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ABSTRACT
Over the last 25 years, the divorce rate in this
country has doubled.

In 1985 alone, 1,190,000 divorces

took place in the United States.

This rise in the number

of marital dissolutions indicates that more and more
people are experiencing the trauma of divorce and its
subsequent adjustment.
A review of the literature reveals that most people
who experience divorce regard it as a life crisis.

It is

noted that as many as 50% of all divorced persons receive
psychiatric care.

This does not include less formal

interventions, such as pastoral counseling or social
support groups.
Researchers have examined specific variables affecting the adjustment process, but few studies have considered the relationship of personality style and cognitive style to divorce adjustment.
The present study investigated the relationship of
ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity to divorce adjustment.

The study predicted that there would be a positive

relationship between ego-strength and divorce adjustment.
It also predicted a positive relationship between
tolerance of ambiguity and divorce adjustment.
vi

Divorce

adjustment was measured by the total score on the Fisher
Divorce Adjustment Scale.

Ego-strength was measured by

Barron's Ego-Strength Scale and tolerance of ambiguity was
measured by Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale.
A forced entry multiple regression was utilized to
test the predicted hypothesis.

Once these results were

obtained, the predictors were augmented with variables
extracted from the demographic data.

Backward elimination

multiple regression was used to determine if the prediction arrived from the two variables could be improved.
Results indicated that ego-strength had a much larger
relative contribution to divorce adjustment than did
tolerance of ambiguity or the additional combination of
predictor variables.
For exploratory purposes, after an alpha coefficient
of .80 was determined for the subscales comprising the
Fisher Divorce Adjustment Total Score, a canonical correlation was employed to assess the relative contributions
of these individual subscales to the total score.

Of the

two canonical variates, the first appeared to represent an
ego-strength dimension.

The other dimension, tolerance of

ambiguity, accounted for less than 10% of its total
variance.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background of Problem
The divorce rate in this country is increasing at a
rapid rate.

In the last 15 years, the number of divorces

and the rate of divorce has doubled, and in 1985 alone,
1,190,000 divorces took place in the U.S. (U.S. Bureau of
the Census, 1989) .

Though the rate of marriage per one

thousand people is close to what it was 50 years ago, the
divorce rate today is almost three times as high.

This

rise in the number of marital dissolutions indicates that
more and more people are experiencing the trauma of
divorce and the accompanying adjustment required (Henry,
1981) .
According to Vogel-Moline (1979) , the disruption of
marriage will cause emotional distress whether the marriage was considered successful or not.

Therefore, it

appears that regardless of the marital situation, people
who experience divorce regard it as a crisis and a major
loss (Hunt, 1966; Sells, 1983; Sheehy, 1981).

Holmes and

Rahe (1967) stated that divorce is the second most traumatic experience a person can have, ranking the death of a
spouse as first.

It is noted, though, that Grollman

(1980) considers divorce as more traumatic than a spouse's
death; he stated, "the big difference is that death has
closure; it's over; with divorce, it's never over"
(p. 63).
Due to the tremendous amount of stress associated
with the divorce process, it is likely that psychological
and social disturbances as well as physiological problems
will occur (Lindemann, 1979; Sells, 1983).

These distur-

bances may include anxiety, fear, despair, denial, feelings of isolation, anger, lowered self-esteem., depression
and somatic disturbances (Kessler, 1975; Sells, 1983).
Sells (1983) notes that as m.any as 50 percent of all
divorced persons receive psychiatric care.

This figure

does not include less formal interventions such as pastoral counseling or social support groups.

Bagley and Greer

(1971) state that divorced persons have a higher suicide
rate than married people.
Although divorce is often complicated and emotionally
painful, for some it brings relief.

However, for most,

instead of solving problems, divorce often creates new
ones (Sells, 1983) .
Divorce Adjustment
As with any major loss, a period of adjustment is
required after divorce.

Goode (1956) defined adjustment

as "the integration of the divorce experience, such that
the individual lives by the daily and future demands of

his or her new social position rather than by constant
reference to the ties defined by the previous marriage"
(p. 241). Toomin (1974) states that there is much controversy as to whether divorce adjustment is a mourning
process or a creative self-development process.
Prior to 1970, little research was done on the social
and psychological adjustment of the divorced person.

As

divorce became increasingly more prevalent in the U.S.,
theorists began creating descriptive terminology for
phases of divorce adjustment (Thomas, 1982) . Several
researchers have formulated a framework of post-divorce
adjustment.

Two of the more noted frameworks were pro-

posed by Kessler (1975) and Bohannon (1970) . Kessler
describes the process of separation and divorce as stages
of uncoupling.

These stages include:

disillusionment,

erosion, detachment, physical separation, mourning, second
adolescence and hard work.
Bohannon (1970) sees divorce adjustment as involving
six stations which may occur in varying sequences and can
sometimes occur simultaneously.
stations as:

He describes the six

(a) emotional divorce, (b) legal divorce,

(c) economic divorce, (d) coparental divorce, (e) community divorce, and (f) psychic divorce.

He adds that psychic

divorce usually is experienced as the last phase of
adjustment and is the most difficult phase.

It includes

an understanding of what happened with less focus on the

failed marriage and increased interest in new friends,
future plans and work.
Variables affecting the adjustment process have also
been examined.

These variables include age, sex, chil-

dren, degree of marital commitment, social support,
ethnicity, level of self-esteem, length of marriage and
whether divorce was initiated or involuntary (Thomas,
1982; Weiss, 1975) . Researchers have postulated that the
adjustment process may take from one to four years
(Wallerstein & Kelly, 1976, 1980; Weiss, 1975).
Though many researchers have studied the above
mentioned variables, few studies have considered the
personality variables which may relate to the divorce
process.

In the same vein, few studies have considered

how cognitive style affects adjustment to divorce.

Due to

extensive research on perception, a number of theories of
cognitive styles have developed during the last 20 years,
but only recently have researchers dealt with any form of
cognitive style as it relates to divorce adjustment.
Gardner, Holzman, Klein, I.enton and Spence (cited in
Goldstein & Blackman, 1978) defined a cognitive style as
the arrangement of a number of cognitive controls within a
personality.

Cognitive controls were defined as a "slow

changing developmentally stabilized structure which
determined an individuals' response in any given situation."

Bieri (1966) defined one's cognitive style as his

or her patterns for organizing/structuring and processing/interpreting their social environment.

One type of

cognitive style, referred to as tolerance-intolerance of
ambiguity, is defined as the need for closure and certainty, as the degree of black and white thinking, and as the
tendency to perceive incomplete, complex or contradictory
information as a source of threat (Beyerlein, 1985) .
Beyerlein states that personality variables, such as locus
of control, rigidity and tolerance of ambiguity, are
occasionally treated as cognitive styles, and occasionally
cognitive styles, such as authoritarianism and Jungian
types, are treated as personality variables.

The bound-

aries that delineate personality constructs and cognitive
style constructs are not clear or distinct.
Thomas (1982) states that her research has shown that
basic personality factors are important to divorce adjustment.

In considering the various personality factors

important in adjustment to divorce, Barron (1953) asserts
that the various aspects of effective personal functioning
is usually subsumed under the term "ego-strength."

Ego-

strength has its roots in psychoanalytic theory, and has
had wide currency in psychological theory and research,
particularly in the field of clinical psychology and
personality (Stein & Chu, 1966) . Various studies have
shown that ego-strength can be used as a predictor of
success in a variety of populations.

Symonds (1951) notes

that the concepts of ego-strength and ego-weakness came
into prominence in the 1940's and early 1950's in connection with the growing interest in personality development and psychotherapy.

He defines ego-strength as the

efficiency of the ego in regulating impulses and mastering
the environment.

Ego-strength is the capacity for sus-

taining emotional equilibrium while waiting or working for
later gratification.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the
relationship of ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity to
divorce adjustment.
were:

Some questions this study addressed

(a) what is the relationship between ego-strength

and divorce adjustment, (b) what is the relationship
between tolerance of ambiguity and divorce adjustment, and
(c) what is the combined relationship of ego-strength and
tolerance of ambiguity to divorce adjustment?
Definition of Terms
Divorce refers to those individuals v>?ho have been
legally divorced for no longer than three years.
Divorce adjustment is the point in which an individual perceives satisfaction in the personal, social and
emotional areas of his or her life after divorce has taken
place.
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Ego-strength is a measure of the effectiveness with
which the ego is performing its tasks of adapting to the
demands of reality.

The ability of the ego to incorpo-

rate, synthesize and integrate reality is an indicator of
ego-strength.

Ego-strength gives an individual the

capacity to take the negative experiences of life successfully, without becoming submerged in them.

Essentially,

ego-strength is "effective personal functioning."
Cognitive style is the way in which individuals conceptually organize their environment.

The idea of in-

tolerance of ambiguity as a cognitive style was an outgrowth of the early research on authoritarianism.

It is

defined as the tendency to perceive (i.e., interpret)
ambiguous situations as sources of threat; tolerance of
ambiguity is the tendency to perceive ambiguous situations
as desirable.

Ambiguity arises in situations charac-

terized by novelty, complexity, or insolubility.

Re-

sponses to threatening situations include repression,
denial, anxiety and discomfort, destructive behavior and
avoidance behaviors.
Contribution of Study
It has been established that divorce is a traumatic
experience that individuals must adjust to successfully in
order to find new avenues for personal satisfaction and
happiness.

Adjustment entails a process of moving through
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the necessary stages that researchers have found to be
common to all divorced people.
Some divorced persons move through these stages
successfully without professional help.

Many, though,

find themselves unable to deal with this traumatic experience alone.

With divorce becoming an increasingly common

problem., the helping professions need to know how personality characteristics and cognitive styles influence
divorce adjustment.
Information concerning the influence of ego-strength
and tolerance of ambiguity may speak to the approach the
therapist uses.

If the therapist knows that these vari-

ables predict the divorced person's level of adjustment,
the therapist may choose to obtain and utilize measures of
ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity.

Results obtained

from these measures will assist the therapist in tailoring
the therapeutic intervention to the personal needs of the
divorced client.
Persons with a high amount of ego-strength may be
more likely to adjust better to divorce than their low
ego-strength counterparts, because of their effective
coping abilities.

A person with high ego-strength may

come to therapy because of more situation-linked difficulties.

Problems of low ego-strength persons are a more

stable part of their personalities.

Thus, divorce adjust-

ment therapy for high ego-strength persons may merely need

to be short term and problem oriented.

Divorced persons

with low ego-strength may need longer, more frequent and
more intense therapeutic sessions.

Divorced persons with

high ego-strength may benefit from less structured
approaches, such as group therapy or divorce adjustment
support groups.

In contrast, low ego-strength persons

will benefit from more individualized, structured and
supportive therapy.
If results of the present study indicate that persons
who are intolerant of ambiguity experience more difficulty
in adjusting to divorce, therapists can better determine
what psychotherapeutic methods to employ.

Those divorced

persons who are intolerant of ambiguity may become more
defensive and concrete in their coping processes than
those persons who are more tolerant of ambiguity.
Therapists may choose to employ more concrete methods
of therapy when working v/ith divorced persons who are
intolerant of ambiguity.

Some methods that may be benefi-

cial for these clients include role playing, giving
concrete advice, task assignment, education and modeling
(Weiner & Crowder, 1986) .

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Statement of the Problem
In the past few decades, there has been a steady
increase in divorce.

Click and Norton (1978) estimated

that between one-third and one-half of the married couples
in the U.S. will at some point end in divorce.

According

to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1989), the divorce rate
per 1,000 population has increased from 3.5 in 1970 to 5.2
in 1980, though by 1985 it appears to have stabilized at
5.0.

This has resulted in an increase of divorces from

479,000 in 1965 to a high of 1,190,000 in 1985.

There is

a similar trend for the State of Texas where nearly onehalf of the marriages end in divorce.

Statistics for the

year 1987 revealed that the number of marriages per 1,000
population was 188.7, while the number of divorces for the
same year was 93.3.

Statistics for the year 1984 revealed

that Lubbock County exceeded this rate.

The divorce rate

in Lubbock County per 1,000 population was 6.8.

Wentz

(1986) stated that there were 10,240,000 families in the
United States reported as not being headed by the traditional married parents and of these, 8,534,000 were headed
by females.
10
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According to Propst, Pardington, Ostrora and Watkins
(1986) , single-parent families that are headed by females
are increasing two and one-half times faster than twoparent families.
In the face of these disturbing statistics, it is
important for therapists to understand the emotional
ramifications of divorce.

Though divorce has been

described as an incident rather than an ending to the
relationship of a married couple (Price-Bonham & Balswick,
1980), it is not an isolated incident.

Henry (1981)

referred to it as an ongoing process that affects a person
for the rest of his or her life.

Henry added that it is a

dynamic process which affects one's life at many different
levels for years.
Consequences of Divorce
Researchers in the field of divorce agree that
divorce is a socio-psychological phenomenon that results
in em.otional pain and distress (Sells, 1983) .

A review of

the literature on divorce has revealed that researchers in
this field are unanimous in the opinion that divorce and
the following period of adjustment is disruptive (Bloom,
Asher, & White, 1978; Goode, 1956; Kitson & Raschke, 1981;
Pett, 1982; Wentz, 1986).
Goode (1956), in one of the earliest studies on
divorce, devised a measure of divorce trauma which looked
at such behaviors as difficulties in sleeping, poorer
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health, low work efficiency and memory difficulties.

From

his research, he reported that nearly two-thirds of the
divorced mothers he interviewed indicated a substantial
level of distress as a result of their divorce.
Hetherington, Cox and Cox (1976) stated that all who
divorce are subject to its emotional consequences and
adjustment to divorce was m.ore painful than expected.
According to Wentz (1986) , the major problems experienced by divorced persons were loss of self-esteem,
loneliness, sexual problems, feelings of failure, financial problems, childrearing problems and lack of social
support.

Bloom et al. (1978) noted the following disturb-

ing correlates of divorce:

(a) higher rates of psycho-

pathology, (b) higher risk of automobile accidents and
fatalities, (c) greater incidence of illness, and (d)
higher rates of suicide and homicide.

In a study of the

relationship of marital status to depression, Pearlin and
Johnson (1977) noted that those couples currently married
were the least depressed; those individuals who had never
married report more depression than married couples, but
those individuals who were divorced were the most burdened
by depression when compared to the other two groups.
Minuchin (1984) cautioned divorce therapists not to
mistake divorce related behavior for pathology.

He

reasoned that this is merely transitional behavior due to
the reaction of the tremendous change in a person's life.
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Researchers noted that more than 50 percent of the clients
seen by mental health professionals have experienced
divorce (Sells, 1983; Thorton & Freedman, 1983).

Bloom et

al. (1978) asserted that divorced people are more likely
to seek mental health services than those who have not
experienced this particular life trauma.
Divorce Adjustment
The etiology and impact that divorce has on individuals has been a focus of research for over 30 years (Blair,
cited in Wentz, 1986; Fisher, 1973; Goode, 1956;
Hetherington, 1979; Pett, 1982), but only since the
mid-1970s has research focused on the problems of adjustment to divorce and subsequent intervention techniques
which may ease the adjustment process (Fetsch & Surdam,
1981; Fisher, 1973; Granvold & Welch, 1977; Kessler, 1975;
Storm & Sprenkle, 1982).
According to Sells (1983) , theorists have given
varying definitions to the full adjustment of divorce.
Wiseman (1975) stated that when individuals have achieved
total acceptance of divorce, they no longer experience
negative feelings when identifying themselves as divorced
persons.

Wiseman added that a fully adjusted divorced

person is ready for a healthy intimate relationship
without having remarriage as the ultimate goal.
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Variables Influencing Adjustment
Variables that influence divorce adjustment have been
identified by several researchers.

Such variables include

age, sex, education, years m.arried, number of children,
mental health of the divorcing persons, strong religious
conviction, proximity to the time of divorce, income,
initiator of the divorce, socioeconomic status, quality of
support systems, children's adjustment, and quality of the
family's relationships with the noncustodial parent (Pett,
1982; Sells, 1983; Wentz, 1986).
With these variables in mind, Pett (1982) used a
stepwise multiple regression equation to identify the best
predictors of adjustment of divorced single parents.

She

found that the personal characteristics, such as age, sex,
and length of time since divorce, had low predictive
power.

Source of income was found to be a better pre-

dictor than the level of stability of income.

As expect-

ed, she added that divorced persons' inner emotional state
had much to do with their adjustment to divorce.
In reviewing the literature on variables influencing
divorce adjustment, Kitson and Raschke (1981) agreed that
though level of education has little effect on divorce
adjustment, better adjustment was related to income.

The

higher the income and the more independent the source of
that income, the better the adjustment.
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Jackson (cited in Sells, 1983) noted the impact of
age on divorce adjustment, stating that there were a
disproportionate number of women over 48 years of age
having difficulty with divorce.

Kitson and Raschke

(1981), as well as Chiriboga, Coho, Stien, and Roberts
(1979) , agreed that the older an individual is when
divorcing, the more difficult the adjustment.

However,

Chiriboga et al. noted that this could be a result of lack
of social support rather than age, stating that help
seeking behaviors decrease with age.
The quality of an individual's social support system
has been seen to be a critical factor in one's adjustment
process (Berman & Turk, 1981; Goode, 1956; Nelson, 1981,
1982; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980).

Hetherington et al.

(1976) reported that during the first two years of
divorce, social activities decreased.
systems also change.

Social support

Rands' (1986) study of recently

divorced individuals found that over 40 percent of his
subjects' marital associates were dropped after divorce.
Though social support members during marriage were usually
relatives, friends became equally prominent after separation.

Ginsberg (1984), in a study on social support and

divorce adjustment in highly educated women, found that
the quality of friendships, family relationships and
heterosexual relationships were equally important in
evaluating the well-being of divorced women.

She added
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that simply increasing social activity does not make up
for a lack of emotional support and intimacy.

She stated

that it is the quality and not the quantity of interpersonal contacts that is of psychological value.
Hetherington et al. (1976) and Berman and Turk (1981)
agreed that forming new relationships, being involved in
social activities and developing autonomy are related
strongly to greater divorce adjustment.

In a study on the

moderators of women's and children's adjustment to
divorce. Nelson (1981) indicated that the relationship to
the ex-spouse is a critical factor in the adjustment
process.

This author observed that women who had strong

feelings toward their ex-spouse had more difficulty in
adjusting to divorce than those v/omen whose feelings were
more neutral.

Weiss (1975) also found that loss of

attachment bonds were a serious problem for divorced
persons.

Weiss noted that emotional attachment still

existed after divorce whether the marriage was considered
a happy one or not.

Wise's (1980) study of divorced women

concluded that those who continued to experience emotional
conflict and ej:perienced difficulty in forming new relationships were those who continued their involvement with
their former spouse.

However, Meyers' (cited in Wentz,

1986) study of family life after divorce did not find the
relationship to former spouses as a significant variable
to adjustment.
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Kitson and Raschke (1981) reported no major differences in males and females regarding the level of distress
experienced in divorce adjustment.

Women generally showed

more distress in the initial stages of adjustment, whereas
men appeared to experience equal or more difficulty with
adjustment over the long term.

The only significant

difference Defrain (1981) found in the ability of males
and females to adjust was a better level of coping skills
in the male custodial parents who had a higher income than
their counterparts.
The findings regarding length of time since divorce
and subsequent adjustment, though conflicting, have
indicated that this was a critical factor (Sells, 1983).
Jackson (cited in Sells, 1983) reported 39 percent of the
participants in his study were adjusted to divorce after
two years while only 10 percent were adjusted after 11
months.

However, Sells' study of the psychological

process of divorced women found the psychological adjustment to divorce for women was completed on the whole by 12
months after the divorce was final.

Weiss (1975) reported

recovery takes two to four years to complete, while
Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) indicated total acceptance
and restructuring of one's life after divorce may take
five years.

Most stage theorists are in agreement that

while the length of time needed to adjust to divorce
varies, the first 18 months after physical separation
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appears to be the most difficult.

It would appear, then,

that the longer the time separated, the less distress the
divorced person experiences.
In reviewing the research on the adjustment of those
who initiated the divorce proceedings as compared to those
who resisted, conflicting results have also been found.
Bondurant (1977) and Weiss (1975) indicated that persons
who filed for divorce were often better adjusted.

The

initiator appeared to be in control while the resistor
appeared more passive.

Bondurant (1977) found that initi-

ators reported fewer sleep difficulties, less difficulty
in emotionally accepting the divorce and less expression
of anger.

However, he also found no significant differ-

ences in stress indicators, such as health problems,
weight difficulties, loneliness, self-blame and forgetfulness.
Fisher (1978) noted that resisters often suffer the
most acute emotional turmoil from the separation.
Seligman, Maria, and Soloman (cited in Bondurant, 1977)
also found that resisters suffer more from depression than
do initiators because they v/ere not psychologically
prepared to cope with life alone.

Fisher stated that

resisters have a more difficult time adjusting to divorce
partly due to the initial shock they experience.

This is

a motivating factor which propels them through the divorce
adjustment process while the initial sense of relief felt
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by the initiators delay their adjustment process.

Thus,

initiators feel the emotional effects of guilt and loss
later in the adjustment process.

Fisher (1973) added that

the resisters do not experience significantly greater
adjustment problems after six months than the initiators.
In her review on the effects of initiator status on
divorce adjustment, however, Buehler (1987) raised serious
questions about the status of initiator on divorce adjustment and cautioned against representing the dissolution
process in too simplistic a manner.
Stages of Divorce Adjustment
Many theorists have formulated certain phases or
stages of the divorce adjustment process (Bohannon, 1970;
Fisher, 1978; Goode, 1956; Kessler, 1975; Krantzler, 1973,
1977, 1981; Salts, 1979; Weiss, 1975; Wiseman, 1975).
Many theorists have also incorporated Kubler-Ross' (1969)
stages of death and dying, as well as Eriksonian stages of
development, into the divorce adjustment process
(Bennington, 1987) .
From his early study of the adjustment of 455 divorced mothers, Goode (1956) contended that a persons'
emotional state has much to do with their stage of divorce
adjustment.

Kessler's (1975) stage theory explained the

divorce process from the outset.
Under the first stage, disillusionment, reality of
the marriage sets in and the spouses no longer view each
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other romantically.

If couples do not renegotiate their

relationship contracts, the next stage, erosion, is
expected to occur.
During the erosion stage, repressed dangers and
disappointments eat at the relationship through subtle
behaviors.

If the cause of these behaviors are not

confronted, the couple will enter into the next stage.
The third stage, detachment, is characterized by
ambivalence and apathy.

When the couple begins to pull

away from each other at this time, a recommitment to the
marriage is doubtful.
Physical separation is the most painful of all
stages, according to Kessler.

Characterized by mood

swings, this stage finds people experiencing emotions from
loneliness and anxiety to relief and happiness.
The fifth stage, mourning, is where people feel
anger, depression and all the other emotions connected
with grief, at the realization of the death of the marriage.

Once these emotions have been dealt with, closure

of the marriage can be obtained.
Healing begins in the sixth stage, second adolescence . This is the time when the divorced person seeks
out new activities and relationships.

Beliefs and values

are evaluated toward the end of this stage and more
fitting goals are selected to fit the new emerging self.
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The last stage of Kessler's uncoupling process is
hard work or personal growth.

Through hard work, the

divorced persons develop new confidence and control over
their lives as they pursue new goals and establish new
support systems (Fetsch & Surdam, 1978) .
Counts and Sachs (1985) found that marital separation
was more disruptive, both immediately and long term, than
the death of a spouse.

As noted in Chapter I, Holmes and

Rahe (1967) ranked divorce and marital separation as the
second and third highest stressful event, exceeded only by
the death of a spouse.
Bohannon (1970) saw divorce adjustment as involving
six stations:

(a) emotional divorce, (b) legal divorce,

(c) econom.ic divorce, (d) coparental divorce, (e) community divorce, and (f) psychic divorce.

These stations may

occur in varying sequences and can sometimes occur simultaneously.
Emotional divorce.

Henry (1981) stated that this

station occurs when the spouses begin to hold feelings
from each other.

This is the beginning of marital breakup

and this loss of intimacy can lead to decreased selfesteem.

Since no one enters marriage expecting to end up

divorced, the inability to save the marriage and then
reconcile the reality of divorce to their marital expectations can lead to diminished self-esteem.
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Legal divorce.

Since lawyers do not often attempt to

offer counseling to potential divorced persons and since
they are dealing with people in various stages of
emotional disruption, the actual divorce proceedings can
be damaging to the spouses.

Though Spanier and Thompson

(1984) felt that the decision to separate and the actual
physical separation were more important socially and
psychologically than the actual legal divorce, Bohannon
(1970) disagreed.

He described the legal divorce as a

ritualized rite of passage, having a much greater psychological impact than the act of separation.
Economic divorce.

This station involves hardships

because two separate households are involved.

Both must

be supported and the custodial parent is also faced with
childcare payments.

Child support payments lightens the

pressure, but many noncustodial parents quit making the
payments after a few years.
Co-parental divorce.

The parental roles are changing

during this station with the noncustodial parents' role
becoming a much smaller one in their children's lives.
Parents also experience some guilt about how the divorce
affects their children.

Isaacs (1982) described divorce

as a process through which parents and their children
leave one family unit and enter a new one.

However,

according to Teyber (1985) , conflict that spouses directed
through their children during the marriage can continue as
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a prominent feature in the adjustment process for many
years.
Community divorce.

During this station, divorced

persons experience the loss of many friends and the
realization of their limited acceptance in society.

At

the tim.e when they most need it, divorced persons often
receive little emotional support.
According to Reid (1979) , the recently divorced person's support system goes through many changes.

At first,

the divorced individual's friends and relatives stand
closely by and provide warmth and strength as needed.
This supportive desire gives way to a mixture of feelings
that cause friends or relatives to become inconsistent in
their support.

Some of these feelings are anxiety that

their own marriage may fail, grief for the divorced
person's loss and possibly even pleasure over that person's experience.

Divorced individuals often find them-

selves alone at a time when they need outside support the
most.
Society's norms, v/hich are geared for couples, often
encourage the divorced person to feel left out.

Kessler

(1976) described the divorced person as being in societal
limbo.

Thus, v/hile divorce is gradually becoming more

socially acceptable, it is a slow process in a society
without supportive social norms (Reid, 1979).
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Psychic divorce.

The divorced person begins to

regain autonomy during this last station.

Although it

usually occurs last, it can also occur throughout the
divorce adjustment process.

According to Bennington

(1987), this is the time when the person is faced with the
decision to make good choices and begin to have adequate
control over his or her life.
Focusing on the psychological aspects of divorce
adjustment, Krantzler (1973) divided the divorce process
into three stages.

First, there is a recognition that the

relationship has died; second, there is a period of
mourning; and third, there is a slow painful emotional
readjustment to the reality of single life.

Krantzler

described the divorce crisis as creating the opportunity
to lead into a more positive life rather than resulting in
a more negative one (Wentz, 1986).
Weiss (1975) posited three major stages:

(a) erosion

of love and persistence of attachment, (b) separation, and
(c) starting over.

The third stage has within its frame-

work a transitional period which Weiss calls shock and
denial.

This period is often marked with disorganization

and depression.

According to Weiss (1975) , recovery in

this stage theory takes two to four years to complete.
Wiseman's (1975) theory was built on the work of
Kubler-Ross (1969).

A five-stage process is outlined:

(a) denial, (b) depression and feelings of loss, (c) anger
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and ambivalence, (d) reorientation of lifestyle and
identity, and (e) acceptance and integration.
Though no one has undertaken a systematic integration
of the varying perspectives of the divorce process. Salts
(1979) and Kaslow (1984), in separate studies, compared
several models of the divorce process and concluded that
these models are not conflicting.

In a multivariate study

of various divorce stages, Kolevzon and Gottlieb (1983)
found no evidence that emotional adjustment is unique to
any particular stage of divorce.

However, Salts (1979)

reported that in all of the stage theories, there is the
overall theme of an initial reaction to crisis, a transitional stage in which one's personality and behaviors must
be reorganized and a stage of dealing successfully with
the past and starting a new life.
Ego-Strength
The term "ego" has been used by personality theorists
as a construct enabling them to explain why people behave
differently in similar situations.

Psychologists may use

the concept of ego-strength, predicting a good prognosis
for therapy with one client and a poor prognosis for
another.

Therapists often base the client's amenability

to therapy upon their evaluation of respective ego functions and ego-strength of the clients involved (Volksdorf,
1969).

In order to understand the concept of
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ego-strength, it is necessary to understand the ego and
its functions (Dickinson, 1970).
According to Loevinger (1976), the fundamental
characteristics of the ego are that it is a process and a
structure.

It is social in origin and functions as a

whole, guided by purpose and meaning.

Both consciousness,

with the possibility of freedom, and the validity of the
dynamic unconscious are acknowledged in this definition.
It is not the same as the whole personality, but is close
to what the person thinks of as him or herself.
Historical Beginnings
The concept of the ego received its initial impetus
from the origins of Freud (Volksdorf, 1969).

In reviewing

the building of psychoanalytic theory, Blanck and Blanck
(1974) found it to have developed through four distinct
phases.

The first phase, the prepsychoanalytic period,

was characterized by a primitive concept of "ego" which
meant person, self or consciousness.

The term "defense"

referred to the disassociation of memory from consciousness during the first period while "repression" represented the concept of defense.
In Freud's An Outline of Psychoanalysis (1949), Freud
presented his last definition of the ego.

He defined it

as an organization with constant cathexis and assigned to
it functions, such as defense, reality testing, perception, memory, attention, and judgment.

Yet, he still

27
regarded the conscious and the ego synonymously, defining
it as a sense organ for perception, for thought process
and, thus, for the reception of external and internal
stimuli.

The beginnings of what later came to be regarded

as major functions of the ego, namely, perception, motility, anticipation and delay, can be seen in Freud's
dealing with the concept of primary and secondary processes.

The primary process, according to Freud, is

directed toward free discharge of excitation, whereas the
secondary process, by using memory traces, employs thought
as trial action (Blanck & Blanck, 1974) .
In 1911, Freud provided a psychoanalytic view of
psychosis, homosexuality, and secondary narcissism (Blanck
& Blanck, 1974) . He suggested that modification of the
ego as a consequence of pathological development results
in disturbances in libidinal process.

Blanck and Blanck

(1974) noted that this has had far-reaching influence on
both theory and technique in ego psychology.
The second phase of psychoanalysis, according to
Blanck and Blanck (1974), is regarded as the period of
instinct theory.

While at this time psychoanalysis was

largely an id psychology, Freud in his book An Outline of
Psychoanalysis (1949) assigned the function of selfpreservation to the ego.

This ego function made the

distinction between the id and the instincts of the lower
animals.
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The third phase, the structural theory, became the
basis for contemporary ego psychological thought.

In

Freud's The Ego and the Id (1927), Freud introduced and
refined the constructs of the id, ego and superego.

He

described the ego as no longer synonymous with self but
one of a tripartite personality structure (Blanck &
Blanck, 1974) . Freud described the id as the initial
component of personality.

The pleasure-seeking activities

that man engages in comes from the id, and Freud theorized
that the source of the id's energies is derived from the
individual's organic systems.

The manifestations of the

id can be characterized by the two words "I want."

It

does not concern itself with the realities of the external
environment, but instead focuses on the primary physiological needs of the person.

When the needs of a person

are aroused, the energies of the id are directed toward
satisfying these needs in order to produce a state of
tension reduction or balance (Hall & Lindzey, 1978;
Volksdorf, 1969) .
Because man is a social being, he lives by the laws
and cultural mores of the society in which he lives.

As a

child, one learns what behavior is acceptable within his
or her cultural group and what behaviors are rejected.

As

these values are internalized, the individual develops the
next facet of the personality, the superego.

The superego

is highly idealistic and moralistic and like the id, does
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not concern itself with the realities of life.

As the

ethical-moral arm of the personality, it makes judgments
as to whether an activity is good or bad according to the
values incorporated by the individual (Hall & Lindzey,
1978; Volksdorf, 1969).
The fourth or contemporary phase of theory building
began from Heinz Hartmann's (1958) work.

A direct outcome

of the introduction of Freud's structural theory, the
contemporary phase of psychoanalytic theory building
focuses on the concept of object relations and its role in
the development of the personality (Blanck & Blanck,
1974) .
The concept of the ego is featured as a key construct
in several other theories of personality.

Whereas Freud

saw the ego functioning at both conscious and unconscious
levels, Jung (1916) viewed the ego as the part of the
personality that deals with conscious material alone.
Like Freud's theory, this included processes, such as
thinking, feeling (or self-perception), and remembering.
Jung believed that the ego was the center of personality
and was responsible for one's sense of identity.

Through

the ego, the individual is able to impose a degree of
structure on the external world.

Because the ego is

within the conscious realm, the individual is aware of
this portion of personality as well as the set of experiences and activities involved (Volksdorf, 1969).
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Murray (1938) , like Freud, viewed the ego as the
central organizer of human behavior.

He saw the ego as

having the power to facilitate or to inhibit its impulses.
However, unlike Freud, who saw the id as destructive in
nature, Murray believed the id was capable of good as well
as bad.

Therefore, he felt the ego functioned not only as

a repressor but also as a force which enhanced pleasure
for the id.
Symonds' (1951) position concerning the ego is
similar to Jung's and Murray's.

He saw the ego as process

oriented, regulating behaviors, such as perceiving,
thinking, and remembering.

Symonds believed these func-

tions were responsible for the development and execution
of the behaviors that are necessary in attaining satisfaction of organismic drives.

He believed that if the ego is

successful in dealing with external realities and internal
demands, the individual will experience self-satisfaction
and think highly of himself.

When this happens, the

individual is more likely to demonstrate effective ego
functions.
These recent developments in how the ego is viewed
has given impetus to ego psychology.

Psychoanalysts, such

as Freud, though not denying the existence of the ego,
believed it was derived from drives through the process of
frustration and enunciation.

By contrast, neo-analysts,

such as Adler (1927) , believed in the spontaneous striving
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for self-realization as the moving force of ego development.

Throughout his work, Adler (1927) stressed the

unity of personality.

He believed that drives, including

the sex drives, are subordinated to a person's goal or
purpose in life.

In his later years, Adler's most promi-

nent concept, the style of life, was used interchangeably
with self or ego, individuality, one's method of facing
problems, opinion about oneself and the problems of life
and one's whole attitude to life.

Adler saw the striving

for personal power as guided by social interest, which was
seen as a desire for the welfare of others.

Adler

believed in the idea of spontaneous striving and the idea
of self as creative self (Loevinger, 1976) .
Adler (1927) felt that what one perceives and understands bears the imprint of the ego.

Therefore, the

individual is protected against unwelcome observations.
Adler believed that the ego provides the frame of reference that structures a person's world and, within this
frame of reference, perceives the world (Loevinger, 1976) .
Adler's creative self is an individualistic, subjective
system which interprets one's experiences as well as
providing meaning to these experiences.

In order to

fulfill one's unique style of life, the creative self will
attempt to create its own experiences if they cannot be
found in the external world (Hall & Lindzey, 1978) .
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Adler was a pioneer in the development of an egooriented psychology.

In opposition to Freud's theory,

Adler believed humans are ordinarily aware of the reason
for their behavior.

They are self-conscious individuals

v/ho are capable of planning and guiding their actions.
They are fully aware of their meaning for self-realization
(Hall & Lindzey, 1978).
Ego Psychology
The emergence of a new theory of the ego, sometimes
called ego psychology, developed after Freud's death.

In

contrast to Freud's view that the ego was subservient to
the wishes of the id, the most prominent concept of the
new ego theory was the autonomy of the ego (Hall &
Lindzey, 1978) . The leader of the new ego theory is
considered to be Heinz Hartmann (Hall & Lindzey, 1978) .
In studying Freud's writings, Hartmann (1958) postulated
that the ego does not emerge from inborn id.

Instead,

each system originates from inherent dispositions and each
develops on its own course.

The aim of ego processes is

seen as independent of purely instinctual objectives (Hall
& Lindzey, 1978) .
Ego defenses are not seen as necessarily pathological
in character, but they may serve a healthy purpose in
personality formation.

Hartmann viewed defenses as

combating the instincts and working to adjust and organize.

The ego also deals with reality in nondefensive
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ways.

In order to adapt to the world, the ego uses the

cognitive processes of perceiving, remembering and thinking (Hall & Lindzey, 1978) .
Through Hartmann's contribution and those who built
upon his foundation, psychoanalysis became a normal
developmental psychology.

Fairbairn (1952) believed that

the ego is present at birth, possessing its own dynamic
structure and receiving its energy within itself.
believed that there is no id, only the ego.

He

Like Klein

(1955), he believed the ego's function is to find and
establish relations with objects from the external world.
These functions can be observed as early as infancy.

He

saw the source of conflict for the ego coming from disparate experiences that a person has with objects.

Because

interaction with others in the external world can be both
satisfying and frustrating, feelings of ambivalence may
result (Hall & Lindzey, 1978).
According to Hall and Lindzey (1978), the new ego
theory is preferred by many psychologists because it
focuses on perception, memory, thinking and learning, all
of which are considered to be the traditional basis of
psychology.

Its appeal may also be due to its emphasis on

the behavior of normal persons in contrast to the deviant
behavior process of the neurotic and psychotic population.
It places emphasis on "the rational, conscious, and
constructive aspects" (Hall & Lindzey, 1978, p. 77) of the
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personality and is said to be a more humanistic personality theory than orthodox psychoanalytic theory.
Sherif and Cantrell (1947) disagreed with the concept
of ego as an active component of personality.

They saw

the ego as a collection of individual attitudes, assuming
that when the individual focuses on these attitudes, the
ego serves as a catalyst for the motivation of certain
behaviors.
Allport (1943, 1955) did not see the ego as an entity
separate from the rest of the personality structure.

He

referred to the ego's activities as propriate functions of
the personality that included rational thinking, selfesteem and self-identity.
Similar to Sherif and Cantrell, Bertocci (1945) saw
the ego as a cluster of values or traits which the self
uses to identify its success and failures.

He described

the ego as self-as-object and the self as ego-as-process,
which differs from the accepted definitions of these
terms.
Gestalt psychologists saw the ego as a separate and
segregated part of the total field.

The individual is an

entity whose various experiences become a cluster that
forms the ego.

Conscious or unconscious in nature, these

experiences make up the phenomenal ego which is similar to
the self as object concept (Volksdorf, 1969).

Koffka

(1935) saw the ego as active and as made up of tension
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systems that interacted with the external environment to
perform work.
Ego-Strength
Both the concept of ego and ego-strength have been a
concern in the traditional psychoanalytic school of
thought.

Freud was the first to assert that the ego had

strengths as well as weaknesses (Volksdorf, 1969).
Symonds (1951), in his discussion of the adequacy of ego
functioning, believed that individual behavior differed in
the degree of effectiveness demonstrated by the ego.

The

ability to cope with life's problems, in Symond's view,
was an indication of the strength or weakness of the ego's
performance.
Cattell (1950) theorized that the ego was caught up
in the conflict between the id and the superego.

He saw

the ego as the recipient of the struggle between these two
forces that would assume a helpless role, at times, in the
structure of personality.

However, Freud stated that when

the ego worked closely with the id and superego, the ego
would have strength (1936).
Hartmann (1958) developed the concept of the conflict
free ego sphere in reaction to psychoanalytic theorists'
tendency to view the ego only in term.s of conflicts which
involved either avoiding dangers or satisfying instinctual
needs.

He believed that the individual possessed spheres
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in his or her life in which no conflict is present that
could hamper the ego's functioning.
Two lines of thought concerning ego-strength were
developed in the late 1930s.

One was based on Hartmann's

thinking, focusing on the ego's ability to adapt under
stressful conditions.

This adaptive capacity was con-

sidered to be indicative of the level of strength displayed by the ego.

The other line of thought was

originally presented by Nunberg (1931) , who emphasized the
ability of the ego to synthesize.

This view supported the

idea that ego-strength was a function of the relative
strength of the life and death instinct.
Specific indicators of ego-strength have been
identified.

Cumm.ing and Gumming (1962) noted that ego-

strength was a construct that can be inferred from observations of behavior.

Freud (1927) suggested typical

ego-related behaviors.

Two of these behaviors include

reality-testing, which refers to the process in which the
ego tests its perceptions of the real world through
acti^'^ity, and affective tolerance, which refers to the
ability of an individual to function adequately while
under stress (Volksdorf, 1969).
Hartmann (1958) and Freud (1936) saw two indicators
of ego-strength as:

(a) the ability of a person to delay

impulse gratification, and (b) the ability to use the
mechanism of repression to defend against threats of the
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real world.

Fenichel (1937) felt that impulse control

indicated ego-strength.
Symonds (1951) also considered the ability to control
impulses as a sign of ego-strength.

He defined ego-

strength as the "efficiency of the ego in regulating
impulses and mastering the environment" (Symonds, 1951, p.
121).

Symonds (1951) added that it is the "capacity for

sustaining emotional equilibrium while waiting or working
for later gratification" (p. 121). Symonds (1951) very
eloquently described the value of ego-strength in the
following passage:
Ego-strength gives an individual a capacity to
take the rebuffs of experience successfully
without becoming submerged by them. As the ego
develops, the individual is able to master new,
dangerous and painful experiences. Ego-strength
enables a person to deal successfully with
calamity, loss, failure, physical incapacity or
even the death of a loved one. (p. 131)
Cognitive Style
Cognitive style is a hypothetical construct that
explains the processes of mediation between stimuli and
response, emphasizing structure rather than the content of
thought.

Cognitive style refers to the ways individuals

conceptually organize their environment (Goldstein &
Blackman, 1978).

Harvey's (1973) view that cognitive

style refers to how one filters and processes stimuli in
order for the environment to take on psychological meaning
is representative of the term.
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According to Goldstein and Blackman (1978), structure
refers to how cognition is organized, whereas content
refers to what knowledge is available.

Messick (cited in

Klein, 1967) defined structures as stable components of
personality organization that are used to account for
recurring similarities and consistencies in behavior both
over tim.e and situations.

Citing Suedfeld, Goldstein and

Blackman (1978) believed that behavioral consistency is
the product of this structure.
According to Coop and Segil (1971), the term cognitive style is used to denote consistencies in an individual's mode of functioning in a variety of behavioral
situations.

Thus, they equated cognitive style with

behavior rather than with the process of mediation.

These

authors also point out the similarity of their definition
to Gordon Allport's use of the term "style" to describe
consistencies of behavior.

Other similarities include the

Gestaltist's term "silent organization," which is used to
describe cognitive structures not related to specific
content but which guide behavior.

Related constructs

include Tolman's cognitive maps and Bartlett and Piaget's
concept of schemata as well as Lewins' concepts of differentiation and hierarchial organization (Goldstein &
Blackman, 1978) .
Guilford (1980) stated that cognitive styles are in
the general family of personality traits.

These traits
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are seen as variables along which individuals differ.
Noting that there are many variations of this concept, he
states that some of the differences are reflected by the
labels various writers have given to cognitive style.
Citing Stantosefano, Guilford (1980) wrote that these
varying traits determined the amount of organization of
information that is available to an individual at any
given moment.

He believed that a style is activated by

certain types of information.

One's style mediates the

influence of other personality traits and motivation in
terms of intellectual functioning.
There have been numerous approaches in how cognitive
style is conceptualized.

Brody (1972) noted several

common characteristics among these cognitive approaches to
personality.

The first is individual differences in

styles of thinking (not including motivation, emotion or
biological processes).
over content.

The second is an emphasis of style

The third approach is the assumption that

cognitive styles are directly related to an individual's
other personality characteristics.

The fourth, as men-

tioned earlier, is the treatment of cognitive styles as
traits.
According to Goldstein and Blackman (1978) , Messick
conceptualized these definitions in nine categories.
first four categories were taken from Gardner, Klein,
Holtzman, Linton, and Spence's (cited in Goldstein &

The
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Blackman, 1978) work on cognitive controls.

These include

scanning, leveling-sharpening, constricted-flexible
control, and tolerance for incongruous or unrealistic
experience.

The fifth approach was organized by Witkin,

Lewis, and Hertzman (cited in Goldstein & Blackman, 1978),
using the term field-dependence/field-independence.

This

approach was also termed field articulation by the workers
on cognitive controls.
complexity.

The sixth approach is cognitive

Included in this category is the work of

Kelly (1955) and Bieri et al. (1966).

Messick's final

three categories were reflection-impulsivity (Kagan,
Rosman, Day, Albert, & Phillips, 1964) , styles of categorization (Pettigrew, 1958) , and styles of conceptualization (Kagan, Moss, & Sigel, cited in Goldstein & Blackman,
1978). Messick later listed a total of 19 approaches to
the study of cognitive style.
Goldstein and Blackman (1978) noted that throughout
the thousands of studies involving cognitive style variables, a number of themes appear repeatedly in the many
approaches to this study.

Included are the relationship

of cognitive style to intelligence, rigidity, intolerance
of ambiguity and performance under stress.

Though the

study of cognitive style holds many elements of common
interest, many investigators disagree on how to approach
this study and on the use of measuring instruments.

As a

result, it is difficult to extract general principles from
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the growing body of literature (Goldstein & Blackman,
1978) .
Authoritarianism and Intolerance
of Ambiguity
According to Goldstein and Blackman (1978), the most
content-laden approach to the study of cognitive style is
Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford's (1950)
study on authoritarianism.

These researchers, were

interested in those individuals whose structure of thinking made them especially susceptible to antidemocratic
propaganda.

They studied anti-Semitism, ethnocentrism and

political-economic conservatism.

They looked at the

personality variables which were the foundation of these
attitudes and values.

Their studies led to the conclusion

that prejudice is not an isolated aspect of an individual's functioning, but rather an integrated component
of personality.

Personality may be understood as a

consistent manner of thinking, feeling, and behaving.
They developed scales for the objective measurement of
prejudice that could be used in the clinical analysis of
those individuals who scored high or low on these scales.
The objective instruments they developed included the
Anti-Semitism (A-S) Scale, the Ethnocentrism (E) Scale,
the Politico-Economic Conservatism (PEC) Scale, and the
final Fascism (F) Scale.

The F Scale was developed to

provide "a valid estimate of antidemocratic tendencies at

42
the personality level" (Goldstein & Blackman, 1978, p.
18).

Therefore, it was believed to be a measure of

personality, not attitudes.
Though the authors (Adorno et al., 1950) of The
Authoritarian Personality presented what is essentially a
personality theory, their use of clinical and empirical
methods led to the portrayal of a personality type that
was the starting point of later research on cognitive
style.

During the course of their studies, two important

behavioral correlates of authoritarianism were isolated:
rigidity and intolerance of ambiguity.

These two classes

of behavior were thought to be manifestations of an
underlying cognitive style (Goldstein & Blackman, 1978) .
Adorno et al. (1950) revealed, in their examination
of interview material, that authoritarian subjects were
more intolerant of ambiguity and more rigid than were nonauthoritarian subjects.

Frenkel-Brunswik (1948) felt that

this intolerance was a generalization of the individual's
intolerance of emotional ambivalence.

A person who is

intolerant of ambiguity is likely to make infrequent use
of limiting and qualifying language (Goldstein & Blackman,
1978) .
According to Goldstein and Blackman (1978) , rigidity
in their subjects was evident when the authoritarian
individual refused to relinquish ethnic stereotypes, even
when they were faced with information contradicting their
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stereotype.

The distinction between intolerance of

ambiguity and rigidity has not always been maintained in
The Authoritarian Personality or in subsequent research.
Occasionally, these constructs are treated as equivalent
and synonymous with the terms concrete and stimulus bound.
In a first attempt to establish the relationship of
intolerance of ambiguity to the authoritarian syndrome,
Frenkel-Brunswik (1948, 1949) presented a comprehensive
treatment of ambiguity as an emotional and perceptual
variable of personality.

Frenkel-Brunsv/ik (1949) defined

intolerance of ambiguity as "a tendency to resort to
black-white solutions, to arrive at premature closure as
to valuative aspects, often at the neglect of reality, and
to seek for unqualified and unambiguous overall acceptance
and rejection of other people" (p. 115). It was her
assumption that in order to maintain such solutions, any
aspect of reality which may threaten these solutions must
be blocked out.

This implies that there is a cognitive

factor which impinges upon a valuative factor.

Frenkel-

Brunswik (1949) stated, "It is a problem of realityadequacy vs. reality-inadequacy which injects a distinctively cognitive element into the broader sphere of the
problem of ambivalence" (p. 115). Frenkel-Brunswik added
that if an individual is reluctant to think in terms of
probabilities and prefers to escape into what appears
concrete, that individual is intolerant of ambiguity.
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According to Norton (1975), the way in which a person
copes psychologically with ambiguous information affects
their perception, interpretation and weighting of
cognitions.

Due to the fact that an individual's degree

of ambiguity tolerance interacts with situations where
there may be too little, too much, or possibly contradictory information, it is understandable that this trait
affects numerous behavioral phenomena.

There have been

many studies that have dealt with the effects of ambiguity
tolerance.

These studies include research on ethno-

centrism, conformity, learning interference, verbal
behavior, attitude change, psychosomatic disturbances and
impulsive closure.

Goldstein and Blackman (1978) also

noted that there have been numerous studies relating
authoritarianism to perceptual measures of intolerance of
ambiguity.

These studies have generally indicated that

subjects who are authoritarian tend to be less tolerant of
ambiguity than nonauthoritarian subjects.
Paper-and-Pencil Measures
MacDonald's (1970) WALK A Scale expanded a 16-item
T-F test of intolerance of ambiguity developed by Rydell
and Rosens (1966) into a 20-item format.

He found signif-

icant correlations of .30 between his measure of intolerance of ambiguity and a 29-item version of the F scale,
but it was found to have little internal consistency.
Both this scale and Budner's 16-item carefully developed
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scale described below were shown to be free of acquiescence and social desirability bias.

They also correlated

significantly with F scale scores in six of nine samples
involving graduate students.
Norton (1975) developed a 61-item self-inventory
measure of ambiguity tolerance using a 7-point scale
ranging from very strong disagreement to very strong
agreement.

Though he reported that his scale had high

internal and test-retest reliability and moderate construct validity, no follow-up studies for this measure
were found.
According to Goldstein and Blackman (1978) , subjects
high in authoritarianism tended to score high on paper and
pencil measures on intolerance of ambiguity.

Budner

(1960) attempted to define intolerance of ambiguity in
terms of its component dimensions, to construct an adequate measure on the basis of the definition and to
illustrate some of the varied situations in which intolerance of ambiguity may be a significant variable.

He

defined intolerance of ambiguity as the tendency to
perceive (i.e., interpret) ambiguous situations as sources
of threat; tolerance of ambiguity as the tendency to
perceive ambiguous situations as desirable (1960).

He

defined an ambiguous situation as one which cannot be
adequately structured or categorized by the individual
because of the lack of sufficient cues.

His 16-item scale
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was designed to tap a particular mode of response to a
particular type of ambiguous situation.

He added that his

instrument provides only an approximate measure of the
variable being investigated because, in his view, a scale
is essentially a sampling of specific types of behaviors.
Budner (1960) approached the method of identifying
tendencies to perceive ambiguous stimuli as sources of
threat by obtaining indicators of response on two levels:
the phenomenological and the operative.

Indicators of

response on the phenomenological level were elicited from
the world of individual perceptions and feelings.

Those

from the operative level were elicited from the world of
natural and social objects.

Reactions suggesting percep-

tion of threat for the tv/o levels were dichotomized into
submission and denial.

Submission v^as defined as the

recognition of the situation as a fact of existence that
the individual could not alter.

Denial was defined as the

performance of some act by which the objective reality is
altered to suit the desires of the perceiver.

Thus, if an

individual exhibits any one of the following types of
responses--repression and denial, anxiety and discomfort,
destructive or reconstructive behavior or avoidance
behavior—than it can be inferred that he is in some way
threatened.

According to Budner, if these behaviors

are elicited by situations characterized by novelty.
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complexity or insolubility, it can be inferred that the
individual is intolerant of ambiguity.
Ego-Strength and Intolerance of Ambiguity
As noted above, many variables have been considered
as they relate to divorce adjustment, but only a very few
recent studies have considered the personality variables
which relate to the divorce process.

Thomas (1982), in a

study designed to consider personality variables related
to postdivorce adjustment, found support for her"hypothesis that basic personality factors are important in
adjustment to divorce.

Using the 16PF to measure per-

sonality factors, she found that persons who achieved the
best adjustment scored significantly higher on measures of
dominance/assertiveness, self-assurance, intelligence,
creativity/imagination, social boldness, liberalism,
self-sufficiency, ego-strength and tranquility.
In a multivariate study on the effects of a structured program on identity and divorce adjustment, Wentz
(1986) reported an interrelationship among identity
status, locus of control (considered to be a cognitive
style), and ego stage development.

He used the terms

self-concept and self-esteem to cover the variety of terms
developed to explain various aspects of the self.

These

aspects included self-image, self-actualization, ideal
self and ego-strength.

He encompassed locus of control

and self-concept into his definition of identity.

Wentz
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found that those persons high in identity status reported
less adjustment problems from the divorce than those
persons with low identity status.
As seen earlier, ego-strength has been used as a
predictor of success in a variety of populations.

Since

persons' ego-strength enables them to deal with failure
and loss, it appears logical that the higher level of egostrength persons have, the better the emotional adjustment
to divorce.

In a similar vein, since divorce is such an

unsettling experience, those persons intolerant of ambiguity may tend to feel threatened when their life has
changed because of divorce.

Adjustment to divorce will,

therefore, be poor or delayed.
With the above ideas in mind, the following questions
were examined in the present study:
1.

What is the relationship between ego-strength and

divorce adjustment?
2.

What is the relationship between tolerance of

ambiguity and divorce adjustment?
3.

What is the combined relationship of ego-strength

and tolerance of ambiguity to divorce adjustment?
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were made:
1.

Ego-strength will be positively related to

divorce adjustment.
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2.

Intolerance of ambiguity will be negatively

related to divorce adjustment.
3.

The conjoint effects (interaction) of ego-

strength and tolerance of ambiguity will be positively
related to divorce adjustment, each contributing additively to that relationship.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The methodology employed in the present study is
described under the following sections:

subjects, vari-

ables, instruments, design and statistical procedures.
Subjects
Potential subjects for this study were recruited by
the following methods:

(a) through public courthouse

records in Lubbock County, and (b) through community
agencies.

One thousand names were randomly selected,

using the table of random numbers, from a population of
4,700 divorced persons extracted from these public records.

Of these 1,000 names, 945 met the criteria for

participation in this study.
the following:

These requirements included

potential subjects must have been granted

divorce decrees within three years of the date the selection began, and they had to be 21 years of age or older.
Letters requesting participation in the study were
sent to the above mentioned 945 names.

The letter (see

Appendix A) requested that those interested in participating in the study to return a pre-stamped, selfaddressed postcard.

Of the 945 letters mailed, 54 were

returned unopened marked "address unknown."
50

From the
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remaining letters, 130 postcards were returned expressing
the willingness to participate in the study.

Those

individuals were mailed a packet containing the demographic questionnaire (Appendix B ) , and three scales
described below (Appendix C).

A stamped, self-addressed

envelope was included for return mailing.

If after three

weeks the packets were not returned completed, a reminder
card was sent (see Appendix D).

One hundred and two

packets v/ere returned completed by the cutoff date for a
return rate of 12 percent.

The return rate for those v/ho

agreed to participate in the study was 79 percent.
Potential participants were also recruited through
Lubbock community agencies that specialized in providing
support groups and divorce adjustment classes for interested persons.

To obtain an adequate number of subjects

for this study, leaders were contacted and requested to
solicit volunteers from those persons attending these
groups.

From a total of 175 participating in these kinds

of groups, 88 agreed to participate and returned completed
packets by the cutoff date.
All participants were guaranteed confidentiality and
were offered the following benefits if they completed the
questionnaires:

(a) a summary of the results of the

study; (b) a list of available resources which they might
use to further the divorce adjustment process, including
local divorce support groups and other outlets where the
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divorced persons can meet other single individuals; (c)
nam.es of counselors, psychotherapists and psychologists
listed publicly who are interested in divorce adjustment
therapy; and (d) a list of relevant self-help books
available in local bookstores.
Variables
Independent Variables
The two independent variables in this study were
ego-strength and intolerance of ambiguity.

Tolerance of

ambiguity, said to be a manifestation of cognitive style
(Goldstein & Blackm.an, 1978) , was chosen as an independent
variable.

It was assumed that if persons are intolerant

of ambiguity, the reality of a major life crisis, such as
divorce, would be unsettling and threatening.

Their

intolerance of ambiguity would, therefore, interfere with
the natural adjustment process.
Ego-strength, one's ability to cope with life's
problems, was chosen due to its very definition.

It was

assumed that if persons possessed a high amount of egostrength, they would have the capacity to cope with
divorce in a healthy way.

They would be able to control

emotions and think rationally during the experience.
Dependent Variables
The major dependent variable was divorce adjustment
as measured by the total score on the Fisher Divorce
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Adjustment Scale (FDAS) (Fisher, 1976).

The subscales of

the FDAS were also analyzed post hoc as dependent variables and were used mainly for exploratory purposes, since
subscales rarely are as reliable as total scale scores.
Instruments
The Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale (FDAS) was
developed as part of a doctoral dissertation by Bruce
Fisher in 1976 and was revised in 1978.

It was designed

to measure persons' adjustment to the ending of their love
relationship.

To date, the FDAS has been used in over 50

doctoral dissertations.

Originally designed to be used as

a pre- and posttest instrument in divorce adjustment
seminars, the scale has been used by a wide range of
clinicians and researchers.

Theissen, Avery and Joanning

(1981) found that the FDAS successfully differentiated
between a control group (ri = 13) and an experimental group
(n = 15) of divorced women who had received interpersonal
skills training.

These researchers also felt that the

25-item Feelings of Self-Worth subscale of the FDAS
accurately reflected increase in self-esteem.

The instru-

ment consists of 100 questions formated by a 5-point
Likert scale.

The scale has six subscales:

(a) Feelings

of Self-Worth, (b) Disentanglements of the Love-Relationship, (c) Symptoms of Grief, (d) Feelings of Anger, (e)
the Rebuilding of Social Relationships, and (f) Social
Self-Worth.

According to Fisher (1976) , the scale scores
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were designed so the scores would be at their lowest at
the point of greatest trauma, becoming progressively
higher as the person begins the task of adjusting to the
divorce.

As measured by the Kuder Richardson Reliability

Formula, the alpha internal reliability for the total
score was .985 while the reliability on the subscales
ranged from .87 to .95 (see Appendix E).

Though the

author is presently compiling a statistical manual on the
FDAS, no information was available at the time of the
present study to determine the construct validity of this
scale.

During the original study, however, the author

used the following statistical procedures to determine the
validity of the FDAS:

item analysis, factor analysis and

length of time since separation mean scores.

He reported

that the statistical analysis of the validity of the FDAS
indicated that it may be used with confidence to measure
progress through the divorce process.

As the Buros Mental

Measurement Yearbook (Buros, 1985) and Personality Test
and Reviews II (1975) did not provide even one measure to
assess divorce adjustment, this scale appeared to be the
best one of its kind to date.

It takes about an hour to

complete.
The Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale by Stanley Budner
(1962) is a 16-item instrument.

This scale requires

respondents to rate statements of preference for situations of varying degrees of ambiguity according to their
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amount of agreement or disagreement.

Eight of the items

are v/orded positively; eight are worded negatively.
Subjects rate each item using a 6-point Likert scale which
ranges from +3 ("strongly agree") to -3 ("strongly disagree") . The instrument is scored by assigning a score of
7 for "strongly agree" (+3), 6 for "moderately agree" (+2)
and so on for the positively worded items.
worded items are scored in reverse.

Negatively

Scores may range from

16 to 112 with higher scores reflecting more intolerance
of ambiguity.

In Vannoy's (1965) factor analytic study of

cognitive complexity measures, the scale had a negative
loading of -.68 on Vannoy's Factor I.
Budner's scale has been shown to have fairly good
internal consistency.

Reliability studies obtained a co-

efficient alpha of .85. The scale showed moderate correlations with other measures of intolerance of ambiguity.
Vannoy (1965) obtained a significant correlation of .28
between scores on a modified F scale and scores on
Budner's measure.

It is also noted that each of the

measures of ambiguity mentioned in Chapter II were found
to correlate moderately with Budner's scale.

Though Buros

(1985) provides several paper-pencil measures which have
been devised to measure some aspect of ambiguity tolerance, those few that have been published (Dittes, 1959;
Eiseman & Robinson, 1967; Felker & Smith, 1966; Heist &
Williams, 1957; Tripodi & Bieri, 1966) provide no more
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evidence of reliability and validity than does Budner's.
The scale was chosen due to its brevity, ease of administration and statistical strengths.

It takes about 15

minutes to complete.
Barron's Ego-Strength Scale was derived from the MMPI
and consists of items which have differentiated patients
who responded to psychotherapy from those who have not.
Although originally conceived as a scale of response to
psychotherapy, Barron's studies led him to conclude that
the scale measures ego-strength.
items from the MMPI.

The scale consists of 68

One point is scored from each

"ego-strength" answer.

Barron (1983) reported a split-

half reliability of .76 and a test-retest reliability of
.72.

Convergent validity studies reported moderate

correlations with other measures of ego-strength.

This

scale takes about one-half hour to complete.
Design and Statistical Procedures
The method of research used in this study was nonexperimental or "ex post facto" (Kerlinger, 1979) .
Kerlinger (1979) defined "ex post facto" research as "any
research in which it is not possible to manipulate variables or to assign subjects or conditions at random" (p.
117) . This method of research was selected because
ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity cannot be manipulated.

Kerlinger (1979) stated that.
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all variables that are characteristics of people
. . . status variables, are not ordinarily
manipulable. People bring many status variables
with them to research situations and the differences among people on such variables are already
fixed, (p. 119)
Because it was not possible to have control of the
independent variables and the situations which the independent variables operate, a limitation of this study is
that cause and effect among the independent and dependent
variables could not be established.

Rather, the purpose

was to determine if predictive relationships existed among
the chosen variables.
The purpose of the first part of this study is
explanatory.

In explanatory research, decisions on the

relative importance of variables (i.e., which variables to
include, etc.) are made with the aid of statistics as a
guide.

However, these decisions must ultimately be made

on logical and theoretical grounds.

The second part of

the study, with the demographic variables, is predictive
in nature and as such, can be more statistically determined.

Therefore, the first part of the study is tied to

a causal model whereas the second is merely a helpful tool
for clinicians.
Multiple regression was chosen as the statistical
method that could explicate the predictive power of
ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity in relation to
divorce adjustment.

The following statistical analyses

were performed on the data obtained from the three scales
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and the demographic questionnaire.

First, means and

standard deviations were obtained for all variables using
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences, Version X
(SPSS-X).

Then, a forced entry multiple regression was

employed for the next step.

Divorce adjustment was the

criterion variable and ego-strength and tolerance of
ambiguity and the cross product of ego-strength and
tolerance of ambiguity were the predictor or explanatory
variables.

This procedure served to illuminate the

relationship between the total score on the divorce
adjustment scale and the two independent variables,
ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity.
Next, demographic predictor variables were added to
the existing independent variables of ego-strength and
tolerance of ambiguity to assess their importance to the
regression solution.

Though the demographic variables

have been thoroughly reviewed and are not central to the
questions asked in this study, adding demographics had the
potential of enhancing the predictive utility of the
regression analysis.
Once the results on the full battery (total score)
were determined, further analyses were utilized for
exploratory purposes.

To increase confidence in the

reliability of the total score as a good criterion variable to prediction of divorce adjustment, Cronbach's alpha
was employed to estimate the internal consistency of the
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set of subscales which comprised the total score (alpha =
.799).

Once this coefficient was determined, a canonical

correlation between the subscale scores and the independent variables was utilized to assess the overall contribution of each of the subscales.
Hypotheses
1.

Ego-strength will be positively related to

divorce adjustment.
2.

Intolerance of ambiguity will be negatively

related to divorce adjustment.
3.

The conjoint effects (interaction) of ego-

strength and tolerance of ambiguity will be positively
related to divorce adjustment, each contributing additively to that relationship.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The results chapter is divided into four sections:
descriptive statistics, predictive and explanatory statistics, and exploratory statistics.
A forced entry multiple regression was employed to
test the hypotheses that (1) ego-strength will be positively related to divorce adjustment, (2) tolerance of
ambiguity will be positively related to divorce adjustment, and (3) ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity will
be conjointly related to divorce adjustment.

Once these

results were obtained, the predictors were augmented with
variables extracted from the demographic data.

Backward

elimination multiple regression was used to determine how
much of the prediction derived from the two variables of
ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity could be improved
by the addition of demographic variables.
For exploratory purposes, a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .80 was obtained to determine the internal
consistency between the subscales of the Fisher Divorce
Adjustment Inventory.

For the final step, a canonical

correlation between the subscales and the two major
independent variables, ego-strength and tolerance of
60
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ambiguity, was utilized to assess the relative contributions of these individual subscales to the total score.
Descriptive Statistics
The descriptive statistics for the demographic and
predictor variables appear in Table 1.
sisted of 134 females and 56 males.

The sample con-

Over 42 percent of

the sample were between the ages of 30 to 39 and over 90
percent were Anglo.

Because only 5 participants reported

their race as Black, 10 reported to be Hispanic, and only
2 marked the "other" category, these three choices were
combined into one category titled "minority" to make up
8.9 percent of the sample.
The majority of the subjects had at least some
college experience (41.4%), while over 36 percent had
received a college or graduate degree.

Over 71 percent of

the sample was composed of people who lived in a city of
50,000 or more residents, and over 75 percent reported to
be of Protestant faith.
The length of time participants had been divorced
appeared to be evenly distributed with the highest percentage (22.6%) having been divorced only two months or
less.

With over 43 percent being separated for only five

months or less, it appeared that a little less than half
of the participants were separated only a short time
before their divorce was final.
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TABLE 1
Summary of Demographics
Demographic Variables

Frequency

Percent

134
56

70.5
29.5

45
80
47
18

23.7
42.1
24.7
9.5

173
17

91.1
8.9

9
34

4.7
17.9

78
50
19

41.1
26.3
10.0

Community Size (Population)
1,000 to 7,500
7,501 to 50,000
Over 50,000

29
26
135

15.3
13.7
71.1

Religion
Protestant
Catholic
Other

143
26
21

75.3
13.7
11.1

Time Since Divorce
2 months or less
3 to six months
7 to 12 months
13 to 18 months
19 to 30 months
31 to 36 months

43
34
32
35
23
23

22.6
17.9
16.8
18.4
12.1
12.1

Time in Separation
5 months or less
6 to 12 months
13 months to 3 years

83
65
42

43.7
34.2
22.1

Sex
Female
Male
Age
21-19
30-39
40-49
50 or Older
Ethnicity
Anglo
Minori-ty
Education lievel
High School Dropout
High School Graduate
Vocational Training/or
Attend College
College Degree
Graduate Degree
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TABLE 1

(Continued)
Frequency

Percent

Divorce Initiator
Subject
Spouse
Mutual

82
62
46

43.2
32.6
24.2

Number of Children
None
One
Two
Three or more

67
39
59
25

35.3
20.5
31.1
13.2

Child Custody
Subject
Spouse
Split Custody
Children are legal age
No Children

68
32
7
23
60

35.8
n6.8
3.17
12.1
31.6

Joint Income
$10,000 to $20,999
$21,000 to $30,000
More than $30,000

36
42
112

18.9
22.1
58.9

Current Income
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $20,999
$21,000 to $30,000
More than $30,000

28
72
48
42

14.7
37.9
25.3
22.1

Help Received
None
Medical Doctor/Psychologist
Counselor
Clergy
Two or more of above

79
21
30
15
45

41.6
11.1

Type of Help
None
Individual or Group
Self Help/Personal Growth Group
Divorce Adjustment Class
Two or more of above

92
24
20
17
37

48.4
12 .6
10 .5
8 .9
19.5

124
47
19

65.3
24.7
10.0

Demographic Variables

Number of Times Married
Once
Twice
Three or more

15 .8f>
1 r"
^1

f\

1.9
23.7
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From Table 1, it can be seen that more initiators
(43%) than non-initiators (33%) participated in the study.
Over 51 percent had one or two children from the marriage
and the highest percentage (35.5%) retained custody of
those children.
As far as income is concerned, income level decreased
for the majority of participants after divorce, particularly in the $30,000 or above level.

That percentage

dropped from 58.9 percent while still married to 22.1
percent after divorce.

It was found that over 65 percent

of the sample had been married only once, with only 10
percent of the participants having been married three or
more times.

A small majority reported receiving some type

of help in adjusting to their divorce, while over 40
percent received no help.

Of those who received help,

over 23 percent received help from more than one source of
helping professionals.

Over 51 percent participated in

some type of support group or therapy sessions.

Of this

percentage, nearly half participated in more than one type
of counseling situation.
Table 2 depicts the means and standard deviations for
the two independent variables, ego-strength and tolerance
of ambiguity, and the dependent variable, divorce adjustment, along with the Fisher subscales.

It should be noted

that Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale correlates
negatively with Barron's Ego-Strength Scale, indicating
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TABLE 2
Means and Standard Deviations for Ego Strength,
Intolerance of Ambiguity and Divorce Adjustment
Variables

N

M

SD

Summary Table
Ego Strength

190

43.121

8.116

Intolerance of Ambiguity

190

57.842

12.283

Total Score for Divorce
Adjustment

190

381.232

62.103

Feelings of Self-Worth

190

97.874

16.166

Disentanglement of the
Love Relationship

190

88.279

19.552

Feelings of Anger

190

41.321

10.377

Symptoms of Grief

190

91.353

19.656

Rebuilding Social Trust

190

28.379

7.987

Social Self-Worth

190

34.726

6.377

Divorce Adjustment Subscales
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that tolerance of ambiguity is positively correlated with
ego-strength.

For ease of understanding, Budner's Intol-

erance of Ambiguity Scale will be referred to as a measure
of tolerance of ambiguity, tolerance being reversed scored
from intolerance.
A comparison of the mean of this sample with the mean
of the test norms for Barron's Ego Strength Scale revealed
that the present sample fell .08 standard deviation above
Barron's mean.

A comparison of the mean for Budner's

Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale with this sample's mean
revealed that the present sample fell .9 standard deviation above Budner's mean.

An additional comparison of

this sample's mean with the Fisher Divorce Adjustment
Scale mean revealed that this sample fell .8 standard
deviation above Fisher's mean.

It was noted that Fisher's

reported mean was derived from pretest scores of people
who were just recently separated or divorced.

A final

comparison was, therefore, made between Fisher's mean and
the mean of those people in this study who had been
divorced two months or less.

Results revealed that this

mean fell .4 standard deviation above Fisher's mean.
Predictive/Explanatory Statistics
Hypotheses Testing
Prior to testing Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3, an evaluation
of certain assumptions for the regression model was
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undertaken.

Outliers, or extreme residuals (errors of

prediction) may seriously distort the results of regression analyses (Pedhazur, 1982) . A check of standardized residuals using SPSS-X revealed one case with a
standardized residual value greater than 3.0, and it was
deleted from subsequent analyses, leaving an n of 189.
All other assumptions were met with no need to transform
scores (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1989).
When using ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity as
predictors or independent variables, the purpose was
explanatory.

For this purpose, a forced-entry regression

was employed, with ego-strength, tolerance of ambiguity,
and the product of ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity
as predictors.

The variables of interest, ego-strength

(ES) and tolerance of ambiguity (TOA) and their product ES
X TOA (an interaction term), were entered into the regression equation in the above specified order.

An

obtained F(3, 185) of 40.43 indicated that the regression
of divorce adjustment on the independent variables was
significant (£ < .01).
The research hypotheses were tested by examining the
regression coefficients, both raw and standardized (Beta)
and also calculating the proportion of variance in divorce
adjustment attributable to each of the independent variables.

Results are described below.
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Hypothesis 1.

The hypothesis that ES is related to

divorce adjustment was supported (B = 4.37, Beta = .57,
sr2'= .30) .

A t_ test to determine whether the regression

coefficient differed from zero yielded a t(2, 187) = 9.58,
£ < .01.
An examination of the regression coefficients and
Beta weights in the^regression equation showed that the
regression weight was positive in the predicted direction
for the independent variable, ego-strength.

A two-tailed

t^ test indicated that it was significantly different from
zero.

Since the regression weight was in the predicted

direction and significant for a two-tailed test, it was
obviously significant for a one-tailed test.
Hypothesis 2.

This hypothesis is also supported,

though with somewhat less confidence (B = .63, Beta =
-.12, sr^ = .01).,

The t test for significance of the

regression coefficient produced a t.(2, 187) = -2.08, £ <
.05.
An examination of the regression coefficients and
Beta weights in the regression equation showed that the
regression weight was negative in the predicted direction
for the independent variable, intolerance of ambiguity.

A

two-tailed t_ test indicated that it was significantly
different from zero.

Since the regression weight was in

the predicted direction and significant for a two-tailed
test, it was obviously significant for a one-tailed test.

69
Hypothesis 3.

The hypothesis that ES and TOA would

interact conjointly and show a significant relationship
with divorce adjustment failed to garner support (t[3,
185] = 1.30, £ > .05).
Correlations between the independent variables,
ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity, and the dependent
variable, divorce adjustment, are found in Appendix E.
Note that moderate correlations were found between the
independent variables.

Also, ego-strength had a fairly

strong correlation with the total score, whereas tolerance
of ambiguity did not.
As seen in Table 3, the standardized regression
coefficient. Beta, for TOA is markedly smaller in absolute
value than the Beta weight for ES; hence, it was less
important to the solution than was ego-strength (TOA:
-.12 < ES:

=

.57). Also, the squared semipartial corre-

lation (sr^) of TOA with divorce adjustment was only .01;
by contrast, the sr^ for ES with divorce adjustment was
.30.

The squared semipartial coefficient represents the

drop in total variance accounted for (R^) if the variable
was to be removed from the regression equation.
Exploratory Statistics
Additional demographic variables were entered post
hoc into the regression procedure to determine if the
prediction obtained from the two hypothesized variables
could be improved.

Being nominal variables, these
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TABLE 3
F o r c e d E n t r y R e g r e s s i o n o f Ego S t r e n g t h
a n d T o l e r a n c e o f A m b i g u i t y on T o t a l
S c o r e of Divorce Adjustment

Variables
Ego S t r e n g t h
T o l e r a n c e of Ambiguity
Means
Standard D e v i a t i o n
R2 = .38
Adjusted R^ = .37
R = .62
*£ < . 0 5 .
**£ < . 0 1 .

Total
(DV)

ES

TOA

.603**
-.271**

B
4.37**

-.258

-.63*

381.2

43.1

57.8

62.1

8.1

12.3

Beta

sr-

.571

.30

-.124

.01
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variables were dummy coded to allow entry into the
equation.

A backward elimination multiple regression

(SPSS-X, 1988; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989) was utilized to
find the best set of variables to predict divorce adjustment.

After elimination of all nonsignificant demographic

variables, using an F set of .10, seven variables emerged
as the best set of overall predictors of divorce adjustment as measured by the total score on the FDAS, F(7, 182)
= 27.43, £ < .01.
Table 4 displays the correlations between the predictor variables.

Table 5 depicts the unstandardized re-

gression coefficients (B), the standardized regression
coefficient (Beta), the squared semipartial correlations
(sr^) and R, R^ and adjusted R^ of these variables.

Taken

together, these variables accounted for 49 percent of the
explained variance in the total score (adjusted R^ = .49).
T tests for all the regression coefficients were significant at the .01 and .05 levels.

The strongest single

predictor of the total score was ego-strength, accounting
for 38 percent of the predicted variance in the total
score (B = 4.79, Beta = .62, sr^ = .38).
The spouse as the initiator of divorce emerged as the
next most significant predictor, being negatively related
to the total score (B = -43.66, Beta = -.33, sr^ = .10).
This predictor, coupled with ego-strength, accounted for
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TABLE 5
Backward Elimination Regression of Final Set of
Predictor Variables on Total Score
Predictor Variables

sr^(unique)

B

Beta

4.79**

.627

.380

Spouse as Initiator

43.70**

-.330

.104

Married Twice

17.42*

.121

.014

Divorced 0-2 months

17.17*

-.115

.012

4.56

.101

.009

Divorce Adj. Class

21.89

.100

.009

Clergy

22.15

-.096

.008

Ego Strength

Age 40-49 years

R2 = .51
Adjusted R^ = .49
R = .72
*£ < .05.
**£ < .01.
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all but a small portion of the variance of the total
score.
As seen in Table 5, the five remaining predictor
variables accounted for the remainder of the overall
variance.

Those subjects who were married twice emerged

as the third best predictor (B = 17.42, Beta = .12, sr^ =
.01).

The next best predictor, length of time since

divorce being 0 to 2 months, related negatively to the
overall total score (B = -17.17, Beta = -.115 and sr^ =
.01).

As a matter of interest, a graph was plotted

depicting divorce adjustment as a function of time since
legal divorce.

Results are found in Appendix F.

The last three significant predictors contributed to
the overall variance in the total FDAS score as follows:
those subjects between the ages of 40 to 49 (B = 14.56,
Beta = .101, sr^ = .009), those attending divorce adjustment classes (B = 21.89, Beta = .100, sr^ = .009), and
those who visited clergy for counseling (B = -22.14, Beta
= -.096, and sr^ = .008) .
It should be noted that tolerance of ambiguity was
conspicuously absent from the final set of predictor
variables, so a prediction equation with the two hypothesized predictor variables included with the other predictors was assessed.

It appeared that though tolerance of

ambiguity seemed to have better overall characteristics
than the last five significant predictor variables (B =
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-.397, Beta = -.279, semi-partial = .07), it had the
lowest unique contribution (sr^ = .004) . Though it
correlated highly with the total score (r = -.271), it was
eliminated because of the overlapping variance shared with
the other predictor variables.
FDAS Subscales
Whereas multiple regression predicts the total score
on FDAS, this total score can be decomposed into six
subscales:

Feelings of Self-Worth (FSW), Disentanglement

of Love Relationship (DLR), Symptoms of Grief (SOF),
Feelings of Anger (FOA), Reestablishing Social Trust
(RST), and Social Self-Worth (SSW).

Reliability coeffi-

cients as reported by Fisher (1976) for FDAS subscales are
found in Appendix G.

For exploratory purposes, a canon-

ical correlation was employed to assess the relative
contribution of the individual subscales which comprised
the total score of the FDAS.

In order to give increased

confidence in the total score of the FDAS as a good
criterion variable for prediction, a Cronbach alpha
reliability analysis was employed to determine the internal consistency of the set of subscales.

An alpha coeffi-

cient of .80 was obtained.
As seen in Table 6, the canonical correlation procedure produced two orthogonal pairs of canonical variates.
The first canonical correlation between the independent
variables, ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity, and
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TABLE 6
Canonical Correlation
Canonical Variate Pairs
1
2

Loading Matrix
DVs

FSW
DLR
FOA
SOG
RST
SSW
ES
TOA

IVs

Re, = .703
RC2 = .310

-.896
-.427
-.376
-.905
-.732
-.586
-1.000
.226
Re,2 = .494
RC22 = .093

FSW = F e e l i n g s of
DLR
FOA
SOG
RST
SSW
ES
TOA
DV
IV

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

Self-V7orth

Disentanglement of Love Relationship
Feelings of Anger
Symptoms of Grief
Rebuilding Social Trust
Social Self-Worth
Ego-Strength
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Dependent Variable
Independent Variable

-.365
-.522
-.380
-.025
+.177
-.426
-.033
-.974
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the dependent variables, the individual subscales, revealed Rc^ of .703 and Rc,^ = .494. The second canonical
correlation between the independent variables and the
dependent variables showed a correlation of .310 (Rc^ =
.310, Rc2^ = .093) .
The first canonical variate appeared to be mainly
related to ego-strength, accounting for the majority of
the variance, while the second canonical variate related
to tolerance of ambiguity.

However, the second pair

accounted for less than 10 percent of the total variance.
Thus, following established procedures (Tabachnik &
Fidell, 1989) only the first is interpreted.
Table 6 reveals the three subscales which loaded the
highest with the first canonical variate.

The subscales.

Symptoms of Grief and Feelings of Self-Worth, contributed
the most variance to the total score with a correlation of
-.905 and -.896, respectively.

The next highest subscale

contributing to the total score was Rebuilding Social
Trust, with a correlation of -.732.

Whereas these three

subscales carry the majority of the variance in the
composite score, it appears that they relate more strongly
to ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity than do the
other subscales.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this chapter is to provide the following:

(a) a discussion of the findings and conclusions of

the present research, (b) a discussion of the limitations
of this study, and (c) a discussion of clinical implications of the present study.
Findings and Conclusions
The major goal of this study was to predict and
explain the relationship of ego-strength and tolerance of
ambiguity to divorce adjustment.
the present study were:

The major findings of

(a) both ego-strength and toler-

ance of ambiguity had a significant influence on divorce
adjustment, (b) ego-strength had a much greater relative
relationship to divorce adjustment than did tolerance of
ambiguity, and (c) ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity
were not conjointly related to divorce adjustment.
As stated earlier, the purpose of this study was
twofold.

The first was to explain, as well as possible,

the relationship between ego-strength and tolerance of
ambiguity as it relates to divorce adjustment.

These

variables were chosen because of their theoretical relationship to the construct of divorce adjustment.
78

Second,
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for exploratory purposes, demographic variables were
considered as predictors of divorce adjustment, along with
the hypothesized variables, to determine if the prediction
could be improved.
When the demographic predictors were included in the
regression equation, seven factors emerged as the best set
of overall predictors of divorce adjustment.

As seen in

Table 5, this final set of overall predictors of divorce
adjustment added 15 percent more predictive power to the
regression solution.

These factors, in order of their

relative contribution to divorce adjustment, were:

(a)

ego-strength, (b) spouse as the initiator of divorce, (c)
being married twice, (d) being divorced for two months or
less, (e) being between the ages of 40 to 49, (f) having
attended divorce adjustment classes, and (g) having sought
out clergy for divorce adjustment counseling.

The two

hypothesized variables, ego-strength and tolerance of
ambiguity, will be discussed first, followed by a
discussion of the influence of the demographic predictor
variables.
Hypothesized Variables
Ego-strength.

Results of hypothesis testing revealed

ego-strength as the strongest single predictor of divorce
adjustment.

This finding concurred with the research that

has focused on the personality variables which influence
divorce adjustment (Pett, 1982; Thomas, 1982).

The
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finding was not surprising in light of Symonds' (1951)
definition:
Ego-strength gives an individual the capacity to
take the rebuffs of experience successfully
without becoming submerged by them. As the ego
develops, the individual is able to master new,
dangerous and painful experiences. Ego-strength
enables a person to deal successfully with
calamity, loss, failure, physical incapacity or
even death of loved ones. (p. 131)
The findings of the present study suggest that
persons who are high in ego-strength are able to tolerate
divorce and its emotional consequences better than those
low in ego-strength.

Though ego-strength is a relatively

stable characteristic of the personality, a personal
crisis, such as divorce, can have a negative impact on the
variables that are subsumed as ego-strength.

The adjust-

ment process enables persons with high ego-strength to
establish equilibrium and utilize their strength of ego to
function effectively in their world.
Weiner and Crowder (1986) described those persons who
have good ego-strength as having developed a matrix of
repression that contains most conflicts.

This matrix

allows a few of these conflicts to rise to consciousness
in order to be examined and, subsequently, modified.

They

stated that because repression serves as a reserve for
defensive energy, other defenses are able to be interpreted and exchanged for more healthy ones.
In a similar vein, Symonds (1951) considered the
ability to control impulses as a sign of ego-strength.

He
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defined ego-strength as "efficiency of the ego in regulating impulses and mastering the environment" (p. 121).
In less psychoanalytic terms, persons with a high
amount of ego-strength lead more mature lifestyles.

They

are able to cope with life's frustrations, such as
divorce, in more healthy ways.

Aware of the choices that

need to be made, high ego-strength persons make them
carefully but decisively.

These individuals know their

strengths and limitations and seek to grow and change
through each life experience.
High ego-strength persons have better insight into
their own experiences and actions.

They exhibit healthy

reality testing and better problem-solving skills.

They

are capable of thinking logically and independently and
are able to deal with the feelings that accompany experiences, such as divorce.

These people seek outside help

when needed and are able to wait for personal rewards,
looking toward the long-term goal of self-satisfaction and
happiness as they take one step at a time through life
crises.
Thus, a life crisis, such as divorce, does not seem
as overwhelming for persons with high ego-strength when
compared to their low ego-strength counterparts.

Those

with low ego-strength may not have adequate coping skills
to help assist them through their adjustment process.

As

a result, they may experience the pain of divorce for a
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much longer and more intense amount of tim.e than would
those persons with high ego-strength.

Lowered self-esteem

and self-worth are the consequences of such experiences
and much time and work are needed to move through the
stages of divorce adjustment.
Tolerance of ambiguity.

Tolerance of ambiguity,

though found to be less important in explaining adjustment
to divorce than ego-strength, was found to be a significant contributor.

This may be due, in part, to the

ambiguous nature of divorce.
Budner (1960) defined intolerance of ambiguity as the
tendency to perceive (i.e., interpret) ambiguous situations as sources of threat.

He defined tolerance of

ambiguity as the tendency to perceive ambiguous situations
as non-threatening.

He added that ambiguity arises in

situations characterized by novelty, complexity or insolubility.

When individuals intolerant of ambiguity are

threatened, their responses include repression, denial,
anxiety and discomfort, destructive behaviors, and avoidance behaviors.
Analysis of results in the present study showed that
a high score on the Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale
(Budner, 1960) was negatively related to the overall total
score on the FDAS.

From these results, it would appear

that those individuals who possess a high level of intolerance to ambiguity are threatened by the lack of
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concreteness of the divorce situation.

They, therefore,

impede their movement through the adjustment process by
blocking out this source of threat with the above mentioned responses.
Persons who are high in their tolerance of ambiguity
are able to face their divorce situation and deal constructively with the accompanying problems.

These persons

are more willing to take steps toward recovery; whereas,
those less able to tolerate ambiguity may deny their pain
and confusion.

They may refuse to face the issues objec-

tively and may place blame on their former spouse.

They

resist healthy support from significant others, as well as
other effective methods of coping.

Unable to function in

the gray area of life, these persons may retreat into unhealthy coping behaviors, such as drinking or taking
drugs.

Some m.ay even take the opposite direction and

cling rigidly to strong religious convictions.

Because of

their inability to deal successfully with the divorce
experience, it is likely they may enter into another
marriage without experiencing the necessary stages of
adjustment.

This decision to remarry before adjustment to

divorce has been completed increases their chances of
another failed relationship.
Ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity.

Results of

the hypotheses testing revealed that ego-strength and
tolerance of ambiguity did not interact conjointly to show
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a significant relationship with divorce adjustment.
Analysis showed that the interaction variable was redundant, with ego-strength dominating the interaction.
As expected from a review of the literature, the two
hypothesized variables, ego-strength and tolerance of
ambiguity, were found to be significantly correlated with
one another.

As stated earlier, ego-strength is con-

sidered to be a personality characteristic, while tolerance of ambiguity has been described in this study as a
cognitive style.

Frenkel-Brunswik (1949) described

intolerance of ambiguity, stating, "It is a problem of
reality-adequacy vs. reality-inadequacy which injects a
distinctive cognitive element into the broader sphere of
the problem of ambivalence" (p. 115). She added that if
an individual is reluctant to think in terms of probabilities and prefers to escape into what appears concrete,
that individual is tolerant of ambiguity.
The strong positive correlation between ego-strength
and tolerance of ambiguity supported Brody's (1972)
assumption that cognitive styles were directly related to
an individual's other personality characteristics.

In

discussing the relationship between cognitive styles and
personality variables, Beyerlein (1985) described tolerance of ambiguity as a personality variable, asserting
that personality variables, such as locus of control,
rigidity and tolerance of ambiguity, are occasionally
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treated as cognitive styles and occasionally cognitive
styles, such as authoritarianism and Jungian types, are
treated as personality variables.

He added that the

boundaries are not clear and distinct and perhaps such
variables are on the border between the two domains of
personality and cognitive style.

Personality variables

may influence information processing indirectly.
As noted earlier, ego-strength emerged in the present
study as the strongest predictor of divorce adjustment.
In addition, it had a much larger relative contribution to
divorce adjustment than did tolerance of ambiguity.
Ego-strength accounted for all but a small portion of the
predictable variance (30%) , while tolerance of ambiguity
contributed relatively little to the total score on
divorce adjustment (1%).
Barron (1953) stated that the various aspects of
effective personal functioning are usually subsumed under
the term ego-strength.

The findings of this study concur

with Barron (1953) , suggesting that ego-strength is more
than just characteristic of the personality.

Instead, it

is a personality style, encompassing a variety of traits
necessary for effective personal functioning.

In contrast

to ego-strength, tolerance of ambiguity is merely a single
trait, having much less influence than does ego-strength
on a person's ability to adjust to divorce.
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Demographic Predictors
Spouse as initiator of divorce.

For exploratory

purposes, the present study also sought to identify the
best combination of demographic variables and hypothesized
variables to predict divorce adjustment.

When demographic

variables were considered along with ego-strength and
tolerance of ambiguity, ego-strength was determined to be
the most significant contributor.

Spouse as initiator

emerged as the next highest contributor to divorce adjustment, accounting for 10 percent of the explained variance.
Together, ego-strength and spouse as initiator accounted
for all but a small portion of the explained variance to
divorce adjustment (48%) . The relationship of the spouse
as initiator to divorce adjustment proved to be a negative
one in that those who were non-initiators were less
adjusted to divorce than were those who initiated divorce.
Though research on the effect of initiator status on
divorce adjustment has produced conflicting results, there
is much support for this study's finding.

Goode (1956),

Spanier and Thompson (1983) and Fisher (1978) proposed
that non-initiators experienced greater emotional traum.a
than did initiators.

Spanier and Thompson's (1984) study

supported the present findings.

They stated that non-

initiators had a more difficult time accepting divorce
than did initiators.

They added that non-initiators
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experienced more loneliness and pining for their former
spouse.
Buehler (1987) noted that non-initiators may have
lower feelings of personal control and efficacy than
initiators.

However, Pettit and Bloom (1984) found

initiator status unrelated to locus of control.

Pettit

and Bloom (1984) added that non-initiators reported
greater problems with self-concept than initiators at the
time of separation.

Seligman, Maria and Soloman (cited in

Bondurant, 1977) also found that non-initiators suffered
more from depression than did initiators because they were
not psychologically prepared to cope with life alone.
According to Kitson and Raschke (1981) , and Pettit
and Bloom (1984) , initiators have reported higher levels
of relief and more benefits than non-initiators.

Sells

(1983) found that those women in her study who initiated
divorce were more adjusted than were those who resisted.
The following five demographic variables as predictors added to the overall significance of the regression equation, but contributed little to its predictive
power in the present study.

These variables accounted for

only one percent or less of the explained variance of the
total score of divorce adjustment.

Therefore, their

importance is minimal.
Married twice.

Of the best set of predictor vari-

ables found in the present study, those subjects having
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been married twice emerged as the next highest significant
contributor to divorce adjustment.

This variable account-

ed for one percent of the explained variance to the total
score on divorce adjustment.
This finding suggests that those persons who have
been married once experience more difficulty in adjusting
to divorce than those married twice.

They have not

experienced the growth and personal insight that comes
with a previous divorce and its subsequent adjustment.
Therefore, they are experiencing the emotional upheaval
found to be a part of the adjustment process.
Those married twice have had the benefit of adjustment to their previous divorce.

As a consequence, they

are moving through the present adjustment process more
easily and efficiently than those married once.
Finally, these findings suggest that persons who have
experienced divorce three or more times may be having more
difficulty adjusting to their present divorce than those
persons married only once or those married twice.

They

are painfully aware of the pattern of their behavior and
its consequences.

Apparently, these persons are ques-

tioning their ability to have a successful marriage.
Length of divorce time;

zero to two months.

The

next best predictor of divorce adjustment was determined
to be zero to two months for length of time divorced.

In

the present study, this predictor was negatively related
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to divorce adjustment, though it contributed only one
percent to the explained variance.

Related research

concurred with this study's findings that time since
divorce was as a significant aspect to adjustment (Sells,
1983; Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980; Weiss, 1975).

Related

literature concurred with this study's findings that the
longer time one is separated from their former spouse, the
less distress the divorced person experiences (Bohannon,
1970; Kessler, 1975; Krantzler, 1973; Weiss, 1975;
Wiseman, 1975) .
The first two months after divorce can be seen as the
most traumatic for the divorced individual because healing
has not yet begun.

Persons are suffering acutely as a

result of the death of their marriage and their wounds are
still fresh.

According to Kessler (1975) , persons in the

initial stages of divorce are still in the mourning stage.
During this stage, anger, depression and all other emotions connected with grief are still being experienced.
Ages 40 through 49 years.

The present study found

that persons between the ages of 40 to 49 years was the
next important predictor of divorce adjustment.

This

variable contributed only 0.9 percent of the explained
variance.

The relationship of those persons between the

ages of 40 to 49 years proved to be a positive one.

Those

divorced persons between the ages of 40 and 49 years were
more adjusted to divorce than were those between the ages
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of 21 and 39 years, as well as those ages 50 years and
over.

This finding tends to contradict most related

research.

Pett (1984) and Thomas (1982) did not find age

to be a significant predictor to divorce adjustment.

The

few studies that did find age to be a contributor to
divorce adjustment reported a negative relationship.
According to Kitson and Raschke (1981) and Chiriboga et
al. (1979) , the older an individual is when divorcing, the
more difficult the adjustment.

Jackson (cited in Sells,

1983) stated that there was a disproportionate number of
women over 48 years of age who have difficulty with
divorce.
It would appear from the findings of the present
study that persons between the ages of 40 to 49 years,
unlike their younger counterparts, have gained maturity
through their life experiences.

With this maturity, they

have developed personality characteristics essential for
coping with life crises, such as divorce.

Unlike their

older counterparts, findings suggest that they are still
active socially, utilizing healthy support-seeking behaviors .
Divorce adjustment classes.

The present study

indicated that attendance in divorce adjustment classes
was also a good predictor of divorce adjustment though it
accounted for only 0.9 percent of the explained variance.
This finding concurs with most research on the effects of
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divorce adjustment seminars and workshops.

Most studies

report an increase in adjustment to divorce upon completion of these structured seminars (Fisher, 1975; Salts
& Zongker, 1983; Theissen, 1979; Wentz, 1986).
During the course of the present study, it was found
that many divorce adjustment classes and support groups
are available in the West Texas region.

Besides the

education and guidance that these classes provide, these
groups also provide the opportunity for the development of
new social support systems.

According to the present

study, divorce adjustment classes accounted for more of
the explained variance to the total score on divorce
adjustment than did other types of professional help.
This finding suggests that divorce adjustment classes met
the divorced person's needs more effectively than did
other types of professional help.
Clergy.

Results of the present study also indicated

that persons who visit clergy for counseling is a significant predictor to divorce adjustment.

No studies were

found concerning the effects of clergy on divorce adjustment.

In this study, this predictor was negatively

related to divorce adjustment though it accounted for only
0.8 percent of the explained variance.
A person who is guided by strong religious convictions is more likely to visit clergy for counseling than
to seek aid from other helping professionals.

Strong
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religious convictions may adversely affect the divorce
adjustment process.

For some denominations, divorce is

taught to be unacceptable behavior.

As a result, regard-

less of how the divorced person's priest or pastor views
the divorce experience, the divorced person may feel more
guilt and shame than those with less strong religious
backgrounds.
The relationship found in the present study between
divorce adjustment and visiting clergy for counseling may
also be a result of the initial reason in which the
divorced person entered counseling.

It is possible that

the divorcing person entered into the counseling arrangement before the divorce was final, hoping to reconcile the
marriage.

The ensuing failure may have resulted in

lowered self-esteem and disillusion.
Variables Absent From the
Prediction Equation
Some variables were conspicuous by their absence from
the final set of predictor variables.

Contrary to previ-

ous findings, income (Kitson & Raschke, 1981; Pett, 1984),
custody of children (Wise, 1980) , and education (Propst et
al., 1986) were not found to be significant contributors
to divorce adjustment.

Findings in the present study

concurs with related research that sex and community size
were not found to be important predictors of adjustment to
divorce.
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Subscale of the FDAS
In assessing the relative contribution of the individual subscales that comprised the total score of the
FDAS, three of the subscales were found to have the most
influence on the total score.

The three subscales that

loaded the highest on the total score were Feelings of
Self-Worth (FSW), Symptoms of Grief (SOG), and Rebuilding
Social Trust (RST).

These subscales were found to be

strongly related to ego-s-trength.

This suggests that the

degree to which a divorced person is able to cope effectively with divorce adjustment depends mainly on variables
subsumed to the person's ego-strength (i.e., their feelings of self-worth, their ability to cope with loss and
their ability to trust again and establish new relationships) .
These findings are not surprising in that persons
with high levels of ego-strength should do very well on
these three scales.

According to Fisher (1976), the

Feelings of Self-Worth subscale is a good measure of
self-esteem.

Persons with high ego-strength will have a

better self-concept and, thus, their score will be high on
this particular subscale.
Persons with high ego-strength are more likely to be
capable of dealing with grief and to move successfully
through the grief stages noted by Kubler-Ross (1969) .
These persons, therefore, are likely to score better on
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the Symptoms of Grief subscale than persons with low
ego-strength.

Finally, persons with high ego-strength are

more likely to score high on the Rebuilding Social Trust
subscale.

These high ego-strength persons are apt to be

independent, less vulnerable and more capable of taking
risks in order to develop new relationships.
Clinical Implications
It has been established that divorce is a traumatic
experience that individuals must face before new avenues
for personal satisfaction and happiness can be found.
Adjustment entails a process of moving through the necessary stages that researchers have found to be common to
all divorced people.

In general, these stages include an

initial reaction to the divorce crisis and a transitional
stage in which one's personality and behaviors must be
reoriented.

The last stage is one of dealing successfully

with the past and starting a new life (Salts, 1979).
Some divorced persons move through these stages
successfully without professional help.

Many, though,

find themselves unable to deal with this traumatic experience alone.

In view of the high rate of divorces in this

country, therapists who understand the divorce adjustment
process and the variables that influence this process can
learn successful ways to assist divorced persons through
the stages more effectively and efficiently.
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As seen in the present study, ego-strength was
determined to be a major influence in divorce adjustment.
It is assumed that those individuals with a high amount of
ego-strength are more likely to adjust better to their
divorce, because of their effective coping abilities, than
those who have poor ego-strength.
Therapists will need to determine the level of their
client's ego-strength early in the therapeutic process.
This can be done with the use of a reliable measure of
ego-strength.

This information will allow the therapist

to tailor the therapeutic intervention to the personal
ego-strength needs of the divorced client.
According to Barron (1953), the kinds of personal
crises that brings persons of high ego-strength to therapy
may be more situation linked and less chronic than the
personal difficulties of those with low ego-strength.
With this in mind, therapists are needed who can understand and detect problems that are transitional for the
divorced person as well as problems that are a more stable
part of the divorced client's personality.

While divorce

adjustment therapy for the person with high ego-strength
may be more short term and problem oriented, the divorced
person with low ego-strength may need longer and more
intense therapy.
Adler (1927) believed that one's ego-strength influences one's method of facing problems, one's opinion about
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oneself and the problems of life and one's whole outlook
on life.

Symonds (1951) stated that if the ego is suc-

cessful in dealing with external realities and internal
demands, the individual will experience self-satisfaction
and think highly of himself.

When this happens, the

individual is more likely to demonstrate more effective
coping behaviors.
It is the job of the therapist to provide opportunities in which divorced persons can experience success.
Detecting those persons with low ego-strength can allow
the therapist to begin the ego-strengthening process.
Ego-strengthening includes the process of making clients
aware of their unsuccessful patterns of coping.

Teaching

problem-solving skills and more effective coping responses
can assist divorce clients in engaging in new, more
healthy behavior patterns.
Divorced clients with low ego-strength will need more
structured, supportive therapy than their high egostrength counterparts.

Intense individual therapy can

focus on building self-esteem through the teaching of
self-nurturing skills and appropriate social skills.
After establishing trust and rapport with the
divorced client, the therapist can slowly pace with the
client, beginning with very structured, concrete therapy
sessions, then leading the client toward the experience of
small successes.

These successes could include increased
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self-esteem through the use of self-parenting techniques
and increased ability to control emotions appropriately
through relaxation training.
As the client experiences success through the mastery
of these skills, the therapist can slowly move into more
confrontive modes of therapy and finally into less individualized therapy, such as group therapy, in order for
the client to try out new social behaviors in a safe and
supportive atmosphere.
Therapy with high ego-strength persons will be much
different than therapy with their low ego-strength counterparts.

The divorce experience has impacted negatively

on their ego-strength and it is the job of the therapist
to help in re-establishing equilibrium to their personal
functioning.

For these persons with high ego-strength, a

divorce raises doubts about their self-worth.

They may be

questioning their ability to be loved and whether they
remain attractive to the opposite sex.
In addition, as with their low ego-strength counterparts, divorced persons with high ego-strength may question their ability to sustain healthy, intimate relationships.

The question of trust and whether to risk becoming

involved in another relationship is an important question
at this time in their lives.
Though these high ego-strength persons may need
supportive individual therapy in the initial stages of
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divorce, this approach will quickly move to more confrontive and less structured interventions, such as group
therapy or support groups.

During individual therapy

sessions, the utilization of cognitive behavioral
approaches may be appropriate.

These approach give

insight into how negative thinking influences low selfesteem and ineffective coping behaviors. Cognitivebehavioral approaches will help high ego-strength clients
restructure their negative thinking processes into more
positive thinking.

This will allow for more effective

coping behaviors.
Therapists should be aware of the demographic variables that emerged as good predictors of divorce adjustment in the present study.

Findings of this study

suggested that ego-strength had a much larger relative
contribution to divorce adjustment than did all other
predictor variables.

Contributing relatively little to

divorce adjustment, tolerance of ambiguity was absent from
the final set of predictor variables because of the
overlapping variance shared with the other predictor
variables.
Demographic information can be obtained when the
divorced client initially enters treatment.

Findings

suggest that it would be more economical and expedient for
the therapist to utilize, along with a reliable egostrength scale, the demographic information.

The
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utilization of this added information can determine the
initial direction of therapy as well as the frequency of
sessions.

For example, as seen in this study, the more

recent the divorce, the less the adjustment, thus more
sessions per week may be needed.
Limitations
Results of the present study are limited by the
method in which the subjects were drawn.

Though a random

sample was initially drawn from the public courthouse
records, a low return rate of 12 percent was obtained.

In

order to obtain an adequate ii, subjects were chosen
through agencies in the Lubbock area.

Thus, a representa-

tive sample of the divorced population was not obtained.
Another limitation that exists also relates to the
generalizability of the results.

The probability of

sample bias exists in the present study with regard to
race, gender and education level.

As noted in Chapter

III, subjects for the present study were 91 percent Anglo
and 71 percent female.

In addition, over 77 percent of

the subjects had either some college experience, a college
degree, or a graduate degree.
The present study was correlational in nature;
therefore, cause and effect could not be inferred directly
from the findings.
limitations.

The design of this study also has

The multiple regression design was chosen

due to the nonexperimental nature of the present study.
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Multiple regression has an inherent limitation in that it
capitalizes on chance relationships between the chosen set
of variables.

When looking at the hypothesized variables,

ego-strength and tolerance of ambiguity, it v/ould be
helpful to obtain a second sample to cross validate the
present study.
Implications for Future Research
The present study showed that ego-strength is an
important predictor of divorce adjustment.

With this in

mind, a systematic study should be undertaken to determine
how helping professionals should vary treatment, depending
upon the ego-strength of the divorced client.
Though theorists may have viewed ego-strength as the
central executive function of the personality, some
questions arise that need more systematic study.

Is it an

inherent trait or is it directly modifiable through
experience?

What increases one's ego-strength?

Recent

theorists view ego-strength as the master function of
personality.

Is it modifiable and if so, how?

If ego-

strength is as important as theorists state, what can we
do to nurture it early in a person's development?

What

can the schools do to nurture this master function directly, educationally, as well as therapeutically?

Has there

been a systematic study of parenting styles in relation to
ego-strength?

What kinds of parenting styles foster
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ego-strength?

More research is needed to answer these

questions.
Results of the present study raised questions, that
future research might answer, concerning various approaches to cognitive style and how they might affect divorce
adjustment.

Are the results that were found for tolerance

of ambiguity, in relation to divorce adjustment, indicative of how other approaches to cognitive style may affect
adjustment to divorce?
Furthermore, considering the method in which the
subjects were drawn for the present study, future studies
should attempt to extract a more representative sample of
the divorced population.

In addition, the sample for the

present study was chosen from a narrow geographic area in
the "Bible belt."

It would be interesting to draw samples

from other geographic regions in which people are not as
religiously oriented.

Would a systematic study taken from

other regions produce similar results?
Finally, no studies were found that focused on
specific cultures and their adjustment to divorce.

What

results would a systematic cultural study produce?

The

many questions that are unanswered highlight the need to
continue to examine these areas of study.
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APPENDIX A
LETTER REQUESTING PARTICIPATION
AND CONSENT FORM
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Dear Partlcipdnt,
As you well know from personal experience, divorce is a painful and
confusing tirne. For some of us though, the a<jjustment to divorce appears
easier than for others. Because the divorce rate has increased at such a
rapid rate in the last few years. 1 believe it is important to understand what
personality variables or qualities individuals need in order to adjust more
fully to his or her divorce experience.
You are being asked to complete the following questionnaires because you
have experienced this yery personal trauma. I believe that this information
will add to our understanding of divorce adjustment as well as provide additional Insight into your own adjustment process.
All information obtained from you will be kept completely confidential.
Please note that your name is requested on each page of the questionnaire so
the information about you can be matched. Those of you who agree to participate and provide your names (which as stated above will be kept in the strictest confidence) will receive the following in return for your participation:
a one page summary of the study's findings; a list of available resources
which may help you to further your divorce process including appropriate
agencies and local divorce support groups and other outlets where divorced
persons can meet other single individuals; and a reference list of self-help
books available in local bookstores which have been found to be relevant and
helpful to the divorced person.
You may also choose to be an anonymous participant by not providing your
name. If you choose to remain anonymous, please understand that I will have
no way of sending you the results of the study.
The Consent Form must be signed in order to Incorporate your answers into
the project. As you can see, in following the rules of confidentiality, this
form is not part of the actual packet of questionnaires and will be kept
separate from the completed packet.
1 appreciate your participation and look forward to hearing from you!
Sincerely,

-^.<^u^
Cyndi Rutledge-Drake
Ed.D. Candidate

^v
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CONSENT FORW

This project involves filling out three questionnaires and a personal
data sheet.
I understand that these four questionnaires will be kept in
strictest confidence. If I have any questions concerning this project or the
procedures, I may call the project coordinator, Cyndi Rutledge-Orake at (806)
792-8070. I also understand that I am free to discontinue my participation at
any time.

Signed:

Date:

APPENDIX B
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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Naae

Directions:
1.

Fill in the blank to the left of each Item with your answer.
I am (place your answer in the blank on the left using the scale
below.)
1 • Female
2 - Male

2.

My age (in years) is

3.

1 - 21 to
2 • 30 to
3 - 40 to
4 - 50 to
5 " 60 or
My ethnic
1
2
3
4

4.

•
•
•
•
"

did not complete high school
high school graduate
vocational training and/or attended college
college degree
college graduate degree

I presently live 1n
1
2
3
4
5

6.

Anglo
Hispanic
Black
Other (please specify

My level of education is
1
2
3
4
5

5.

•
•
•

29
39
49
59
above
background 1s

•
•
«
»
•

in
In
In
in
In

a
a
a
a
a

rural area (less than 1,000 population)
community with 1,000-5,000 population
town with 10,000-30,000 population
town with 30,000-50,000 population
city with above 50,000 population

My religious preference Is
1
2
3
4

•
•
•
•

Protestant
Catholic
Jewish
Other (please specify

irv
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7.

I have been legally divorced from this marriage for
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8.

My spouse and I were separated
1
2
3
4
5

9.

less than 3 months
3 to 6 months
7 months to 1 year
13 months to 18 months
19 months to two years
2 years and 1 month to 2i years
2 years and 7 months to 3 years

•
•
•
•
•

less than 6 months before divorce was decreed
6 months to a year before divorce was decreed
13 months to 17 months before divorce was (decreed
18 months to 2 years before divorce was decreed
more than 2 years before divorce decreed

Uho decided to end this marriage?
1 - I did
2 • my spouse did
3 " mutual decision

10.

We had the following number of children from this marriage
1 • none
2 • one
3 • two

4 » three or more
11.

The custody of these children is
1
2
3
4
5

12.

In my custody
in ex-spouses custody
children are separated with split custody
children are of legal age
no children

Our yearly joint income was
1
2
3
4

13.

»
«
«
«
•

-

less than $10,000
$10,000 to $20,000
$21,000 to $30,000
more than $30,000

My present Income Is
1
2
3
4

•
•
>

less than $10,000
$10,000 to $20,000
$21,000 to $30,000
more than $30,000

-2-
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Name

14.

I hdve used these professionals to help adjust to my divorce (mark
mure than one if necessary)
1
2
3
4
5

15.

•
*
•
•
•

none
psychiatrist or psychologist
counselor
minister, priest, or rabbi
Other (please specify

1 have used these professional services to help adjust to my
divorce (mark more than one If necessary)
1
2
3
4

"
"
•
>

none
individual or group therapy
self-help groups
personal growth classes or workshops

5 > divorce adjustment classes
16.

)

I have been married
1 • once
2 - twice
3 • three or more times

•NM

APPENDIX C
MEASUREMENT SCALES
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Name
EGO STRENGTH SCALE (Barron, 1953)
This Inventory consists of numbered statements. Read each statement and
decide whether it is true as applied to you or false as applied to you.
If a statement is true or mostly true as applied to you, circle the T to
the right of that statement. If a statement Is false or not usually true a
applied to you, circle the F to the right of that statemelvt"] If a statemen
does not apply to you or if it is something that you do not know about, do no
circle an answer. But try to give a response to eyery statement.
Re<nember to give your own opinion of yourself.
Make sure your answers are circled clearly and erase completely an
answer you wish to change.
Remember, try to respond to e^ery

statement.

1.

I have a good appetite.

T

2.

I have diarrhea once a month or more.

T

3.

At times I have fits of laughing and crying that
I cannot control.

T

4.

1 find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job.

T

5.

1 have had >^ery peculiar and strange experiences.

T

6.

1 have a cough most of the time.

T

7.

I seldom worry about my health.

T

8.

My sleep Is fitful and disturbed.

T

9.

When I am with people 1 am bothered by hearing ^ery queer things,

T
T

10-.

I am in just as good physical health as most of my friends.

11.

Everything is turning out just like the prophets of the
Bible said it would.

12.

Parts of my body often have feelings like burning, tingling,
crawling, or like "going to sleep."

T

13.

1 am easily downed in an argument.

T

14.

1 do many things which 1 regret afterwards (I regret things
more or more often than others seem to).

T

15.

1 go to church almost eatery week.

T

125
16.

1 have met problems so full of possibilities that I have
been unable to make up my mind about them.

17.

Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite
of what they request, even though I know they are right.

18.

I like collecting flowers or growing house plants.

19.

1 like to cook.

20.

During the past few years I have been well most of the time.

21.

I have never had a fainting spell.

22.

When I get bored I like to stir up some excitement.

23.

My hands have not become clumsy or awkward.

24.

1 feel weak all over much of the time.

25.

I have had no difficulty in keeping my balance in walking.

26.

I like to flirt.

27.

I believe my sins are unpardonable.

28.

I frequently find myself worrying about something.

29.

I like science.

30.

I like to talk about sex.

31.

I get mad easily and then get over it soon.

32.

1 brood a great deal.

33.

1 dream frequently about things that dre best kept to myself.

34.

My way of doing things is apt to be misunderstood by others.

35.

I have had blank spells iVi which my activities were
interrupted and I did not know what was going on around me.

36.

I can be friendly with people who do things which I
consider wrong.

37.

If I were an artist I would like to draw flowers.

38.

When I leave home I do not worry about whether the door
is locked and the windows closed.

39.

At times I hear so well it bothers me.

40.

Often I cross the street in order not to meet someone I see.
-2-
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Name,
41.

1 have strange and peculiar thoughts.

42.

Sometimes I enjoy hurting persons 1 love.

43.

Sometimes some unimportant thought will run through my
mind and bother me for days.

44.

I am not afraid of fire.

45.

I do not like to see women smoke.

46.

When someone says silly or ignorant things about
something I know about, I try to set him right.

47.

I feel unable to tell anyone all about myself.

48.

My plans have frequently seemed so full of difficulties
that I have had to give thetn up.

49.

Twould certainly enjoy beating a crook at his own game.

50.

I have had some ^ery

51.

One or more members of my family is very nervous.

52.

I am attracted by members of the opposite sex.

53.

The man who had most to do with me when I was a child
(such as my father, stepfather, etc.) was very strict with me.

54.

Christ performed miracles such as changing water into wine.

55.

I pray several times e^^ery week.

56.

I feel sympathetic towards people who tend to hang
on to their griefs and troubles.

57.

I am afraid of finding myself in a closet or small closed place,

58.

Dirt frightens or disgusts me.

59.

I think Lincoln was greater than Washington.

60.

In my home we have always had the ordinary necessities
(such as enough food, clothing, etc.).

61.

I am made nervous by certain animals.

62.

My skin seems to be unusually sensitive to touch.

63.

I feel tired a good deal of the time.

•ex

unusual religious experiences.

127
64.

I nf^tr

65.

If I were an artist 1 would like to draw children.

66.

I sometimes feel that I am about to go to pieces.

67.

I have often been frightened in the middle of the night.

68.

I ytery much like horseback riding.

attend a sexy show if I can avoid It.

-4-
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Name

INTOLERANCE OF AMBIGUITY (Budner, 1962)
Directions: Please read each statement carefully and mark your answer by
circling the number to the right that indicates the extent of your agreement
or disagreement with each statement. Use the following scale in marking your
answers.
STRONGLY AGREE
MODERATELY AGREE
SLIGHTLY AGREE
SLIGHTLY DISAGREE
MODERATELY DISAGREE
STRONGLY DISAGREE

•=
«
«
•

+3
+2
+1
-1
-2
-3

STRONGLY +3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3 STRONGLY
DISAGREE
AGREE
(CIR( :LE)

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.

8.
9.

An expert who doesn't come up with a definite
answer probably doesn't know too much.

+3

•2

"H

-I

-2

-3

There Is really no such thing as a problem
that can't be solved.

•3

•2

•1

-I

-2

-3

A good job is one where what is to be done
and how it is to be done are always clear.

•3

+2

•H

-

I

-2

-3

In the long run it is possible to get more
done by tackling small, simple problems
rather than large and complicated ones.

•3

+2

+1

-2

•3

What we are used to is always preferable
to what is unfamiliar.

+3

+2

+1

-2

•3

A person who leads an e v e n , regular life
in which few surprises o r unexpected
happenings a r i s e , really has a lot to
be grateful for.

•3

+2

+1

•2 -3

I like parties where 1 know most o f the
people more than ones where all or most
of the people are complete strangers.

•••3 +2 +1

•2 -3

The sooner w e all acquire similar values
and ideals the better.

• 3 ^2 +1

•2

-3

I would like to live in a foreign country
for awhile.

-^3 +2 -H

-2

-3

•1-
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10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

People who fit their lives to a schedule
probably miss most of the joy of living.

•3

+2

+1

•2

-3

It is more fun to tackle a complicated
problem than to solve a simple one.

•3

+2

+1

-2

-3

Often the most interesting and stimulating
people are those who don't mind being
different and original.

•3

*2

•I

-2

-3

People who insist upon a yes or no answer
Just don't know how complicated things
really are.

•3

+2 -H

-2

-3

Many of our most important decisions are
based upon insufficient information.

+3

+2 -^1

-2

-3

Teachers or supervisors who hand out vague
assignments give a chance for one to show
initiative and originality.

+3

+2

+1

-2

-3

A good teacher is one who makes you wonder
about your way of looking at things.

-^3 +2

-H

•2

-3

130
Name
FISHER DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT SCALE (Fisher, 1978)
STEP 5.

The following statements are feelings and attitudes that people
frequently experience while they are ending a marriage. Read each
statement and decide how frequently the statement applies to your
present feelings and attitudes. Mark your response on your answer
sheet. Please make your marks heavy and black. Erase completely any
answer you wish in change. (PLEASE BEGIN ANSWERING AT STEP 5 ON YOUR
ANSWER SHEET.) Do not leave any statements blank on your answer
sheet. If the statement is not appropriate for you in your present
situation, answer the way you feel you might if that statement were
appropriate.

The five responses to choose from on the answer sheet are:
(1) almost always

(2) usually

(3) sometimes

(4) seldom

(5) almost never

1.

I am comfortable telling people I am separated from my spouse.

2.

1 am physically and emotionally exhausted from morning until night.

3.

I am constantly thinking of my former spouse.

4.

I feel rejected by many of the friends I had when I was married.

5.

I become upset when I think about my former spouse.

6.

I like being the person I am.

7.

I feel like crying because I feel so sad.

8.

I can communicate with my former spouse in a calm and rational manner.

9.

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

10.

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

11.

.1 feel depressed.

12;

I feel emotionally separated from my former spouse.

13.

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

14.

I feel comforUble seeing and talking to my former spouse.

15.

I feel like I am an attractive person.

16.

I feel as though I am in a daze and the world doesn't seem real.
-1-
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(1) almost always

(2) usually

(3) sometimes

(4) seldom

(5) almost never

17.

I find myself doing things just to please my former spouse.

18.

I feel lonely.

19.

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

20.

I have many plans and goals for the future.

21.

I feel I don't have much sex appeal.

22.

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

23.

Joining a singles' group would make me feel I was a loser like them.

24.

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

25.

I find myself making excuses to see and talk to my former spouse.

26.

Because my marriage failed, I must be a failure.

27.

I feel like unloading my feelings of anger and hurt upon my former
spouse.

28.

I feel comfortable being with people.

29.

I have trouble concentrating.

30.

1 think of my former spouse as related to me rather than as a separated
person.

31.

1 feel like an okay person.

32.

I hope my former spouse is feeling as much or more emotional pain then I
am.

33.

I have close friends who know and understand me.

34.

I am unable to control my emotions.

35.

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

36.

I have trouble sleeping.

37.

I easily become angry at my former spouse.

38.

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

39.

Because my marriage ended, I feel there must be something wrong with me.

40.

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

-2-

132
Name
(1) almost always

(2) usually

(3) sometimes

(4) seldom

(5) almost never

41.

I don't want to accept the fact that our marriage is ending.

42.

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

43.

I have given up on my former spouse and I getting back together.

44.

I feel ^ery frightened inside.

45.

It is Important that my family, friends, and associates be on my side
rather than on my former spouse's side.

46.

I feel uncomfortable even thinking about dating.

47.

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

48.

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

49.

I believe if we try, my former spouse and I can save our marriage.

50.

My abdomen feels empty and hollow.

51.

I have feelings of romantic love for my former spouse.

52.

I can make the decisions I need to because I know and trust n^y feelings.

53.

I would like to get even with my former spouse for hurting me.

54.

I avoid people even though 1 want and need friends.

55.

I have really made a mess of my life.

56.

I sigh a lot.

57.

I believe it is best for all concerned to have our marriage end.

58.

I perform my daily*activ1ties in a mechanical and unfeeling manner.

59.

I become upset when I think about my former spouse having a loverelationship with someone else.

60.

I feel capable of facing and dealing with my problems.

61.

I blame my former spouse for the failure of our marriage.

62.

I am afraid of becoming sexually Involved with another person.

63.

1 feel adequate as a fe/male love-partner.

64.

It will only be a matter of time until my former spouse and I get back
together.
-3-
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(1) almost always

(2) usually

(3) sometimes

(4) seldom ^ (5) almost never

65.

I feel detached and removed from activities around me as though I were
watching them on a movie screen.

66.

I would
spouse.

67.

Life is somehow passing me by.

68.

I feel comfortable going by myself to a public place such as a movie.

69.

It is good to feel alive again after having felt numb and emotionally
dead.

70.

I feel I know and understand myself.

71.

I feel emotionally committed to my former spouse.

72.

I want to be with people but I feel emotionally distant from them.

73.

I am the type of person

74.

I am afraid of becoming emotionally close to another love-partner.

75.

Even on the days when I am feeling good, I may suddenly become sad and
start crying.

76.

I can't believe our marriage is ending.

77.

I became upset when I think about my former spouse dating someone else.

78.

I feel I have a normal amount of self-confidence.

79.

People seem to enjoy being with me.

80.

Morally and spiritually, I believe it is wrong for our marriage to end.

81.

I wake up in the morning feeling there is no good reason to get out of
bed.

82.

I find myself daydreaming about all the good times 1 had with my former
spouse.

83.

People want to have a love-relationship with me because I feel like a
lovable person.

84.

I want to hurt my former spouse be letting him/her know how much I hurt
emotionally.

85.

I feel comfortable going to social events even though I am single.

like to continue

having a sexual

relationship with my

former

I would like to have for a friend.

•4-
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Name
(1) almost always

(2) usually

(3) sometimes

(4) seldom

(5) almost never

86.

I feel guilty about my marriage ending.

87.

I feel emotionally insecure.

88.

1 feel uncomfortable even thinking about having a sexual relationship.

89.

I feel emotionally weak and helpless.

90.

I think about ending my life with suicide.

91.

I understand the reasons why our marriage did not work out.

92.

I feel comfortable having my friends know our marriage has ended.

93.

I am angry about the things my former spouse has done.

94.

1 feel like I am going crazy.

95.

1 am unable to perform sexually.

96.

1 feel as though I am the only single person in a couples-only society.

97.

I feel like a single person rather than a married person.

98.

1 feel my friends look at me unstable now that I'm separated.

99.

I daydream about being with and talking to my former spouse.

100. I need to improve my feelings of self-worth about being a wo/man.

APPENDIX D
REMINDER CARD
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Dear
Thank you for your participation in
my research project on divorce adjustment.
It would be a great help if you would drop
the packet in the mail as soon as you have
completed it as my deadline is approaching.
Your input in this study is greatly needed
and valued. I'm looking forward to hearing
fron you and as mentioned earlier, I will
send you the results, etc., as soon as the
study is completed.
Thank you again,

APPENDIX E
ZERO ORDER CORRELATION BETWEEN EGOSTRENGTH, INTOLERANCE OF AMBIGUITY
AND THE TOTAL SCALE
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TABLE 7
Zero Order Correlation Between Ego-Strength,
Intolerance of Ambiguity and the
Total Score
Total

ES

Total
ES
lOA
*£ <
**£ <
ES
lOA
TOTAL

.604**
-.273*

-.263

.05
.01
= Ego-Strength
= Intolerance of Ambiguity
= Total score of Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale

lOA

APPENDIX F
MEAN SCORES ON FISHER DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT
SCALE BY LENGTH OF TIME SINCE DIVORCE
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415
410
405
400
395
390
ui

S 385
Q)

380
375
370
365
360
3
Time
Length of Time Since Divorce

Means

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

362
382
381
390
371
412

2 months or less
3 to 6 months
7 to 12 months
13 to 18 months
19 to 30 months
31 to 36 months

Figure 1.

0
0
0
0
0
0

Mean Scores on Fisher Divorce Adjustment Scale
by Length of Time Since Divorce.

APPENDIX G
CORRELATIONS OF FISHER SUBSCALES
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