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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to investigate the
ship between pre—divorce family cohesion level and
divorce édjustment. It was suggested that divorced

duals with moderate cohesion scores will be better

relation-
post -
indivi-

adjusted

and will evaluate their current lives more positively than

those with high or low cohesion scores.

- The subjects were 40 divorced females, ages between

27-46, Pre~divorce family cohesion was measured by

FACES 11

and post-divorce adjustment was measured both by an adjust-

mentvscale and by the Semantic Differential Scale.

In gene-

ral, the results did not indicate a significant difference

among the different levels of cohesion in terms of

post -

‘divorce adjustment. Only one variable, "psychosomatic comp-
J y v P

laints at the time of divorce,"

in the predicted direction.

showed a significant relation



I. INTRODUCTION

Divorcevis one of the most stress producing events
that adults can experience (Pais and White,;, 1979). Divorced
persons are found to be consistently overrepresented among
tﬁe mentally ill, suicides, criminals; have higher levels of
‘alcohol consumption, demonstrate excess vulnerability to
accidents.and have higher physicall illness and death rates
than comparable married peoplé (Bloom et al., 1978). This 1is
the reason Why; the phenomenon of divorce is receiving in-
creasing attention as a streés inducing life crisis and it 1is
of ?aramount imbortaﬁce to identify the factors that are

correlated with adjustment to it.

There are many factors which moét likely contribute to
the difficulties people have in facing‘the adjustment process
‘after divorce. Some say that there is emotional stress
accompanying divorce which is related to stigma, age, reli-
gion, length of time one anticipates the divorce, which
partner initiated the divorce, the attitudes of friends and
relatives. Other factors which have been cited include

difficulties in accepting the reality of 1life change, the



loss of the attachment figure, the change of socialvrole,
feelings such as shame, guilt and failure and problems in
making new plans for the future. These are all issues arising
out of focusing on the individual undergoing divorce. What is
overlooked within these various individual perspectives on
divorce adjustment 1is the notion.that it may be affected by
the preexisting maritai structure., This study arose out of an
attempt to discover if post—-divorce adjustment is associated
with a specific dimension of family interaction: family

cohesion.

Cohesiveness refers to the intensity of the emotional
ties among family members (Olson et al., 1979). High fémily
cohesion,.called enmeshment, 1s a situation where there is a
clinging dependence and limited autonomy between the spouses.
Low family cohesion, called disengagement,_ié a situation
where there is a lot of distance and independence between the
sﬁouses. Most experts agree that the optimum level of cohesion
lies about the middle level; wﬁere the spouses are éble to
experience balanced attachment and commitment towards each
other; where they can deal more effectively with situatioﬁal

stress and developmental change (Olson et al., 1979).

It would seem reasonable to expect that the pre-
existing cohesion level of families will play a role in their

post-divorce adjustments,

Moving from this view, we will first discuss the



theories that explain divorce, them we shall define adjust-
ment and discuss the factors that affect it and finally review

the literature on family cohesion.

A, THEORIES ABOUT DIVORCE

There are three theories by the help of which we can
explain divorce. They are the Crisis Theotry, the Exchange

Theory and the General Systems Theory.

1- CRISIS THEORY

Wiseman's theorj of divorce does not emphasize the
causes ofjdiﬁofce but ratﬁer-Views_divorce as a process. It
is a process that starts with a decision to end the marriage,
takes the divorcing couple through separation and legal acfion'
énd ends wiﬁh'the resolutipn they may come to about their
mutual relationship, their children and the rest of the world

(Wiseman, 1975).

The process of crisis resoiution, as described by
Rapoport (1965), begins Withian upset in a steady state. If
hébituai problem—~solving mechanisms are not adéquate to
return the system to its previous equilibrium, the situation
is perceived as a'crisis. Tﬁe problem can be perceived as a
threat, as a loss or as a challenge; in each situation, the
response will differ in terms of the peréeﬁtion. Thus, a

threat to basic needs or integrity will lead to a response of



anxiety; a loss will lead to a response of depression; and

a challenge will lead to the mobilization of new modes of
problem-solving. It is evident that divorce contains elements
that may elicit‘ail three types of responses;<these responses
evidence themselves progressively as the peréon involved in
the crisis moves from petrception of the unresolved marital
situation through the decision to divorce, to the resolution
of the situation in a new role and life-style., The divorce

process may thus be seen as one of both grief and growth

(Wiseman, 1975).

The process of divorce is viewed by Wiseman as a
series of .five overlapping stages: denial, loss and depres-
sion, anger and ambivalence, reorientation of life-style and

identity, and finally, acceptance and integration.

1- The Stage of Denial has also been called the stage

of "emotional divorce" (Despert, 1953) or an "empty shell"
marriage (Goode, 1961); where each partner retrieves the
hopes, dreams, plans and expectations that was invested in
this spouse and in this marriage. This stage can also be
viewed as the presence of a marital homeostasis that 1is not
adequate to cope with more than the minimum of life stresses.
At this stage, héavy Qse is made of denial in order to keep
the relationship going; spouses are both aware of their
difficulties imn the mafriage but use an external ratiomnale
(such as finances or the children) to keep themselves from

considering divorce. Many marriages exist in this manner



indefinitely, until some stress which can not be accomodated

throws the relationship out of balance.

2—- The Stage of Loss and Depression starts when the
spouses, with tﬁe occurence of streés, realize that being
together is a problem. Overt expressions of depression,
psychosomatic complaints, fatique, a series of minor accidents
etc. are common at this stage. The reaction is as to a loss;
oufright grief, feeliﬁgé of depression and isolation, and an
inability to communicate. If the couple can not discuss

divorce openly; feelings of isolation are further intensified.

3- AtrThe Stége of Anger and Ambivalence, the depres-
sion 1lifts and anger sets in. At this point spouses begin
talking about éustody, child support, division of property,
financial matters, visitation fights and other legal issues;b
over which they argue., Feelings of overt anger toward the
spouse often alternate wifh intense émbivalence about the
‘idea of ending the marriagerand, often at this stage, couples
ask themselves if théy have done enough to save the marriage,

and they may even try a last attempt at marriage counseling.

4~ At the Stage of Reorientation of Life-Style and

Identity spouses stop looking back in anger and start to
focus more on preéént and futﬁre planning. The idea of being
divorced is now reality; ways of coping with it must be
found. In this phase of crisis résolutioﬁ,.there is the

possibility of regressing to a less adequate level of func-



tioning as well as improving to better ways., The issue of
"who am I?" is also emphasized, as roles suddenly shift.

Therapeutic and social support can be significantly useful at

this stage.

5- The final Stage of Acceptance and New Levels of

Functioning is a stage in which spouses begin feeling as a

socially, sexually and vocationally adequate person. Feelings
of depression and aﬁxiety begin to abate, feelings of anger
toward the spouse diminish. Each spouse sees his (or her)
ex-spouse and terminated’marriage as they really are. This
acceptance is an important part of the resolution of the
divorce process; it enables the individual té establish new
relationships with the former spouse and also to see fhat the
marriage had some value in its own time and place (Wiseman,

1975).

2- EXCHANGE THEORY

Exchange theorists (e.g., Thibaut and Kelley, 1959)
assert that one evaluates one's current reward level by
comparing it with feasible alternatives. From this perspec-
tive, divorce is likely when the rewards for maintaining a
relétionship are lower and costs are higher than those

available in another relationship or in living alone.

While exchange theory 1is commoniy used as a theoretical

explanation, there have been few empirical tests of the



utility of the model. When used, such efforts have focused
more on structural variables such as income, age, presence or
absence of children, and employment of the wife rather than

the evaluation of intrapsychic phenomena (Levinger, 1979).

The Behavioral/Social Exchange Model, on the other
hand, defines a normal fémily in a functional sense (Walsh,
1982). According to this model, behavior is not inherently
good or bad, or even hofmal or sick; rather, it is a vehicle
for achieviﬁg relatioﬁship outcomes in regard to intimacy
and distance. in well—functioning families, participants
exchange benefits that outweigh costs. Since family relation-
ships involve behavioral exchange over a wide range of possi-
bilities, there are many opportunities for rewarding_exchanges

likely to maintain the relatiomship (Walsh, 1982).

Relationship failure is expl#ined by deficilent reward
exchanges. Relationships may become distressed due to commu-
nication deficits; when there is a discrepancy between the
intended communication and the impact of the message on the
reéeiﬁer. The Concept of reciprocity is important; short term
reciprocity is thought to be characteristic of distressed
relationships, while long term exchanges tend to characterize

more functional relationships (Walsh, 1982, p.17-18).

3~ GENERAL SYSTEMS THEORY

Within the General Systems Theory paradigm (Bertalanffy,



1968), a family is viewed as a system. The members of a
family are components of the system, Qﬁile their attributes
are the properties., The members and their relationships are
what hold the system together. Since every ﬁart of the system
is connected to its member parts, a change in one part

causes a change in the,tofal system, In other words, the

members of a family are interdependent.

Family systems also self-regulate themselves; in other
words, any change that touches the system is modified by the
system via the mechanism of feedback. Stability and equilib-

rium is maintained through feedback among members.

The famiiy system is non-summative in that the total
system shows a uﬁitary complexity and stylé that can not be
explained by éimply summing ﬁp the attributes of its indivi-
dual mémbers. The family system is made up of subsystems
Whichbare defined by boundaries. Boundaries are rules that
define who participates in what subsystem.and how (Minuéhin,

1974).

In terms of General Systems Theory, divorce is a
crisis which results in change. The post-divorce family
system still involves the same members; it is only their
attributes and reiationships that change, It is still a family
system, but a different one, Every‘member of the post-divorce
family system is still related to his or;ﬁer fellow members

in such a way that a change in one will cause a change in the



total system. Thus, divorced spouses continue to be inter-—
dependent and to have impact on one ano£her; especially due

to child rearing functioms. Despite the structural changes,
tasks facing the post-divorce family remain,the same as those
of the married omne. Changes that occur in the system generally
focus around a redicision of labor (who will do what tasks)
and new methods of organization (how tasks will be’accomplish—

ed) (Goldsmith, 1980).

With divorce, the family system goes into a state of
marked disequilibrium. The roles and their relationships go
through a transitional period of instability and it‘may take
sevefal years to develop a stable family system (Goldsmith,

1980).

Restoring equilibrium may have either positive or
negative consequences for the family. It may be an excuse for
the development of maladaptive symptoms or may enable the
members to experience personal‘growth in a way that is not

available to married couples.

Often, through remarriage, new family members might
be added to the post-divorce family. According to General
Systems Theory, this addition does not change the basic con-
ceptualization of fhe family as a continuing system; but
rather makes the step-parent family a subsystem of the

original post-divorce family system (Goldsmith, 1980).



B. CAUSES OF DIVORCE

Several studies report relationship between certain
sociological and psychological variables and divorce. Before
we review the issues related to divorce adjustment, let us

first study these variables that have been found to be asso-

ciated with divorce.

In terms of éccupational status; high status occupa-
tional groups have lower divorce rates than lower status
occupational groups (Norton and Glick, 1979) but within
occupational groups, there are also differences. Rosow and
Rose (1972) report variations in divorce rates among profes-—
sional occupations. Of 12 prdfessional occupations they have
examined, the rates were highest for authors followed by
social scientists, architects, college faculty, 1awyers'and
judges,‘engineers, chemists, editors and reporters, account-
ants énd auditors, dentists, physicians and natural scient-
ists who had the lowest rates. Even within occupatiomal
groups, Rosow and Rose found that physicians in specialities
with more patient contact at more irregular hours were more
likely to divorqg. Generalizing from these findings, it may
be possible to say that the likelihood of divorced will vary
directly.with occﬁpational stress. Levinger (1965), on the
other hand, hypothesizes that irregular work hours which
disrupt home life or occupations that bring individuals into
greater contact with the members of the opposite sex are more

likely to lead to divorce.



Another sociological factor related to divorce is
emplojment status. A likelihood of divérce is greater in
households where the husband 1is periodically unemployed
(Coomb and Zuméta, 1970). It would appear that it is_ not
simply unemployment which 1eads‘t§vdivorce, but rather that
unemployment underlipes.other problems in the family. Since
not all families with unemployed males break up, Scanzoni
(1968) and Goode (1956) suggest that the answer lies in the
different meanings which husbands and wives place on being
employed and the type or level of employment., Scanzoni found
that, compared with still marfied women, divorcing women were
more dissatisfied with their husbands' occupational achieve-
ment, whatever it was. He also found that the meaning of work
is more likely to différ when fhe husband and wife come from

different family backgrounds.

Several researchers have found that marital dissatis-
faction and divorce are more likely when husbands and wives
“come from different social backgrounds (Bumpass and Sweet,

1972; Goode, 1956; Levinger, 1965).

Others have studied the effectVOf income on divorce.
Cutright (1971) féund that 1income was the most powerful
‘predictor of instability and that those with lower incomes
were substantially more 1iké1y to divorce. Rose and Sarohill
(1975), on the other hand, report that level of family income
does not predictbmarital instability but that unemployment

and lower than usual income do. Cherlin (1970) reports that



it is the instability of the income, not its amount, that is

a predictor of divorce.

Glick and Norton (1979) have found that women employed
outside the home are more likely to be divorced than those
who are not; but the direction of éausality is unclear;
Scanzoni (1968) found that employed women in intact families
reported approval and support of their husbands for their
employment, while those who were divorced did not. Couples
who divorce may have different views of marital roles than do
those Who remain married; or the wife's employment outside
the home may be a symptom of other family conflicts. It may
also be that women who ére employed can afford to think about
divorce since they can support themselves withouf a spouse.
Or it may. be that divorced women may have to work to make the

ends meet.

Another factor which is tied to divorce is age.
According to some, age at first marriage is inversely related
to divorce. Couples who marry in their teens are twice as
likely to divorce as those who marry in their 20s (Glick and
Norton, 1979). Some others (Bauman, 1967; Glick and Norton,
1979) report that marriages are also somewhat less stable for
women who marry in ‘their 30s. Although a number of egplana—
tions have been advanced to acﬁount for these findings, the
reasons for this relationship are still unclear. It has been
suggested that those who marry at a youngér age do not have

the emotional, educational, or economic resources to make a



success of marriage. Those who marry at- a later age may dis-
solve their marriages more readily because they have economic
and educational resources and previous experience living in-
dependently so as to be able to live separately if the

relationship does not work.

Premarital pregnancy has also been shown to be corre-
lated with divorce (Coombs and Zumeta, 1970). Whiie, as we
have indicated above,idivorce is inversely associated with
age at marriage, when controls have been introduced for age,
premarital pregnancy continues to have a small effect (Bum-
:pass and Sweet, 1972). Furstenberg's (1976) analysis suggests
that lack of preparation for marriage, truncated courtship
patterns, and economic problems are the most compelling fac-

tors influencing marital stability.

A number of studies have reported a small but con-—
sistent relationship for the intergenerational transmission
of marital stability (Bumpass and Sweet, 1972; Mueller and
Pope, 1976). Various éxplénations have been advanced for this
finding: that the personality problems and characteristics of
the divorced parents produce similar problems in their
children leading to further marital instability; that the
reduced family incéme and downward mobility often associated
with divorce reduces the kinds of choices available; that the
predivorce conflict and the post-divorce bfoken home produce
inappropriate sex role learning, which in turn, reduces the

likelihood of a successful marriage. Mueller and Pope (1976)



say that parental marital instability leads to high risk mate
selection. They found that children of ﬁivorce are more
likely to marry at younger ages, be pregnant at marfiage and
marry husbands with lower status occupations.vThis happens,

they say, because of lack of adequate parental supervision.

So far, a numbervof causes of divorce have been dis-—
cussed. Another meaning of the term "cause" (as applied to
divorce) is why the couple decided to split up. Determining
the real cause(s) of a marital breakdbwn is not very easy.
Most of the time, the perceptions of the two partners are
very different, as if they are talking about different

marriages!

Weiss calls these perceptions "accounts'". Accounts are
histories of the breakdown-with a Beginning, a middle and an
end. Each partner'; account of the breakdown is usually dif-
fereﬁt. Levinger (1966) reports that women and men have dif-
ferent reasons for breaking a marriage. Women usually complaiﬁ
of physical and verbal abuse, financial problems, mental
cruelty, drinking, neglect of home and children and lack of
love; while husbands are more likely to complain of in-law

troubles or sexual incompatability.

C. DIVORCE IN TURKEY

The literature on divorce in Turkey is very limited.

The only one the writer of this study found was that of Ned



Levine. Before presenting a summary of that study, let us

first review some divorce statistics published by the Prime

Ministry State Institute of Statistics (1983).

Some trends of the divorced population in Turkey,

according to the above mentioned source, are as follows:

1- When the divorce rate in Turkey is compared with
that of some other countries, it can be observed that the

divorce rate in Turkey is very low (see table below).

Divorce Rate

Countries (per 1000)
" U.S.A. ' 5.30 1981
U.S.S.R. N 3.48 1981
Federal Republic of Germany 1,56 1980
‘England : 3.01 1980
Egypt 1.97 1977
Sweden 2.42 1981
Finland , 1.98 1980
Canada _ 2.59 1980
Austria 1.79 1981
Bulgaria 1.48 1980
Switzerland 1.65 1980
Japan 1.31 -1981
Yugoslavia 1.00 1980
France " 1,59 1979
Israel 1.16 1981
Iran | 7.90 1977
Syria : | 5.80 1979
Greece ‘ 6.90 1980
Turkey .3.80 1983

Source: Demographic Yearbook, 1931.



2- The most important ground for divorce is incompati-
bility, and this becomes more pronounced every year. The
second and third important reasons aré adultery and desertion.
88 % of divorces are granted on grounds of inéompatibility;

~adultery and desertion account for 3 % and 6 % each.

3- Almost half of the divorces occur in childless
couples, 25 7 occurs in one-child families, 15 % occurs in
two-children families, 6 % occurs in three—children families,
5 % occurs in four-children families; which might indicate

that children help the continuity of a marriage.

4- Almost half of the divorced male population are in
the 25-34 and the female population are in the 20-29 age
groups. Almost 50 7Z of all divorces occur in the first 5 years

of marriage.

5- The majority of the divorced population lives in

the cities.

Unfortunately, the statistical data related to occupa-
tional groups was not sufficient to reflect divorce trends in

terms of occupation,

Levine, in his study "Social Change and Family Crisis -
The Nature of Turkiéh Divorce'", investigates the nature of
divorce in Turkey from the point of view of social change. He
considers divorce a barometer of social change and says that

divorce in Turkey is encouraged by the interaction of four

social conditions:



1- Changes in fertility and mortality, 2- alternative
social roles for women, 3- economic vulnerability and,

4~ opportunities for separating households.

In terms of geographical distribution, Levine has
found that divorce is much higher in the urban population of
Turkey than in rural aréas. He has also found that the more
developed the area is, the higher the rate of divorce
becomes. Since the"WEStern'part of the country is more
developed than the eést, divorcé rates seem to rise consist-
ently from east to west and provinces with higher divorce
rates seem to be the ones that have higher income levels.
_Apart from the level of development, Levine has found thét
divofce is associated with changes in women's roles. As women
change their "traditional" roles and become more "modern",
they beéin to see the altermative sex roles that emphasize
equality and increasing public participation. This seems to

cause conflict in the family.

As a third characteristic associated with the distri-
bution of divorce, Levine says that divorce is higher where
thére is developed agriculture rather than where there is
industrializatién. The reason for this is that agriculture
develops through mechanization, which means large numbers of
people are left without jobs énd are forced to search
employment in the urban areas. When people leave their commu-
nities and migrate to urban areas and as;external societal

values are brought in from the outside; they clash with the



already existing values and roles; thus preparing grounds for

all klnds of” COnfllCt N\

According to Lévine its these people that are caught in
the middle of this transition and material conflict that are
subject to most stress. They are not the most "moderan", nor
the most "ﬁraditional";'they are not the "literate" nor the
"jllilerate". These are the people who have either been forced

to change against their will or have tried to change but have

been unsuccessful.

In short, the highest divorce rates are in the more
developed provinces, especially in those with developed agri-
culture and the people who are most likely to divorce are
those who are the barely educated and who are economically

vulnerable; in other words, the urban poor.

Finally, since the Turkish family is patriarchal and
authoritarian; Levine views divorce as a liberating act, as

an act of emancipation on the part of the female.

D. DIVORCE AND EMOTIONAL STRESS

The helping professions have historically viewed
divorced people as pathological and psychologically maladjusted
(Bergler, 1948 ; Fisher, 1973; Jacobson, 1973). Here is some
evidence that a certain degree of emotional stress is present

in people who divorce.



Gove (1972) in a review of.ll studies using samples
from psychiatric inpatients, outpatients and records from
mental institutions reported that the rate of mental illness
for divorced‘men was over five times higher than the rate for
married men and nearly three times higher for divorced women
than for married women. Furthermore, in a review of studies
on suicide using both psychiatric and non-psychiatric sub-
jects, he reported that suicide rates were nearly 4.5 times
higher for divorced men than for married men, and 3.2 times

higher for divorced women than for married women.

Using again nqnpsychiatric and psychiatric subjects,
Carter and Glick (1970) presented evidence that when compared
with othgr marital status groups; divorced men and women have
uniformly higher rates of violence, accidental falls, homi-
cide, accidentai fires or explosions, pneunomia, tuberculosis

and cirrhosis of the liver.

Briscoe, Smith, Robins, Marter and Gaskin (1973) did
ah extensive study on psychiatric illness and fhe divorced.
Their results indicated that divorced females were signifi-
cantly more 1ike1y to have a psychiatric "disease" than were
married controls. Psychiatric illness was also more fréquent

among divorced men; 68% compared to 34% of the married men.

Loeb (1966) tested the hypothesis that people who
divorce possess personality traits which may predispose them

to marital disruption. Though she did not get overall signifi-



cant statistical differences, she did get significantly
higher scores on the Psychopathic Deviant (Pd) of the MMPI

scale, for the divorced group, than fér the married group.

Goode (1956) in his pioneer study of 425 divorced
urban mothers, concluded that three-fifths of the subjects
appeared to show various kinds of personal disorganization
during marital dissolution; difficulty in sleeping, pdorer
health, feelings of loneliness, low work efficiency, memory

difficulties, and increased smoking and drinking.

McMurray (1970) analyzed‘the driving records of 410
persons who were either suing or We%e being sued for divorce
in Washington during 1966-1967. She found that persons in-
volved in divorce proceedings had from 437 to 827% more
accidents, and from 78% to 195% more violationms than average
drivers. The time of greatest accident and violation involve-
ment was the three month period immediately following ﬁhe

filing of a divorce petition.

Bloom (1975) found that men from broken marriages were
nine times more likely to be admitted to psychiatric hospi-
tals for the first time than men from intact homes. For

divorced women, there was a threefold increase.

Although most people believe that those who divorce
are psychologically less fit than those who don't; it may be
that it's the healthier people who are able to break from

their spouses when the marriage is an unsatisfactory one.



Also the fact that all these people have been interviewed
after they have been divorcéd brings up the question of
whether they were already disturbed before the divorce and
tﬁerefore could not function adequately.in the marriage . It's
only with the help of longitudinal data that one can really "
determine the cause and effect relationship between divorce

‘and mental health,

E. FACTORS RELATED TO POST-DIVORCE ADJUSTMENT

How can we define good post—-divorce adjustment? While
some people think that good.post-divorcé adjustment to
divorce is remarriage; a more proper definition might be the
ability to develop a self-concept for oneself that is not
connected to the status of being married or to the former
spouse and'an ability to function adequately in facing the
responsibilities of daily life, in other words family, job

and social life.

‘According to a review of the literature on post-divorce
adjustment by Berman and Turk (1981), the problems and
stresses encountered by the divorced fall into 3 major cate-
gories: pragmatic concerns, interpersocnal and social problems

and family related stresses.

In terms of pragmatic issues it has been found that
both men and women encounter problems in - such areas as home

maintenance, household organization and finances (Hethering-



et al., 1976; Goode, 1956; Brandwein et al.,, 1974). Divorced
people seem to express a general feeling of being over-

whelmed, of not having enough time to do things, and of not

knowing what to do and how to do it.

In terms of inte;personal and social aSpecfs, Raschke
(1979) has found that social supports help to make the
fransition from being married to being divorced easier. The
crucial factor appears to be the availability of some type
of support. Spanier (1979) identified friends aé making the
difference whereas Raschke proposed the church as possibly
being conducive to a-less stressful divorce experience. Thus,
according to Spanier and Raschke, having someone important to
the individual appears to be an importént factor associatéd

with postdivorce adjustment.

Goode (1956) on the other hand, reports that although
old friends are supportive and helpful in the beginning, they
soon place themselves at a distance. This; according to Goode,
happens as a result of conflicting loyalties to the two former

spouses.

Brandwein et al., (1974) and Miller (1970) have found "
that ambi%alance regarding the divorce, sexual attraction to
the divorced person, stereotypes‘of a divorced woman‘and a
fear in couples that fhe same thing will happen to them are
common attitudes that develop among the friends of the divor—

ced person. Parallel to this change of attitudes, divorced



individuals themselves also go through some change in
attitudes and feelings regarding interpersonal involvements.
The fear of ggtting involved in another long-term relation-
ship and a sense of vulnerability influence their 1e§e1 of
social activity, which in turn, effects their post—-divorce

adjustment (Bohannon, 1970; Brown, 1976; Weiss, 1975).

Family interactions is the third problem area that
contributes to postdivorce distress. The tense and negative
kind of contact between the spouses before, during and after
the divorce often hinders effective adaptation (Hetherington
et al,, 1976; Weiss, 1975, 1976)., Even routine child rearing
practices can become disrupted dufing divorce. Problems of
this kind usually are magnified whén children, especially
male children become less compliant with the custodial ﬁarent

(Hetherington et al., 1976; Mendes, 1976).

Berman and Turkb(l981) also say that the individual's
emotional reactions to the divorce and to the life after it
is a central component of the post-divorce adjustment process.
Following the divorce, both men and women experience similar
patterns of personal and emotional problems. During the
first year following divorce, both men and women report low
self-esteemn, confusion concerning social and sexual roles,
and feelings of anger, anxiefy, ambivalence and depression.
Men report a lack of both structure and coherent personal
identity, feelings of rootlessness and qﬁilt (Hetherington

et al., 1976; Mendes, 1976). Women report feeling unattrac-



tive, helpless, both personally and socially incompetent

(Hetherington et al.,, 1977).

Other variables that have been found to be associated
with post-divorce adjustment are the following: timing of
family events, family composition, family economic and

occupational position, sex role attitudes and gender.

The two timing variables that have received the
greatest attention in adjustment to divorce are length of
marriage and length of separation. Goode's (1956) research
on women showed that longer marital durations were associated
with greater trauma in the post-divorce périod. Whereas
Barringer's (1973) and Raschke's (1974) studies of men and
women showed no relationship between marital duration and
di&orce adjustment. The stress and trauma has been found to
decrease as the length of time separated from spouse in-
creases (Barringer, 1973; Goode, 1956, Raschke, 1974). Raschke
(1974) found the relationship between length of separation and

trauma to be much Stronger for males than for females.

In terms of the-relationship between children and
divorce adjustment (in other words, in terms of family compo-
sition), Goode's (1956) study of womgn and Pearlin and John-
son's (1977) study on men and women showed an inverse rela-
tionship between the number of children apd_adjustment. Goode
found that this relationship only held for families with two

or more children. In addition, Pearlinand Johnson found that



the presence of young children lessened chances for good
adjustment; while Goode's findings indicated that older
children detracted from adjustment., Hetherington et al.,
(1978).re§ort that separation from children contributes to
the stress experienced by divorced males. Westman and Cline
(1973)‘argue that the legal aspects of divorce are complicated
by the presence of chiidren. In contrast, Raschke's (1974)
research findings indicate that both men and women with
greater numbers of children experienced less trauma after
divorce. When a more comprehensive scale was used, Raschke
found that the positive relationship between numberbof |
children only held for men and that females with greatef
numbers of children were less active socially and this was

found to detract from good adjustment (1974).

In relation to family economic and occupational posi-
tion, in one of the first studies of adjustment to divorce,
Waller (1930) found economic independence to be an important
factor in readjustment. He also observed that economic dif-
ficulties often pushed women into unsuitable second marriages.
Goode's (1956) study revealed that steadiness of income was

an important factor for the divorced mother's feelings of

security and adjustment.

Raschke (1974) found that female divorcees who were
economically independent experienced lower stress and easier
transitions into the divorced status., Other research has

shown that economic resources play an important role in the



divorce adjustment of both men and women (Pearlin and Johnson, -

1977; Spanier and Casto, 1979; Spanier and Lackman, 1980).

Séx role attitudes is another variable that contributes
to post-divorce adjustment. Research shows that women with
non-traditional sex role attitudes experience fewer problems
in adjusting to divorce (Brown et al., 1977). Pearlin and
Johnson (1977) found that divorced men who received custody
of the children, andrby so doing, performed non-traditional
roles were more depressed than married men with parental
responsibility or single men with no family responsibilities.
Granvold, Pedler and Schellie (1979) found that women with
more equalitarian sex role expectations were found to be
better adjusted than women with less equalitarian attitudes.
Brown, Pefry and Harburg (1977) have found that traditional
women (those women who get their basic satisfaction and sense
of identity from the wife and mother roles; feel that the
woman's role is subordinate to the man's etc.) report signifi-

cantly more distress during marital dissolution than non -

traditional women.

Another variable that plays a role on post-divorce
adjustment is gender. Some of the researchers examining the
effects of gender 6n divorce adjustment have found women to
be disadvantaged in this process. Brandwein,1974; Brown and
Fox, 1978; Stein, 1970). As indicated before, custody of
children, role strain, lack of time for social activities,

economic dependence in alimony and child support detract from



women's chances for adjustment after divorce (Raschke, 1974).
Some others have found that men, as compared to women,
appeared to show increased vulnerability to stress measured
by emotional indices (Chiriboga and Cutler, 1977); The timing
of adjustment problems also seems to vary by sex. Bloom and
Caldwell (1981) Suggest that women experience greater prob-

lems prior to the separation while men experience greater

problems after the separation.

Another study that has been conducted on post-divorce
adjustment is by Newman and Langef (1981). They have tried
to explore the possible relationship between postfdivorce
adjustment and the attributions divorced women make for the
failure of their marriages. The results revealed that signi-
ficantly more subjects who attributed their divorces to inter-
active rather than personal factors were more active, more
socially skilled, happier, more optimistic, and less likely
to blome themselves rather than outside forces for failures.
Their findings were also analyzed to see whether or not sub-
jects had initiated their divorce proceedings. They found
that those subjec£s who were asked for a divorce and who made
person attributions for the diyorce were the least self -
satisfied. They also found that subjects who were asked for
‘the.divorce, as opposed to those who did the asking, blamed

themselves more for failures rather than blaming outside

forces.



F. FAMILY COHESION

Recently many theorists have developed concepts des-
cribing various'dimensions of marital and family behavior.
One such dimension is family cohesion. In a review of the
literature Clson, Sprenkle and Russell (1979) report that
more than 40 terms that ére related to this concept have been
developed by investigators who have been observing families
and that this dimension is being utilized by psychiatrists,
‘family sociologists, small group theorists, group therapists,
social psychologists and anthropologists as well as family
therapists. The faét that the dimension is being utilized by
so many sqcial science disciplines 1s seen as a cross-valida-

tion of its importance and significance (Olson et al., 1979).

Let us .now review some of the investigators that have
utilized the cohesion dimension in their works and have

coined terms for it.

Historically, Wynee et al., (1958) were the first to
announce that schizophrenic families have a "predominant
concern with fitting together at the expense of developing
éersonal identities". They described this process as "pseudo-.

mutuality" (cited in, Olson et al., 1979).

Stierlin (1974) clarified the struggle to balance
separateness and togetherness in families by identifying two
opposing forces; "centripetal" and "centrifugal®™. High family

cohesion, i.e., "centripetal force" pulls family members to-



gether into an intellectual and emotional unity; whereas
"centrifugal force" pulls family members away from the system.
According to Stigrlin, of the three transactional modes that
characterize parent-adolescent relationships, the two (bind-
ing and delegating) are centripetal, while the third (expel-
ling) is centrifugal. Families are dysfunctional when these
modes are in appropriately timed or too intense so that only
one extreme‘predomigates. Stierlin says that a family system
operates most effectively when these opposing forces are in

balance (cited in.Olson et al., 1979).

Minuchin is another investigator that has contributed
to the tqpic. According to Minuchin, the sénse of "belonging-
ness'" and the sénse of "separateness" come from transactional
patterns in the family structure. The sense of belongingness
occurs through belonging to the family system, while the
sense of separateness occurs through participation in systems

outside the family or in different family subsystems.

Family structure is defined as the "invisible set of
functional demands that organize the ways in which family
member interact" (Minuchin, 1974, p.51). Its these interac-
tions that, when repeated, develop into transactional pattefns
and enable the mémbers of a family to define who they are in

relation to others.

A family carries out its functions via subsystems

which are made up of family members and each member can belong



‘to a number of subsystems; the father can belong to the

husband-wife dyad, as well as the father-son dyad.

Subsystems are separated from each other by boundaries.
Boundaries are the rules that define who participates and how
he participétes in a subsystem. Boundaries protect the diffe-
rentiation of the system and allow each subsystem to function

without being interfered with the other subsystems.

For families ﬁo function properly, it is very important
that the boundaries between the subsystems are well-defined
and clear. When boundaries are blurred, there is no more dif-
ferentiation among the subsystems. Couples, for éxample; want
to be close to each other, but they would also need to have
a sense of separateness and some emotional space around them-
selves. Whereas when boundaries are blurred, the level of
emotionality and mutual expectations increase. When this in-
crease is more than what can be tolerated, anxiety appears.
And the reaction to this kind of anxiety is usually wishing
for some distance, in other word, separateness. This re-
presents the enmeshed/too highly cohesive end of the inter-

action continuum.

In some others, the boundaries are overly rigid. Com-
munication across‘subsystemslbecomes difficult, the protec-—
tive function of the family disappears. While in the former
there is a lot of dependency and limite@yéutonomy; in the

latter, families may function autonomously but have a skewed



sense of independence and lack a feeling of loyalty and
belonging, the capacity for interdependence and for sharing
support when needed. There is a lack within the family sup-

portive system (Minuchin, 1977). Both extremes indicate areas

of possible pathology.

Bowen (1978) has also contributed to the topic of
family cohesion. chording to Bowen, the degree of fusion and
differentiation between emotional and intellectual function-
ing is very important. He emphasizes the concept of "dif-
ferentiation of the self" saying that the more differentiated
individuals are, the more the relative separation bétween
their emotional and intellectual functioning and thus the
more flexible and adaptable they will be. For him, high
cohesion is an indifferentiated family ego mass" or an
"emotional fusion" while low cohesion is "emotional divorce".
The optimal level for Bowen is where there is a balanced
’cohesion, i.e., "differentiated self". Bowen is in a way
different from all other theorists that have developed con-
cepts on this topic in that "differentiation" is an infinite
search, rather than an optimal midpoint or a bipolar curvi-

linear continuum (Beavers, Voeller; 1983).

Social psychologists interested in the family as a
sﬁall group have also used the concept of cohesion. Levin-
ger's (Olson et al., 1979) definition of cohesion is similar
to that from small group research. Levinger sees marital

cohesion as a direct function of psychological attraction and



barrier forces inside the marriage and an inverse function of

the attractiveness of alternative relationships.

A sociologist, Colette Carisse (Olson et. al., 1979)
has developed a typology of leisure styles that utilizes
cohesion as oneof the major dimensions. She desecribes extreme
cohesion as "pathogenic pursuit of consensus, or total iden-
tification" while she defines extreme separateness as "patho-

genic pursuit of interpersonal distance".

Rosenblétt, who comes from a social psychology and
anthropology orientation, has also contributed to the dimen-
sion of family cohesion. He calls the two extremes "togethef—
ness" and "aportness" and adds that families should find the
optimal balance between the two. Rosenblatt has also identi-
fied the ways in which families avoid togetherness inspite of
being together. While Roéenblatt and Titus explain how family
members isolate themselves from each other when they are at
home, Rosenblatt and Budd demonstrate how territoritality and
privacy are maintained in married versus cohabiting éoupleé.
In another study, Rosenblatt and Russell describe how families
cope with the problem of togetherness in vacations (all cited

in Olson et al., 1979).

Yalom has'also emphasized the importance of cohesion
as a therapeutic factor in group psychotherapy and developed
his own scale that proved to be useful in group psychotherapy

(Olson et al., 1979).



Hess and Handel developed the terms "connectedness"

: n " .
and "separateness", Reiss developed the term "consensus -

sensitive"? while Kantor and Lehr célled the high cohesion
extreme "bonding" (Olson et al., 1979). The feason most of
the terms developed by therapists describe the two extremes
of the cohesion rather than its middle range, is because the
two extreme points are more representative of the problematic

kind of families who were seen by these therapists,

Finally, Olsdn and his associates who have contributed
to the topic by developing a model, define family cohesion as
"the emotional bonding members have with one anothér and the
degree of individual autonomy a person experiences'in the
family system" (Olson et al., 1979, p.5). According to Olson's
Model, cohesion is a continuum. At one extreme lies high family
cohesion called enmeshment; where the boundaries between the
spouses are diffused, where spouses overidentify with each
other, where there is extreme bonding and limited individual
autonomy. At this extreme lives are dominated by the emotional
system, which leads to a less flexible, less adaptable family
interaction pattern. At the other extreme lies disengagement,
which is characterized by low bonding and high autonomy
between the spouses. In contrast to the other extreme, at
‘this extreme there's an emotional distance between the spouses
and a high relative separation between their emotional and
intellectual functioning which makes thg‘family members unable

to interact interdependently. Olson hypothesizes that it is the



moderate degree of cohesion which is most conducive to effec-
tive family functioning and optimum in&ividual development.
It is expected that when the'levels-of cohesion are balanced,
the family will deal with stress more effectively; whereas
the extreme ends are seen as problematic and maladjusted.
Mental illnesses are mostly seen ét exXtreme ends rather than

the moderate levels (Olson et al., 1979).

Olson and his associates have developed a Circumplex
Model of Marital and Family Systems to identifing the 16
types of marital and faﬁily systems based on the family
dimension of cohesion and adaptability. In terms of cohesion,
families can be divided into four groups: very'iow, low to
moderate; moderate to high and very high. The variables that
are used to assess the degree of family cohesion are emotional
bonding, independence, boundaries, coalitions, time, space,

friends, decision-making, interests and recreation.

G, RATIONALE OF THE STUDY AND HYPOTHESES

Since divorce is one of the most stress—producing
events; it is of paramount importance to identify the factors
that may be related to it. As indicafed above, cohesion is a
variable that serves as a clinical indicator for diagnosis of
interactive functioning in couples and families. There's no
previous research to support the idea that spouses belonging
to different points along the cohesion continuum would react

differently to divorce. However, since divorce is a stress -



producing event, and since according to many, those at the
extreme points oflthe cohesion continuum happen to be less
f}exible and less capable of dealing with stress; we could
assume that those with balanced cohesion would also do better
at the post-divorce adjustment period. Knowledge of sﬁch a
relationship may prove in future research to be a powerful
therapeutic tool in post-divorce adjustment counseling. The
study may also help to fill the gap on divorce 1iterature;

since research on divorce in Turkey is very limited.

HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses underlying this study have been

structuréd as follows:

HYPOTHESIS 1

Individuals whose cohesion scores lie at the extreme
ends of the cohesion continuum will have a higher post -
divorce readjustment score than those individuals whose scores

are moderate.

HYPOTHESIS I

Individuals whose cohesion scores lie at the extreme
ends of the cohesion continuum will rate their current lives
more negatively than those individuals whose scores are

moderate.



I1, METHOD

A. SUBJECTS

40 divorced females served as subjects in this study.
It was felt that 40 would yield a suitable number for
statistical analyses. The group consisted only of females to

avoid further complications; since it is hard to hdave access

to male subjects who seem to be less willing to participate in

such studies. The subjects were recruited by the help of a

divorce lawyer.
All subjects had to meet the following criteria:

1- They had not lived through a separation period before

the legal divorce.

~2- The length of time since divorce was not less than 1,5

yrs and not more than 3,5 yrs.

3- They were not remarried.

The reason divorced women who had gone through a

separation period before the legal divorce were not included



1n the study is because it is easier to operationalize the

length of time when it begins .with the date of the legal

divorce.

The reason the length of time since divorce had to be
1,5-3,5 yrs is because it has been found (Hetherington, Cox;
Cox 1977) that it takes minimum of 2 yrs after the divorce
for the family to readjust to its new structure and proceed
to the next developmental stage... They are also apt to
forget more about the marriage if the period in between is

more than 4 yrs.

The reason remarried women were not included is
because remarriage entails its own adjustment problems and we
did not want to confound it with post—divorce adjustment

problems.

A non-probability, purposive sampling was utilized
because of the difficﬁlty in'obtaining subjects that had the
above qualifications. Since the sample was a purposive one, it
is not possible to generalize the findings to all divorced
persons - we can only talk about upper-middle class divorced

women residing in Istanbul and fulfilling these criteria.

B. PROCEDURE

Except a few, most of the 40 women that were eligible
and who agreed to participate were seen at their place of

work. They all received a set of assessment data which took



about 15 minutes to complete. Instructions as to how to rate

the scales were given by the writer. The measures included
Faces II (Olson, Porter and Beli, 1978) an adjustment scale
(a questionnaire déVeloped for this study) and the Semantic

Differential Scale (Osgood, Tannenbaum and Suci, 1957).

C. MEASUREMENTS

The independent variable of this study is the pre-
- divorce family cohesion level as perceived by the women. This

variable was measured by Faces IL (See Appendix A).

The dependent variable of the study is post-divorce
adjustment and if was measured both by an adjustment scale
and by the Semantic Differential Scale. The dépendent variable
was made up of 9 sub-variables 6 of them were derived from the

adjustment questionnaire:

Questions 13-20 we?e concerned with the post and
present problems caused by the divorce. When the post scores
were compored with the present scores; the individuals who
showed decrease in problems were rated "adjusted", those who
showed increase in problems were'rated "maladjusted", and

those who showed no change were rated '"no change".

Thus, the new variable that is the difference score
between past a present problems that was derived from the

information obtained from questions 13-20 consisted of three

groups.



. The second variable was derived from questions 20-22.

These were questions concerning contact with ex-husband and

old friends.

The third variable was derived from question 24, which

asked about the frequency of contact with ex-husband.

The fourth variable was derived from question 25,

which asked about the psychosomatic complaints at the time of

“divorce.

The fifth variable was derived from question 27, which

asked about the present psychosomatic complaints.

And finally . the sixth variable was derived from ques-
tion 35, which asked about the present social life (See

"Appendix B).

The last three variables (evaluatibn,‘potency and
activity) are those deri ed from the Semantic Differential

Scale (See Appendix C).
The three assessment measures are described below:

1- The assessment of pre-divorce family cohesion level
was made by a self-report scale called FACES 1II. Family
cohesibn, as indicated earlier, was defined as "the emotional
‘bonding that family members have toward one another" (Olson

et al., 1979).



Faces I1 was developed by Olson, Porter and Bell
(1978) to empirically test the Circumplex Model which was
constructed by Olson et él. (1974) . The scale méasures the
aaaptébility and cohesion dimensions of family functioning.
In this study, while both the adaptability and the cohesion

items were administered, only the cohesion items were taken

into consideration in scoring.

Faces Ilrwas designed so that individual family
members can describe how they preceive their family. The
scale contains 16 cohesion items for each of the folldwing
eight concepts related to the cohesion dimension emptional
bonding, family boundaries, coalitions, timé, space, friends,
decision making, and interest énd recreation. The reading
level of the items is about seventh grade so that every

individual above twelve years old can understand the items.

According to its scoring procedure, thg individual
total score on cohesion could be between 16-80. The four
levels of family cohesion are; disengaged (extreme low
cohesion) is 56.9 or below, seperated is 57.0 to 65.0,
connected is 65.1 to 73.0 énd enmeshed (extreme high
cohesion) is 73.1 and above according to American norms.

As indicated earlier, while the two exteremes are considered
problematic; thé'separated and connected levels are considered

to be the moderate and healthy 1levels of cohesion (Olson et

al., 1978).



The norms on Faces II are based on 2,082 parents and
416 adolescents who participated in The“Nationa1>Survey in

the USA. The scale was translated into Turkish through the

use o the translation method by Figsek and was used in

Turkish samples by Tunali (1983) and Fisi1loglu (1984) (See

Appendix A).

2- The assesment of post-divorce adjustment level was
made through an adjustment scale that was developed by the

author of this study;

The questionnaire was made up of 35 ques;ions. The
first 12 were thosg concerning demographic variables,
personal and marital history. The remaining 23 were either 5
point scales or yes/no questions which aimed‘to find out the
difference in the intensity of problems right after divorce
and currently (The variables that were derived from the

questionnaire were explained earlier).

3- The way the subjects view their life 1,5-3,5 years
after the divorce was assessed by The Semantic Differential
which has been developed by Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum

(1957).

The Semantic Differential is a scale that differs from
problem to problem by its factor compoéitioh. In the current
study, the respondents rated’bipolar adjectives in relation
to their lives, as they currently felt about their 1iv¢s. 12

bipolar adjectives were included; these items provide scale



scores on 3 factors which have been shown to have high

factorial stability. These three factors are evaluation,

potency and acti#ity.

The rationale for using a second measurement

(Semantic Differential) is as follows: Since the measure of
post-divorce adjustment was newlyrdeveloped for this study,
there is no information yet as to its effectiveness. No other
existing measure could be located. Therefore it was felt that
a cross—-check on tﬁe adjustment factor should be done by
some other existing scale. The Semandic Differential is a
scale which measures emotional connotations of concepts. It
was reasoned that if a subject rates her current life highly
on.the SD, i.e., the emotional connotation 1s positively N
loaded, then this should reflect at least an aspect of posi~-
tive post-divorce adjustment and vice versa. It was felt

that the SD would provide a short of construct validity check

for the comstruct of post-divorce adjustment.



ITT. RESULTS

Descriptive Findings

The sample was predominantly upper-middle class. The
 average age of the participating women was 35.5, ranging from
27 to 46. 487 of the women had one child, 357 were»childless
and 17% had two children. More than half of the women were
university graduates, 407 were lycee graduates énd only 107%
were secondary school graduates. In terms of occupation,
except for 5 houéewifes, all of them were employed. More than
half of the wémen had been married for 2-10 years, and more
than half of them had been divorced for 2.5-3,5 years at the

time of the interview.

Hypothesis I stated that individuals whose cohesion
scores lie at the extreme ends of the cohesion continuum will
have a higher bost—divorce adjustment score indicating mal-

adjustment, than those individuals whose scores are moderate.

Hypothesis II stated that individuals whose cohesion

scores lie at the extreme ends of the cohesion continuum will
rate their current lives more negatively than those

individuals whose scores are’ moderate.
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The independent variable of the study was pre—-divorce
family cohesion level as perceived by the women. This
vgriable was to bé_measured by Faces II, but since Faces II
has not been standardized for Turkish population and because
our sample was mostly loaded on the disengaged end of the
distributioh; we did not use the cut-offs provided by Féces
II. Instead, based on the present sample's distribution,
post hoc, we decided to divide the group into three levels.
We called the lower -third (0-38) the’disengaged group, the
middle third (39-45) the moderate group and the upper third

(47-highest) the enmeshed group.

The dependenf variable of the study was post—divorce
adjustment which was made up to the following variables:

"difference score between past versus present problems

concerning divorce"

"contact with ex-husband and old friends"

"frequency of contact with-husband"

"psychosomatic complaints at the time of divorce"

"bresent psychosomatic complaints”

"present social life"

"evaluation"

"potency"

"activity".



The means and standard deviations obtained from the

above defined groups is given in Table I.

TABLE I. Means and standard deviations for the dependent
disengaged and moderate

variables for enmeshed

groups

Past/present problems
concerning divorce

Contact with ex- husband
and old friends

Frequency of contact
with ex-husband

Psychosomatic complaints
at the time of divorce

Present psychosomatic
complaints

Present social life
Evaluation

Potency

Activity

Results Concerning Hypotheses

Enmeshed Moderate Disengaged
(n=15) (n=13) (n=12)
2.917 2.769 2.733
.289 <599 . 704
1.583 1.462 1.067
.996 .967 .799
3.000 2.692 2.467
1.348 1.377 1.506
417 .846 467
.515 3.76 5.16
.750 .846 .667
452 .376 .488
.250 462 .400
.622 .776 .632
6.167 5.385 5.067
5.921 3.798 3.240
2.250 -.308 2.333
4.351 3.199 3.498
2.583" 4.077 2.467
4.358 2,813 4.121

In generel, both of the hypotheses were not supported.

The results of the one way analyses of variances indicate

that there is no significant difference among the three



categories of Faces II, in terms of adjustment. Only one
variable, "psychosomatic complaints at the time of divorce"
showed a significant relation in the predicted direction.
That is, individuals who scored in the middle range on Faces
IT had significantly less psychosomatic complaints ghan the
individuals in the upper and lower groups (F=3.18, p<.05).

" The means of "psychosomatic complaints at the time of divorce"

for each group is as follows:

417

1

Enmeshed

Moderate .846

Disengaged=.467

Hypothesis II1I concerned the dependent variables derived
from the Semantic Differential. As can be seen from Table II,
there were no significant main effects. The results of the

one way analysis of variances are presented inm Table II.



TABLE II. One way analysis of variance summary table. F ratios

and degrees of significance of the main effects for
the dependent variables

- F ’ Sig,
Past/present problems concerning
divorce .369 .99
Contact with exhusband and old
friends 1.20 31
Frequency of contact with
ex-husband A7 .99
Psychosomatic complaints at the ,
time of divorce 3.17% .05
Present psychosomatic complaints .57 , .99
Present social life .32 .99
Evaluation .22 .99
Activity A .73 .99

Potency 2.19 .12



IV, DISCUSSION

This study hypothesized that there was a felationship
between pre-divorce family cohesion level and-post-divorce
a@justment. The aim ﬁas to show that divorced individuals
with moderate cohesion scores will be better adjusted and will
evaluate their current lives more positively than:those with
high or low cohesion scores. As the results did not indicate
a gsignificant relationship between these variébles, the

hypotheses were not supported.

There maybe several possible reasons why almost mno
relationship was found. The first possible reason is that
subjects were interviewed 1,5-3,5 years after divorce: How
healthy these retrospéctive accounts were could be questioned.
It is possible that these women remembered the unhappy years
at the end of their marriages rather than the happy years in
the beginning. It is also possible that they forgot how their
family fﬁnctioned and simply\rated the scale in a way that
would justify their present divoréed situation. There's no

way one can be sure their accounts are reliable.



Another point which is as important as the first one
is the fact that gince it was not possible to locate previous
research on post-divorce adjustment among the available
literature, we could not find a relevant adjustment méasure.
Therefore the author developed a post-divorce adjustment
scale, but this scale of course suffers from all the in-
adequacies of a newly developed measure. For example it was
found post hoc that certain issues which would be of impor-
tance in measuring post-divorce adjustment, have been
néglected.rThe first of these issues is that this questionnaire
did not inquire about the party that initiated the divorce.
Having initiated the divorce or not, maybe one of the
variables which may strongly influence adjustment after
divorce. Another issue is presence/absence of social support.
This questionnaire did not inquire if the woman had some kind
of social support (grandpérent, neighbours, maid etc.) to help
her in her new role aska single, Having a social support,
especially for mothers,.caﬁ be a variable fhat Would influence
adjustment. It was also not asked if she herself came from a
‘broken family.‘Thoseiwho come from a broken family may possiBly take divorce
e;sier than those who don't come from a broken family. A final point to
inquire would be the date these divorced women started working. Almost
all of the subjeéts were working-women at the time of the
interview. But when did they start working? Are they adjusted/
maladjusted because they had to start working after divorce?

Or have they been working all the time? It maybe assumed that



information provided from a more adequate questionnaire would
yield different results in terms of adjustment than those

presently obtained,

A third possible reason arises from armethodological
issue. Because of practical reasons, the sample group was a
purposive one and was recruited through a divorce lawyer., The
subjects were all females, divorced since 1,5—3,5 years,
married only once and all coming from the same socio-economic
status; i.e., a veryihdmogeneous group. Surprisingly enough,
almost all of them reported their marriage as disengaged,
that is, falling at the low cohesion end of Olson's scale.
-One wonders if it is divorce that caused them to rate their
marriages as disengaged, or if there was any cohesion in these
families ever, or if it was the homogeneity of the group that
produced such similar responses, fn-any case, more significant
findings could have emerged if the sample had been more

heterogeneous.

One final explenation, aiso‘of a methodological kind,
is again a mattef of homogenity. Assuming that the woman
rated,. their marriages accuarateiy, it appears that the
majority of .the marriages had very low levels of cohesion,
that is, they were at the disengaged end of the Faces I1I1
scale. Thus the sémple shows a high degree of homogeneity on
the independent variable. Since there was little variancé on
the independent variable, it follows that the subjects showed

little difference on the dependent variables.



Of the 6 dependent variables derived from the ques-
tiohnaire, only omne (psy;hosomatic complaints at the time of
divorce) seemed to show a significant relationship to
cohesion level. The moderate group seemed to have less
psychosomatic complaints than the enmeshed and disengaged

groups did. Little as it may be, this relationship indicates

that cohesion level and post-divorce adjustment are somewhat

connected.

There were a ﬁumber of deficiencies in this study
which may account for the negative findings. In this study,
because of practical reasons, the sample group consisted only
of females. But since when viewed as a system a family is more
than the sum of its parts; we should look at the interaction
of all the-family meﬁbe?s after divorce as well. Thas is one

way of getting the whole picture of adjustment after divorce.

Another improvement_in the present study would be to
have a larger and randomly selected sample group. By doing
so, we would not only be able to get more reliable results;
but we would also be able to generalize those reéults to a
larger population. As mentioned earlier, there is also room
for considerafion of other variables that probably affect post

" divorce adjustment;

Finally; this study, like manymore, can be criticized
for not being a longitudinal one. The subjects have been

interviewed after the event, divorce, had taken place. In



this kind of methodology one has né other choice but to
assume that the response are what they are because of divorce
and that they reflect the past accurately. Ideally if the
sﬁbjeéts were interviewed while they were yet married and then

after divorce, it may have been possible to see the real

"difference.

Despite the lack of confirmation for the hypotheses,
two intéresting points do emerge, which could be fruitfully
explored. One has to do with the fact that the majority of
the subjects rated their marriages as having been non-
cohesive. One wonders whether this reflects a true difference
between marriageé which end up in divorce and marriages which
stay intact, given comparable samples. This issue could be
usefully explored and may even have implications for marital
therapy. The second interesting finding has to do with the
reporting of higher levels of somatic complaints among the
exfreme ends of the sample. It is possible that, in a
culture as ours which tends to somaticize, adjustment is
expressed through bodily symptoms more than psychological
complaints. These findings indicaﬁe that, with appropriate
methodological improvements, the relationship between family
systems variables and post-divorce adjustment could be

fruitfully examined.
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APPENDIX A

Asagida ailelerin genel isleyis tarzlarini yansitan
bazi ifadeler vardir. Her ifadeyi okudufunuz zaman (bu ifa-
delerin sizin evliliginiz sirasindaki ailenizin durumunu ne

menizi rica edecegim.

1. Hemen hemen hicbir zaman
2. Nadiren
3. Arada sirada

4, Slk,51k

5. Hemen hemen her zaman

6rnégin, "Ailemizde herkesin evde yaptigi belirli gs-
revler vardir" ciimlesi sizin evliliginiz sirasindaki aileniz
icin hemen hemen her zaman dogru ise 5 diyeceksiniz. Efer
nadiren dogru ise, 2 diyeceksiniz. Liitfen numaralari ciimlenin

8niindeki .bos yere yaziniz.

v.. 1. Ailemizde herkes zor durumlarda birbirine destek olur.
... 2. Ailemizde herkes.fikir}erini rahatlikla s8yleyebilir.

... 3. Dertlerimizi baskalariyla konusmak aile ic¢inde konus-
maktan daha kolaydir.

ce.- b4 Ailede snemli kararlar alinirken herkesin s&z hakka
vardir.

... 5. Ailece ayni odada biraraya geliriz.
... 6. Disiplinleri konusunda cocuklarin da s8z hakki vardir.

... 7. Ailemizde bircok sey birlikte yapzlir.



10.
11.
12,

13.

14,

15.
16.
17.

18.

19.
20.

21.
22.

23.

24,
25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

Aile sorunlarl birarada tartisilir ve varilan sonug-—
lardan herkes memnun olur.

Bizim ailede herkes kendi bildiéini yapar.

Evdeki sorumluluklar: birbirimize sirayla devrederiz.
Ailede herkes birbirinin yakin arkadaslarini tanir.
Ailemizdeki kurallarin neler oldugunﬁ anlatmak zordur.

Ailemizde herkes kendi verecegi kararlar hakkinda di-
gerlerine danisir.

Ailemizde herkes diisiindiigiinii séyler.

Ailemizde birlikte yapacak birseyler bulmakta zorluk
cekeriz.

Ailede sorunlar cdziillirken cocuklarin Snerilerine de
uyulur.

Ailemizde herkes kendisini digerlerine yaklh hisse-
der. '

Ailemizde disiplin haklai bir Sekilde uygulanair.

Ailemizde herkes kendisini, aileye gdre baskalarina
daha yakin hisseder.

Ailemiz dertlerini halletmek icin farkli yeni yollar
da dener.

Ailemizde herkes ortak aile kararlarina uyar.
Ailemizde sorumluluklari herkes paylasir.

Ailemizde herkes bos zamanlarini birlikte gecirmekten

hoslanzir.

Ailemizde kurallar kolay kolay degigtirilemez.
Ailemizde herkes evde birlikte olmaktan kacinir.
Ortaya bir sorun ¢iktiginda orta yolu buluruz.
Birbirimiiin arkadaslarini uygun gdririiz.

Ailémizde herkes aklinda olani agikca sdylemekten ge-—
kinir. :

Ailemizdekiler hep birarada birgeyler yapmaktansa, iki-
ser kigsilik gruplar halinde birgseyler yapmayi tercih
ederler.

Ailemizde kigiler ilgilerini ve eflencelerini birbirleri ile pay-

‘lagir.



APPENDIX B

Yasiniz
Son Bitirdiginiz Okul

. Ilkokul

. Ortaokul

. Lise

. Universite

N

Mesleginiz
Bogsanmis oldufunuz kocanizin yasi

Bosanmis oldugunuz kocanizin son bitirdigi okul

. Ilkokul

. Ortaokul

. Lise

. Universite

N

Bosanmis oldugunuz kocanizin meslefi
Kag¢ cocugunuz var?

. Hig

. Bir

 Ikio

. U¢

. Ucten fazla

(O R S VIR SR

Cocuklarinizin yasi ve cinsiyeti

Cinsiyet Yas

Ne kadar evli kaldiniz?

1.6 ay - 2 ‘sene

2.2 sene - 5 sene
3.5 sene - 10 sene
4.10 seneden fazla



10.

11

12,

13.

14.

15.

Nas1l evlendiniz?

.

W

GOriici

Okulda tanisgtik
Aile dostu
Diger

Niye bogsandiniz?

1.
2.
3.
4

O oo~

Maddi sikinti

Cinsel problem

ihanet .

Cevredeki insanlarla ilgili problemler (kayinvalide
V.S.)

Kaba kuvvet

ihmalkar davranislar

Kétidi aliskanlaklar (alkol, kumar, uyusturucu v.s.)
Cocuklarin egitimi

Diger

zaman bosandiniz?
Birbucuk - 1ki sene &8nce

fiki-iki bucu sene Snce
iki bucuk-iic seme dnce

Bosandiginiz zaman ne $lclide maddi sikintiniz oldu?

. .

VN

Hic

Az
Arasira
Epey
Siirekli

Simdi ne 8lc¢iide maddi sikintiniz var?

Hic

Az
Arasira
Epey
Stirekli

Bosandiginiz zaman g¢ocukarinizla ne Slciide probleminiz

Hic

Az
Arasira
Epey
Siirekli



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Simdi gocuklarinizla ne $lgiide probleminiz var?

Hic
. Az ,
. Arasira
. Epey
. Sirekli

Vi~

Bosandiginiz zaman komgsularinizla ne Slgiide probleminiz
oldu?

1. Hig

2. Az

3. Arasira
4. Epey

5. Sirekli

Simdi komsularinizla ne 6lciide probleminiz var?

1. Hicg

2, Az

3. Arasira
4, Epey

5. Stirekli

Bosandiginiz zaman ailenizle ne Glgiide probléminiz oldu?

1. Hig

2. Az

3. Arasira
4, Epey

5. Siirekli

Simdi ailenizle ne Slgiide probleminiz var?

. Hig

Az

. Arasira
. Epey

., Siirekli

[V R~ R VR S

Boganmadan Snce arkadaslik ettiginiz kimseleri halen g&-
riyor musunuz?

1. Evet
2. Hayir

Bogandiginiz kocanizin ailesini halen gSriiyor musunuz?

1. Evet
2, Hayir



23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Bosandifiniz kocanizi halen gdriiyor musunuz?

1. Evet
2. Hayir

(Cevap EVET'se 24'e geciniz, cevap HAYIR'sa 25'e geciniz)

Bosandiginiz kocanizi ne kadar sik gdriiyorsunuz?

Sik sik

Arasira v

Okazyonlarda (gqcuklarln dogum glinleri, bayramlar v.s.
Mecbur olmadikga gdrmiiyorum

Hicg

(S NS I N e

Bosandiktan sonra herhangi bir rahatsizliginiz oldu mu?

1. Evet
2. Hayair

(Cevap EVET'se 62'ya geciniz, cevap HAYIR'sa 27'ye geci-
niz).

Bogsandiktan sonra ne tir bir rahatsizliginiz oldu?

. Bag agrisi

Mide rahatsizligi

Kalp rahatsizlig:

Deri hastalig:i

Solunum sistemi rahatsizliga
Asiri kilo kaybi veya artisi
Diger

NV

Simdi herhangi bir rahatsizliginiz var mi?

1. Evet
2. Hayir

(Cevap EVET'se 28'e geciniz, cevap HAYIR'sa 29'a geci-
niz).

Simdi mne tiir bir rahatsizliginiz var?

Bag agrisi

Mide rahatsizlifi

Kalp rahatsizlig:

Deri hastalig:i ;

Solunum sistemi rahatsizlig:
Asiri kilo kaybi veya artisi
Diger

~ou bW



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35,

UV W N

Bosandiktan sonra uyku diizeniniz ne &lgiide bozuldu?

1. Hig

2. Az

3. Arasira
4., Epey

5. Sitirekli

§imdi uyh}dﬁzeninizde bir bozukluk var mi?

. Hig

. Az
Arasira

. Epey

. Sirekli

Bosandiktan sonra igtahiniz ne Slgiide bozuldu?

1. Hig

2., Az

3. Arasira
4. Epey

5. Siirekli

Simdi istahinizda bir bozukluk var mi?

. Hig

. Az

. Arasira
. Epey

. Siirekli

U BN

Bosandiktan sonra yeni arkadaslar edindiniz mi?

1. Evet
2. Hayirx

(Cevap EVET'se 34'e geciniz, cevap HAYIR'sa 35'e gecginiz).
Bogsandiktan sonra edindiginiz arkadaglarin cinsiyeti nedir?

. Hepsi erkek

Cogu erkek

. Yarisi kadin, yvarisi erkek
. Cogu kadin

. Hepsi kadin

vt~

Bosandiktan sonra sosyal yasantiniz nasil degisti?

1. Eskisinden daha iyi oldu
2. Eskisinden daha k&tii oldu
3. Diger :



Asagidaki her
glindiigiinizde,

leyiniz,

GUZEL
BASARILI
GEKiCI
ANLAMLI
YUMUSAK
cippi
DERIN
KISA
HEYECANLI
 AMACLI

- KARMASIK

ZOR

cok

APPENDIX C

sifat1 SIMDIKI HAYATINIZ ile ilgili olarak dii-
sizde uyandirdifi izlenime gdre liitfen igaret—

ilgisii

biraz

oldukca

cok

oldukca biraz

CIRKIN
BASARISIZ
iTici
ANLAMSIZ
SERT
ESPRILI
SIG
UZUN
SAKIN
AMAGSIZ
BASIT

KOLAY
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