS ONE OR MORE CHILDREN, ASK QUESTIONS 42 THRU 50.

42. (ASK OF ALL Rs) Have there been any changes In your relationship with
your child(ren)?

"o.."'.]
Yes.....2 (ASK A)

A. (IF YES) What are the changes?

h3. (ASK OF ALL EXCEPT RECONCILED) Who has legal custody of your child(ren)?

Respondent has custody of all children........6
Spouse has custody of all children....ccccec..5
JOINt CUSEOdYeeeecneorcccacocccccccaccacncsoselt
Children are splitecccccccrsccsccccccscasccceeal
Nelther has custody(third party)eceecceceeee..2(Specify: )
Custody undecidede.cccececccesoccceccsscascnscel
Not applicable: children are adults..........0

b4, (ASK OF ALL EXCEPT RECONCILED) Was custody decided by:

Respondcﬂt.........................6
SPOUSE..ccerecerccersccocscocassenced
Mutual agreement.......ccoeceveccochh
The courts(or the lawyers).........3
Your child(ren)eccceeeeeeeeceneeeas2
Othereceeeeceecocccaccssssnccaaassssl (Specify: )
Not decidede..cccevcceccceccceccess
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lF RESPONDENT
OTHERWISE, SKI

hs.

k6,

HAS PHYSICAL CUSTODY OF CHILDREN, ASK QUESTIONS 45 & 4.
P TO QUESTION &7, 174

Which statement best describes the way you feel about having major
responsibility for your child(ren)? (HAND R CARD_H AND READ:)

A. |'m glad to have custody; it hasn't been a problemecccccccccccccssl
B, I'm glad to have custody, but it's been a burdens.cccceececceceess
C. 1'm glad to have custody, but I'm not sure | can handle the
respms'b"'ty.’.......‘.Q.............'...'..".....0..'.'...3
D. I'm not sure whether |'m happy about having custody or note.......h
E. It's too much responsibility for me to handle right nowe.cccceseeeb
F. | think it would be better if my (former) spouse had custody......6

How often, if ever. does your (former) spouse visit your child(ren)?

Every day...........................9
Several times a weekoeeeoeecoeooeees8
At least once a weeKeeeeeoooooeoaass?
Two or three times per monthe.......6
Once @a MNthecccecececscesscccscseeed

Once every two monthS...cecceoceseol
Once every three to four months....3
Once every five to six months......2
Less than once a yeareecccecesececssl

Never...0l......"......".0.......0

A. How satisfled are you with the amounts of time your former spouse

spends with the child(ren)?

Very dissatisflied..cceceessel
Somewhat dissatisflied.......2
Somewhat satisfied.cceccccoe3
Very satisfled.c.ceeecceeeoch

(INTERVIEWER SKIP TO QUESTION 48)

IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT HAVE PHYSICAL CUSTODY OF CHILDREN ASK QUESTION 47,

OTHERVISE SKIP TO QUESTION

h7.

How often. if ever, do you see your child(ren)?

Every day.ccccececccccccccssecccceesd
Several times a week..cccceoeceoceese8
At least once 8 week.cececcccococcee?
Two to three times per month.ccco...6
Once @ MONth.eccceeeccecccccosscccnesd

Once every two months.....ccccve. bt
Once every three to four months...3
Once every five to six months.....2
Less than once a year..ceceecececeel
NeVer...ccceceeecsesccccccoscncsceesl

A. How satisfied are you with the amounts of time you spend with

the child(ren)?

Very dissatisfied.eeeccceessl
Somewhat dissatisfied......2
Somewhat satisfled..cocceee3

Very satisfledieeceoceqeos ot
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ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS OF ALL RESPONDENTS WITH CHILDREN:

48, Since your separation, has your closeness to your child(ren)...

Increased?..cccceecesel
Stayed the samel....2
Decreased?ecccceccese3

49, 1'd Vlke to read you several kinds of situations which a(s!ngle)parent
may face, and find out if your child(ren) have been more or less trouble,
or about the same since the (separation/divorce)., (HAND R CARD | )

(lntervlcwir: lva does not have custody, try for his/her direct experience
" where possible.)

More  About the  Less

Trouble © Same~ Trouble
Going to bed on time ‘ 9 2 3
Fighting 1 2 3
Belng.disrespectful 1 2 3
Having problems at school 1 2 3
Having problems with homework 1 2 3
Watching television : 1 2 3
Eating the proper food 1 2 3
Cleaning up after (themselves) 1 2 3

50. Have the chlld(r@n)‘s relationship with either set of grandparents changed
during the time since you initiated the divorce?

Don't know....0
m‘l..'..'..."
Yes.oo.oooooooz (ASKAGB)

A. (IF YES) Whose parents?
Maternal grandparents(mother's parents).....!

Paternal grandparents(father's parents).....2

Bdth....'..o....‘...o..00'0...0..000.0..'.003

B. (IF YES) What kinds of changes have they been?
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(ASK OF ALL RESPONDENTS)

When they first heard that you and your spouse were separating, what was the
general reaction of your...(READ ITEMS A-J.) 176
Did he/she/they...(READ CHOICES, DO NOT READ 'Don't Know'.)

(HAND R CARD J)
(INTERVIEWER: MARK ITEM N/A IF IT IS NOT APPLICABLE TO R)

Stronglf Mildly Felt Mildly Strongly Don't
Approved roved  Neutral Disapproved Disapproved Know

other........ cectsenans cecesesd ] 3 2 | 0
1Y 7Y ..5 4 3 2 | 0
Jrothers or Sisters........... .5 4 3 2 1 o
bther=in=Law.....cooueenennens 5 b 3 2 ! 0
‘ather=In=Law......cccoueeess5 4 3 2 ! Y
Jrothers or Sisters-in-Law....5 4 3 2 L Y
O-WOTKErS. . .covvvrarcccnnnans 5 L 3 2 L 0
L 1) | T 4 3 2 1 o
*hildren.. (IF ANY)....eunen... 5 4 3 2 L 0
‘burch members............... .5 4 3 2 1 Y

'
St OF ALL EXCEPT Ancast’  Mobrove Newsral Disapprove Disaporeve Know
What abou; now?
Gother.......... eeeee N 4 3 2 1 0
father......cocceveeee cesesesedd L] 3 2 L Y
brothers or Sisters........ ee..5 4 3 2 L Y
other-in-Law.....ccc00.. ceeeas 5 4 3 2 1 Y
Father-fn=Law...cceeeenceccsessh b 3 2 L 0
Srothers or Sisters-in-Law.....5 4 3 2 L 0
‘o-workers........ ceceeeeenes ..5 4 3 2 L 0
Friends......... cerereeeeaes .. 5 b 3 2 ! 0
‘hildren........... Ceeeeeiieaas 5 4 3 2 L 0
Church members....cc.coevvvees.5 4 3 2 ] Y
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53. Do you have any relatives that live within an hour's trip from here?
(Includes relatives, other than children, living at home.)

NO..'........I
Yes.....-...z (ASK A)

A. (IF YES) Who are they? (Interviewer: Circle all that apply.)

P.rents...I.......'................l
Parents-In=law..cccccecccccscccocssl
Brothers/sisters....ccccccecocecccsel
Brothers/sisters=in-law.ccccceceesc.l
GrandparentS..cccccecccccsccccccccssl
Aunts/uncles.ceccececccccccscnccscssl
.muslns........"..................l
ch'ldren.....................O.Q...'
Others (Specify).ceeeeeceeccccecnseal ‘ (others)

Sh, About how many times per month do you get together with any of your
relatives for a visit? :

(actual number)

55. Do you have any really good friends living within an hour's trip from here?

m..oo...o.-'
Yes.........z (ASK A)

A. (IF YES) How many? (actual number)

56. About how many times per month do you get together with any of your
friends for a visit?

(actual number)
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53. Do you have any relatives that live within an hour's trip from here?
(Includes relatives, other than children, living at home.)

No..;.....-.'
Yes...oaoovnz (ASK A)

A. (IF YES) Who are they? (Interviewer: Circle all that apply.)

P.mnts..............‘0....'..'.'.0‘
Parents=In-law..ccccceeccecccocccesal
Brothers/sisters...ccccececccccacccsl
Brothers/sisters-in-law.cccececccsol
GrandparentS..ccccceceeccccccccccssl
Aunts/uncleS.c.ccececccccccscncsccsel
mus'ns.‘......‘.’...'....‘.....0..'
ch'ldren..........O...........'..‘.‘
Others(Speclfy)....................l : (others)

Sk, About how many times per month do you get together with any of your
relatives for a visit? :

(actual number)

55. Do you have any really good friends living within an hour's trip from here?

NO..........'
Yes.oo..o.o.z (ASK A)

A. (IF YES) How many? (actual number)

56. About how many times per month do you get together with any of your
friends for a visit?

(actual number)
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58.

59.

60.

page 28
Have you lost any friends since your separation? 178

No.l..'....‘l
YC..........Z (ASKA..)

A. (IF YES) About how many?
B. (IF YES) Why?

Have you made any new friendships since the divorce process was
initiated?

NOooooooooool
Yes.........z (ASK A)

A. (IF YES) About how many?

How many people do you know that have been divorced or separated?

(actual number)

Among your friends and relatives Is there someone you feel you can
tell Just about anything to, someone you can count on for understanding
and advice? :

NOQOOOOOOQOOOOOCOO.o...oo.o.ocol

Yes, One Person...cccoveccceee.2 (ASK A)
Yes, more than one person......3 (ASK A)

A. (IF YES) How (is this person/are these persons) related to you?

Friend(s).cceeeeecceccceccesaccscal
Pafent(S).......s.................‘
Parents=In=laW..ccceeceecsccsccccssl
ch'ld(ren).........'...'0'0.......‘
Brother(s)/sister(s).ceceececccecssl
Other relative(s).cceceecccsccceesl
(EX')SPOUSG.......................l
SPOUS@.cecetecccsscccsscssscnccnsnsl
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DO NOT ASK QUESTIONS 61 THROUGH 64 IF R HAS RECONCILED. ASK OF ALL OTHERS.

61.

62.

63.

64,

About how often do you see your (ex=~)spouse?

Every d.YO..........C.......'.C0.00000009
Severa‘ t'ms .”‘kl...l...............s
At least once a weeK.cceoeeeeoooocscncnsl
Two to three times per month....coceeceecs®
mce . Mth......;....‘....00........0.5
Every tm mnths.....0.00....0..'....00.“
Once every three to four months.........3
Once every five to six months...cccc00ee02
Less than once @ year....cceeeceecccecsel

“ever.'.........‘..'...............'.....o

When is the last time you saw (him/her)?

About how often do you think about your (ex-)spouse?

Ev‘ry day.....l‘........O.........'.....s
Several times a week.eooceeecccsncccaseed
At least once a week..ccceoeveccocccscesl
Two to three times per month.ccccececees®d
once ‘ m.nth....0.........0......'0.0..'.5
Once every two mONthS...c.cceeececcccccssl
Once every three to four months....cc...3
Once every five to six months....ccceceee2
Less than once @ year....ccceeeecscscessl

mver........0.........0.........l......o

179

Do you think there Is any chance that the two of you might get back

together?

-

No.........'l
Not sure....2
Y"ooooooooo’

- ——emm i e - timema o

-~ -
Srrmee

- ———

65. (ASK IF R IS DIVORCED) Has your former spouse remarried?

m........."
Not sure....2
YeS........-3
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ASK Q. 66 FOR SINGLE PEOPLE ONLY., IF R IS LIVING TOGETHER, SKIP TO Q. 67.
IF R HAS REMARRIED, SKIP TO Q. 69. IF R HAS RECONCILED, SKIP TO Q. 69A.

66. How often do you go out on dates during an average month? (ASK A & B ALSO)

Every day.............'....0.....6
Several times a week.ccceeescceesd
At least once a week...cocosoocooh
Two or three times per month.....3
Once a MONth.ceceecscccccccnccceel
Less than once a month.ccceeeeoasl
Never....ooeeeevesscccscccccsceceld

(Interviewer: If Respondent gives a frequency that doesn't fit,
write It down:)

A. How satisfied are you with the frequency with which you go out
on dates? Would you say you are satisfied, or would you like
to go out more often or less often?

mre Oftenooo-.o.oo-.-.oB

s‘t‘sf'ed as 's.........z
Less often..cccececccceel

B. Have you experienced any problems in meeting people to go out
with?

Noll.‘...'..l

Yes."......z
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67. Are you currently dating anyone?
NOeieeeernsonnescasasssal (ASK E)

Yes.oo.ooo.-ootoooooouooz (ASKA.D)
Living Togethere........3 (ASK A-D)

(1f R Is going out with more than one, find out how many
and ask the following about the person llked most.)

A. (IF YES) How long have you been going out, how did you meet,
etc. (Probe for detalls)

B. (IF YES) How much do you rely on (him/her) for:

Very Some- Very Not
much what little at all
1. Companionship- 4 3 2 ]
2. Guldance 4 3 2 1
3. Money b4 3 2 1
4. Practical matters 4 3 2 |

C. (IF YES) Would you consider marrying this person?

m..'.....'.'
Not sure....2 (ASK D)
Yes.eeeeeeoe3 (ASK D)

D. (IF YES) |Is there; a falr chance of this marriage taking place?

No‘...'.t...l
Not sure....2
YGS..-..-...B

ASK SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL FOR PRESENT PARTNER HERE, IF R IS BATING OR LIVING
TOGETHER.

E. (IF NO TO Q 67) Why aren't you dating?
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68. (IF NOT REMARRIED--INCLUDE LIVING TOGETHER--ASK) If you were to remarry,
how do you think this marriage would differ from your previous one?

69. (IF REMARRIED, ASK) How does this marriage differ from your previous one?

69 A, (IF RECONCILED,ASK) How does your marriage now compare with the way
it was before?




S —

'

Divorce Study T-2 page 32 a
6/26/79

183 D
70. (IF REMARRIED OR RECONCILED OR LIVING TOGETHER, ASK) Now I1'd 1ike to know

how you and your (husband/wife) divide up the household jobs. For example:

Self Both Spouse

A. Who repairs things around 3 2 |

the house
B. Who services the car 3 2 1
C. Who keeps track of

money and bllls 3 2 1
D. Who does the grocery

shopping 3 2 1
E. Who gets (the husband's)

breakfastboh weekdays 3 2 |
F. Who cleans the house 3 2 1
G. Who cooks 3 2 |

H. Who does the evening
dishes 3 2 1
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71. (IF REMARRIED OR RECONCILED OR LIVING TOGETHER, ASK) Now, what about
who makes the decisions. For example, who decides:

184
Self Both Spouse

A. What job (the husband)

should take? 3 2 1
B. What car to buy? 3 2 |
C. Where to go on vacation? 3 2 ]
D. What house or apartment to

live In? . 3 2 1
E. Whether (wife) should work

or not? 3 2 1
F. How much money you could

afford to spend per week

on food? 3 2 1

72. (IF REMARRIED OR RECONCILED ASK) How much do you rely on your
(husband/wife) for:
Very Some - Very Not
much what little at all

A. Companionship 4 3 2 1
B. Guidance 4 3 2 |
C. Money 4 3 2 1
D. Practical matters b 3 2 1

ASK SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL POR PRESENT PARTNER HERE IF R IS REMARRIED OR
RECONCILED.
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73. What about sex? What Is the importance of sex for you?

74. How frequently do you have sexual relations?

Every day...cceceeccceccccccccnsssd
Several times a week...cccceeeceso8
At least once a week..o.coeeoocoeee?
Two to three times per month......6
Once @a MONth.ececeeecceocccssccaneed
Once every two months....coceeecceool
Once every three to four months...3
Once every five to six months.....2
Less than once a year....cceceeseel
NeVver...ccoeeeeeecccsscccssscnaseel

75. Are you satisflied with the frequency with which you are having sexual
intercourse or would y?u like to have sex more or less often?

More often..ccceces.3
Satisfied as Is....2
Less often....ccc...l

HAVE THE RESPONDENT FILL -OUT THE ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST HERE. BE SURE TO ASK
THEM TO CIRCLE UNDESIRED CHARACTERISTICS. IF THEY DO NOT WANT TO CIRCLE.
ANY ITEMS, PLEASE NOTE THIS ON THE CHECKLIST.

ASK SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL FOR '"MYSELF'' AFTER THE ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST,
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186

Turning now to your plans, goals or concerns that occupy your

thoughts at present, what goals or objectives do you have from
now to the next five years or so?

(PROBE FOR AN EXHAUSTIVE LIST)

76.

(ASK IF R MENTIONS MORE THAN ONE GOAL:)

A. Of the goals you have mentioned, which would you say Is most
Important to you?
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187

77. Rank Order of Goal Areas -- Present

Please number these goals In terms of how important they are to you
now. (Put a 1 next to your most Important goal, a 2 next to your
second most Important goal, etc.)

A. PHILOSOPHICAL AND RELIGIOUS GOALS
(This goal iIncludes such things as: 1living a spiritual
life, doing God's will, having a philosophy of life, seeking
the meaning of 1ife, being wise, being morally good.)

B. ACHIEVEMENT AND WORK REWARDS
(This goal includes such things as: competence, economic
rewards, success, soclal status.)

C. SOCIAL SERVICE ‘
(This goal includes such things as: helping others,
serving the community, contributing to the welfare of
mankind or some part of mankind.)

D. PERSONAL GROWTH
(This goal Includes such things as: self-improvement,
being .creative, learning new things, "knowing yourself,'
meeting and mastering new challenges.)

E. GOOD PERSONAL RELATIONS
(This goal includes such things as: love and affection,
happy marriage, having good friends, belonging to groups.)

Fo EASE AND CONTENTMENT
(This goal includes such things as: freedom from hardship,
security, self-maintenance, peace of mind, health,
simple comforts.)

G. SEEKING ENJOYMENT
(This goal includes such things as: recreation, exciting
or thrilling experiences,entertainments, seeking pleasurable
sights, sounds, feelings, tastes, and smells.)
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78.

79.

80.
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When you have time to do exactly as you please, what Is your
favorite thing to do? 188

A. When did you do that last? (Days)

8. What is the most important thing about that to you?

What is your second favorite thing to do?

A. When did you do that last? (Days)

B. What is the most Important thing about that to you?

Thinking back over the period since your separation, are there any
particular activities that have especially helped you to cope with
things?

NO.ceeool

Yes.....2 (ASK A & B)

A. (IF YES) What is this activity?

B. (IF YES) How has it been helpful to you?
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W: I'm going to read a list of activities other peo]b812 have told
us they engage in. Tell me if you engage in that activity and
h  _CARD K )
Fre- Occas lon-
Activity quentlylally Se ldom| Never Comments
|, Participant sports
_2, W¥alking and hiking
d bles
L, Physical exercise (Gympastics)
S, Spectator sports
6. Handigrafgs
1, Playing a mysical instrument
8, Cultural activities
ard pla
10, Solitary gqames or hobbjes
11, Playing with pots
12. Travel M
13, Picnigs
14, Visiting
15, Being yigited
16. Social life and parties
17. Eating out ;
18, Dancing %
19. Praying/Meditating |
_(Philosophical contemplation)
20, Day-dreaming
21, Reminiscing
22. Discussion and .talkinq
23. VMriting/Correspondence
(Excluding job or school)
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Case #

page 39

Fre-

Y

Occasion- |

ally

Activity
24, __Shopping

Jquent!

190

@ |dom |Neyer Comments

23, Cooking

!
]
l
=1

26. MWoysehold chores

. ing/| lv

28, 1V

29. Radio ligtening

Al Meading _

32. Self-improvemont

\

33. Doing things for others

-
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81.

82.

page U
191

When you have the chance to think about yourself and your life,
would you say that you tend to think or daydream more about the
past or future?

Past..eoceeevsaocncnne .0
Past-present. ............l
Present...cceecececccnsesd
Present-future...........3
[ IT] J7] - YA ..h
All, or past and future .5

A. What sort of things do you tend to think or daydream about?

Here is a chart on which | would like you to draw a profile of how
you feel about your life. What we would like to have is your assess-
ment, as you look at the past and the future, of what were the high
and low points, and what years seemed more or less average.
(Interviewer: Draw an arrow, from bottom age categories, showing
present age.) On the left side of the chart the different possible
scores for each year are shown. The scores range from a "1" (rock
bottom) to a "'9" (absolute tops), with a ''5" indicating that
satisfactions balance dissatisfactions. Please draw a line indicating
the scores you would give for each year of the past, present, and
future. Don't delay however, if you can't think of what to give for
a particular year -- the main thing is to give us an idea of how
satisfying the past and future years seem to you.

(HAVE RESPONDENT FILL OUT LIFE EVALUATION CHART HERE. BE SURE THAT YOU
MAKE IT CLEAR THAT WE WOULD LIKE HIM/HER TO. FILL IT OUT RATING THE PAST,
THE PRESENT AND AS FAR INTO THE FUTURE AS S'(HE) wouLD LIKE TO PROJECT.
IF R DOES NOT WANT TO RATE THE FUTURE, PLEASE NOTE THIS ON THE LEC.)
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192

83, CHECKLIST OF HASSLES

Now | would like to find out how hassled or pressured you feel in
certain areas of your life. That Is, | want to know about the day
to day things that really annoy you. For each area please tell me
whether you feel hassled all the time, very often, fairly often,
once in a while, or never.

(HAND CARD ).

L

Al] the Very Fairly Once in
For example, how time often often a while Never
often do you feel
hassled by:

Your work..oeeeeeeeeeonens 5 b 3 2 1
Your former husband/wife..5 b 3 2 1
(IF REMARRIED)Your current husband/wife.5 b 3 2 ]
Your children............. 5 4 3 2 1
Your parents.............. 5 4 3 -2 1
Your friends.............. 5 b 3 2 1
Your relatives............ 5 4 3 2 1
Your neighbors............ 5 4 3 2 1
Your health............... 5 4 3 2 1
Your financial situation..5 4 3 2 1
Your social activities....5 ] 3 2 1
Time pressures............ 5 4 3 2 1

Any other (Specify




Divorce Study T-2

6/79 peye L2

: 9
84, What was the single most stressful thing that happened to you Jhr%ng
your divorce?

A. How did you handle it?

B. How satisfied are you with the way you handled the situation?

Very dissatisfiedecccocco.el
Somewhat dissatisfled......2
Somewhat satisfied.........3
Very satisfiedecccocecnoioolt

85. Now | would like you to think back over the past month and tell me
what was the most stressful thing that happened to you?

(GIVE WAYS OF COPING CHECKLIST HERE. BE SURE TO FILL IN THE STRESSFUL
SITUATION ON PAGE ONE.)

(GIVE LIFE EVENTS QUESTIONNAIRE AFTER WAYS OF COPING CHECKLIST,)
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2,

3.

5.

6.

7.

INTERVIEWER'S RECORD 194

Initial phone contact(s)

Description of R: Physical appearance, attire, etc.

Description of the setting

Interview: Interaction

Interview: Interruptions, delays, etc.

How R reacted to the interview(in general)

R's remarks re newsletters

" Any other significant information spontaneously mentioned outside formal interview
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3.
“.

5.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10,
",
2.
3.
4,

1s.
16.
7.
18.
19.

20,
2,

3.

Absent -minded

Affected
(phony)

Ambitlous

Assertive
(eggressive, dominant)

Sossy

Calm
Cautious
Compsetitive
Confident
Cons iderate
Cooperative
Cruel (mesn)

Defens ive

Dependent
(on others)

Disorderly
Oissetisfied
Orametic
Dull

Easily embarrassed

Easily hurt
Energetic

]

Feir-minded
(objective)

Feminine (fcunlo?)

Masculine (males)

INTERVIEWER'S RATING

ARENERERRNNRN

24,
25.
26,

7.

28.

30.
3.

32..

3.

35.
36.
37.
38,
39.
bo.
b,
k2.
b3,

bb,
bs,
46,
b7.

v IST
Frank
Friendly

Guileful
(tricky, cunning

11

Helpless
Hostlile
ldealistic

imaginative

AARR

Impulsive

intelligent

Versatile
(able to do many things

introspective

(looking into self)

Jealous
Lazy
Likable
Persevering
Charming
Reasonable
Rebel | ious
Resentful

Reserved
(dlgﬁlflod)

Restless
Sarcastic

Poised

a HHHHI

Sel f-controlled

|

)

bg.
50.
51.
LY R
53.
Sh.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

60,

61,
62,
63.
64,

66.' Unworthy

67,
6.
69.

Case No.:

195

Self-indulgent
Selfish
Self-pitying
Sense of humor
Sentimentsl
Shrewd (clever)
Sincere
Sophisticated
Stubborn
Suspicious
Sympathetic

Timid
(submissive)

Touchy
(easily offended)

Tactless

ARRRRRERN

Unconventional
Undecided
Unhappy

I.?vtnterostod
indifferent)

(inadequate)
Warm
Withdrawn

Worried
(anxious)

)HHHIII

Wise A
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196
INSTRUCTIONS FOR SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
INTERVIEWER READ:
HERE ARE SOME WORDS fmcn ARE OFTEN USED TO DESCRIBE PEOPLE. IN EACH
CASE, PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER WHICH COMES CLOSEST TO HOW YOU THINK
YOUR (name ’approprlate person) FITS EACH PAIR OF WORD CONTRASTS.

Note: The respondent should rate the items according to how he/she feels
at the present time,

For any words that the respondent does not mark, ask why he/she
does not want to give a rating.
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MY MOTHER 197

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH PAIR OF WORDS:

600D ! 2 3 § 5 BAD
CLEM 1 2 3 A s DIRTY
SLOW 1 2 3 4 5 FAST
HARD ! 2 3 i 5 SOFT
HEAVY 1 2 3 4 5 LIGHT
FAIR 1 2 3 4 5 UNFAIR
EXCITABLE 1 2 3 5 5 CALN
HOT ) 2 3 4 5 coLD
ACTIVE 1 2 3 4 5 PASSIVE

STRONG | 2 3 4 5 WEAK
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CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH PAIR OF WORDS:

MY FATHER

198

GOOD

BAD

CLEAN

DIRTY

sLow

FAST

HARD

SOFT

HEAVY

LIGHT

FAIR

UNFAIR

- EXCITABLE

CALM

HOT

coLp

ACTIVE

PASSIVE

STRONG

WEAK
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199
MY_EX-SPOUSE

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH PAIR OF WORDS:

GOOD 1 2 3 b 5 BAD

CLEAN 1 2 3 b 5  DIRTY

SLOW 1 2 3 b 5 FAST

HARD 1 2 3 h 5 SOFT

HEAVY 1 2 3 4 5 LIGHT

FAIR 1 2 3 4 5 UNFAIR -

EXC I TABLE | 1 2 3 b 5 CALM -

HOT 1 2 3 b 5 coLd

ACTIVE 1 2 3 4 5 PASS IVE .

STRONG 1 2 3 4 5 WEAK
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200
MY PRESENT PARTNER

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH PAIR OF WORDS:

GOOD 1 2 3 b 5 BAD

CLEAN 1 2 3 4 5 DIRTY

SLOW 1 2 3 4 | 5 FAST

HARD 1 2 3 L 5 SOFT

HEAVY 1 2 3 i 5 LIGHT

FAIR 1 2 3 i 5 UNFAIR

EXCITABLE 1 S 2 3 b 5  CALM

HOT 1 2 3 b 5 CcoLD

( -

ACTIVE 1 2 3 4 5 PASS IVE

et e STRONG i} 2 -3 —i— g EAK
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MYSELF

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH PAIR OF WORDS:

201

BAD

DIRTY

FAST

SOFT

LIGHT

UNFAIR

CALM

coLD

600D | 1 2 3
CLEAN 1 | 2 3
SLow 1 2 3
HARD 1 2 3
HEAVY 1 2 3
FAIR 1 2 . : 3
EXCITABLE 1 2 3
HOT 1 2 3
ACTIVE 1 2 3

PASSIVE

STRONG 1 2 3

WEAK
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APPENDIX B

STANDARD PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSES WITH ASSOCIATED
ORTHOGONAL (VARIMAX) ROTATION FOR MALES AND FEMALES
OF THE 50 SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLES

Table B-1 Estimated Communalities (Squared
Multiple Correlation), Eigenvalues,
and Proportion of Variance,
Calculated from the Unaltered
Correlation Matrix for Males

Table B-2 Factor Loadings from Varimax Rotated
Factor Solution of the 50 Semantic
Differential Variables for Males

Table B-3 Estimated Communalities (Squared
Multiple Correlation), Eigenvalues,
and Proportion of Variance,
Calculated from the Unaltered
Correlation Matrix for Females

Table B-4 Factor Loadings from Varimax Rotated
Factor Solution of the 50 Semantic
Differential Variables for Females
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APPENDIX C

STANDARD PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSES WITH
ASSOCIATED ORTHOGONAL (VARIMAX) ROTATION
FOR MALES AND FEMALES OF THE FIVE SEMANTIC
DIFFERENTIAL TARGET CONCEPTS, MOTHER, FATHER,
EX-SPOUSE, PRESENT PARTNER, MYSELF

Table C-1 Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Mother for Female
Subjects

Table C-2 Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Mother for Male
Subjects

Table C-3 Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Father for Female
Subjects

Table C-4 Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Father for Male
Subjects

Table C-5 Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Ex-Spouse for Female
Subjects



APPENDIX C (continued)

Table C-6

Table C-7

Table C-8

Table C-9

Table C-10

Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Ex-Spouse for Male
Subjects

Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Present Partner for
Female Subjects

Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Present Partner for
Male Subjects

Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Myself for Female
Subjects

Factor Analysis Results: Estimated
Communalities (Squared Multiple
Correlation), Eigenvalues,
Proportion of Variance, and Varimax
Rotated Factor Structure for the
Target Concept Myself for Male
Subjects
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APPENDIX D

PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN SIMILARITY

Table D-1

Table D-2

Table D-3

COEFFICIENTS AND SYMPTOMS
AT BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP

Pearson Correlation Coefficients
between Similarity Coefficients and
Symptoms at Baseline and Follow-up
for the Entire Sample

Pearson Correlation Coefficients
between Similarity Coefficients and
Symptoms at Baseline and Follow-up
for Males

Pearson Correlation Coefficients
between Similarity Coefficients and
Symptoms at Baseline and Follow-up
for Females
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APPENDIX E

SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSES OF VARIANCE: AGE AND SEX
ON THE 10 SIMILARITY COEFFICIENTS

Table

Table

Table

Table

E-1

E-2

E-3

Summary of Analysis of Variance.
Age and Sex on Similarity
Coefficient Ex-Spouse-Present
Partner

Summary of Analysis of Variance.
Age and Sex on Similarity
Coefficient Ex-Spouse-Self

Summary of Analysis of Variance.
Age and Sex on Similarity
Coefficient Father-Self

Summary of Analysis of Variance.
Age and Sex on Similarity
Coefficient Mother-Ex-Spouse

*The following tables, E-1 through E-4, summarize the
analyses which were significant.
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APPENDIX F

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (MEANS, RANGES, AND STANDARD
DEVIATIONS) OF THE 10 SIMILARITY COEFFICIENTS

Table F-1

Table F-2

FOR MALES AND FEMALES

Descriptive Statistics (Means,
Ranges, and Standard Deviations) of
the 10 Similarity Coefficients for
Males

Descriptive Statistics (Means,
Ranges, and Standard Deviations) of
the 10 Similarity Coefficients for
Females
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APPENDIX G

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF SELF-CONCEPT VARIABLES,
SELECTED SIMILARITY COEFFICIENTS, AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
ADJECTIVE PAIRS FOR FOUR GROUPS OF PARENTAL IDENTIFIERS

Table G-1

Table G-2

Table G-3

Means and Standard Deviations of the
Self-Concept Variables (Negative
Self, Dominant Self, Incompetent
Self, Desirable-Engagable Self,
Vulnerable Self, Hostile Self,
Masterful Self, Self-Oriented, and
Socially Skilled Self) for the Four
Groups of Parental Identifiers

Means and Standard Deviations of the
Similarity Coefficients Present
Partner-Myself and Ex-Spouse-Myself
for the Four Groups of Parental
Identifiers

Means and Standard Deviations of the
Semantic Differential Adjective
Pairs (Ranging from Mother Good-Bad
Through Present Partner Strong-Weak)
for the Four Groups of Parental
Identifiers
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