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CHAPTER I 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

This chapter contains an introduction to the purpose of the study, 

a brief literature review on the need for divorce counseling, a descrip­

tion of a longitudinal study on divorce and the study's influence on the 

development of a family court service, and a description of Clackamas 

County Family Court Service with an analysis of its connnitment to re­

search. 

SECTION I: INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

This report presents a descriptive study of characteristics of 

persons using a family court service. A comparison is made between per­

sons using the service and a sample of the population whom the agency 

was designed to serve. 

The purposes of the study were to determine if the agency was 

serving the client population it was designed to serve and to provide a 

socio-demographic data base for· further research and planning at the 

agency. 

SECTION II: BACKGROUND 

The following is a brief literature review to ac~uaint the reP~er 

with the theoretical background out of which the Clackamas County Fami­

ly Court Service emerged. 
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Numerous studies have pointed to the distress experienced by di-

vorcing persons (Goode 1956; Gurin, Veroff & Field 1960; Westman 1970; 

Weiss 1975; Campbell, Converse & Rodgers 1976; Hetherington, Cox & Cox 

1976; Jones 1977; Kitson 1977). 

Much has been written 'on the negative impact of divorce on chil-

dren (Despert 1953~ 11cDermott 1968, 1970; Westman 1970, Wallerstein & 

Kelly 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977). On the other hand some studies (Nye 

1957; Landis 1960) would indicate that over time, in the words of one 

researcher, 

Children from happy marriages are better adjusted than chil­
dren from divorced families, but those from divorced parents 
are better adjusted than those from parents whose marriages 
are intact but unhappy .••• (Udry 1971) 

Most studies have directly or indirectly pointed to constructive 

parent-parent and parent-child relationships as the most significant 

factors in the satisfactory adjustment of the children to divorce. 

The Wallerstein & Kelly and Hetherington studies indicate that 
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the first year after divorce is the most stressful for both parents and 

their children. Furthermore, other sources (Kressel, Lopez-Morillas, 

Weinglass & Deutsch 1978) conclude that the adversarial nature of the 

lawyer-run divorcing process probably further contributes to the dis-

tress of the divorcing parties. They also conclude that the adversarial 

court process is ineffective as a resource for conflict resolution. 

They cite the Hetherington, Cox & Cox study for how poorly court decreed 

visitation agreements are kept; they cite Jones, Gordon & Sawhill (1976) 

for the low compliance with court ordered child support agreements; and 

they cite Cavanagh & Rhode (1976) on the insufficient and inadequate 

quality of divorce settlements. 



According to Kresse!, et al., non-adversarial models are begin-

ning to emerge (Coogler 1977; Kressel, Deutsch, Jaffe, Tuchman & Watson 

1977; Lightm.an & Irving 1976; Wallerstein & Kelly 1977). Wallerstein & 

Kelly propose a time-limited (six-session), crisis-oriented service 

that is "child centered, preventative, and planning oriented" (Waller-

stein & Kelly 1977). 

Counseling services for divorcing persons have primarily been 

provided by Family or Conciliation Courts. Kressel, et al. in their 

analysis of the need have noted that historically these services have 

attempted to reconcile marriages rather than assist those wishing to 

end them in resolving the numerous issues inherent in the divorcing 

process. 

SECTION III; IDCAP: A STUDY OF CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
DIVORCES AND ITS INFLUENCE ON THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF A FAMILY COURT SERVICE 

In 1976 the Clackamas County Family Court Service was established 
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by the Circuit Court in Clackamas County Oregon. The Family Court Serv-

ice developed out of an awareness on the part of the Circuit Court and 

County Juvenile Department that some sort of resource was needed to pro-

vide assistance to the expanding divorcing.population of Clackamas Coun-

ty. In 197 5 an LEAA funded longitudinal study of divorcing parents and 

their children was initiated in Clackamas County, Divorce: Its Impact 

on Parents· and Children (IDCAP), (Cohen 1978). Among questions found· in 

the IDCAP study were four directly related to the estahlishment of a 

court sponsored counseling service (see IDCAP questions numbered 66, 67, 

68, 69). Respondents were asked if they could have used or would use a 
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court counseling service wherein parents could work out a parenting re-

lationship that would be most beneficial for their children. A majority 

of respondents indicated that they would have found such a service help-

ful and would use this service if it were available. The authors of 

IDCAP and the Circuit Court concluded from the study that a public di-

vorce counseling service was needed to ass~st the population studied. 

The service was designed to help divorcing· parents resolve issues 

in their divorce and ongoing parenting relationship so that the children 

of the divorcing parents would be least negatively affected by the di-

vorcing process. 

SECTION IV; CLACKAMAS COUNTY FAMILY COURT SERVICE: 
A DESCRIPTION 

The Family Court Service was designed to meet the following goals 

and objectives: To provide short-term, individua], conjoint and group 

counseling to couples contemplating and/or involved in divorce proceed-

ings. Objectives include helping parents to constructively resolve 

custody, visitation, and child support issues; assisting in the develop-

ment of cooperative parenting relationships, whether married or divorced; 

providing advocacy for children of divorcing families; and, when appro-

priate, facilitating the avoidance of unnecessary divorces. 

The Family Court Service is available to Clackamas County families 

who are considering, have filed for, or have completed divorce proceed-

ings. Families with minor children are the agency's highest priority. 

Participation is voluntary and confidential. Custody studies are not 

done at the Family Court Service and counselors may not be subpoenaed 

to testify in court regarding cases. The object of the service is to 
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provide a protected, non-adversarial environment for the resolution of 

issues inherent in the divorcing process. 

Families are charged a $35.00 fee for utilization of the Family 

Court Service. Since July 1, 1976, the $35.00 fee is a part of the 

divorce filing fee for all persons filing for divorce in Clackamas 

County. Those families filing for divorce after July 1, 1976 have 

their fees paid automatically at the time of filing. Those families 

who filed before July 1, 197~must pay the the $35.00 fee, unless waiv-

ed, out of their pocket. 

Families utilizing the service generally are assigned to one 

staff member who works with the family through the usual six to eight 

counseling sessions. 

SECTION V: RESEARCH AND THE CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
FAMILY COURT SERVICE 

The Clackamas County Family Court Service grew out of a research 

project and continues its investment in research and evaluation. In 

its short life, agency staff have participated not only in the ongoing 

IDCAP study but also in a clien~ satisfaction survey, A Consumer Evalu-

ation of the Clackamas County Family Court Service (Lee & Watne 1978) 

and a parental perception study, Parental Perceptions of Behavioral 

Changes in Children Following Divorce (Borr 1978). Currently another 

study is being designe~ to determine the cost and service effectiveness 

of mandating certain types of cases through the Family Court Service 

(targeted to begin July 1, 1979). If this study is implemented as de-

signed, the agency staff would nearly double in size and would be com-

prised of about an equal number of research and counseling staff. 
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Its authors conclude, from the agency's history of research and evalu­

ation, its support of this study, and the planned study, that the 

Family Court Service has been and.is heavily invested in research and 

evaluation. 

SECTION VI: THE PROBLEM: WHO IS BEING SERVED? 

The authors reasoned that the above studies did not address the 

important issue of whether or not the Agency is serving its target 

population. 

According to Gilbert & Specht (1974), and others (Piven & Cloward 

1971; Moles, Hess & Fascione 1968; Harrington 1962), many persons deem­

ed in need of services may not avail themselves of existing social 

services and, further, that many persons in need.of social services 

can be reached only by special delivery methods. 

The Family Court Service Director, Nolan Jones, and Family Court 

Service Research Assistant, Donna Ricketts, agreed that the question 

the authors were interested ~n was significant to them in their plan­

ning process. Further, they asserted that the previous studies did not 

provide an adequate client demographic data base for their proposed 

mandated client study, and suggested that the authors' study could in 

part· provide the client demographic data-base required for that study. 

The authors confirmed. that this data base would be included in the 

scope of their study. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

SECTION I: OVERVIEW 

As noted above, we chose for our first group (hereinafter referred 

to as the Surveyed Group, N = 114), a systematic sample derived from 

the IDCAP study. For consistency, we obtained information from all 

those files which contained a completed interview schedule. Data for 

our contrast group (hereinafter referred to as the.Served Group, N = 139) 

was obtained from the closed case files of clients served at the Agency 

during the period July 1976 through November 1978. A copy 9f the Data 

Collection Schedule is included in the Appendix. We matched the Served 

Group with the Surveyed Group on the following three criteria used in 

the IDCAP study: 1) cases chosen were only those of clients who had 

filed for divorce and whose final decree was not entered at the time 

they filled out the Intake Application, 2) clients were divorcing from 

their first marriage, and 3) clients had at least one minor child from 

this first marriage. 

It should be noted that the Surveyed and Served Groups are not 

mutually exclusive. Some people in the Surveyed Group chose to utilize 

the service when it became available and therefore became part of the 

Served Group as well. The comparability of the samples may be compro­

mised as a result of the overlap of the samples. However, it can be 

argued that there is some logic to this procedure in that the majority 
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of the Surveyed respondents indicated that they would use such a service 

were it available and the Agency has not been in existence long enough 

to develop a large enough data base to provide mutually exclusive pop­

ulations from which samples could be drawn. 

Files in both samples contained information from forms filled out 

separately by the mother and father. Thus, in the Served sample, if 

the father was divorcing from his second marriage, data on him would 

not be used; while if his wife were divorcing from her first marriage, 

data on her would be used. 

Six of the variables discussed herein (age, length of marriage, 

employed income, sex, number of children, and education) were chosen 

using two criteria: 1) the data should be demographic in nature; and 

2) the data should be available in the files of both the Surveyed and 

Served Groups. 

A seventh variable (people talked to about the problems leading 

to petition) was included because the authors felt this might offer the 

Agency information on future referral sources and areas of outreach. 

This information was also readily available from the files of both Sur­

veyed and Served Groups. 

The eighth and final variable (referral source) was included to 

determine who, in fact, referred respondents to the Agency and, again, 

to provide information for use in future outreach efforts. 

Chi squares were computed to compare the Surveyed and Served 

Groups on each of the separate variables except that of referral source, 

since data on this variable was only available for the Serveci Group. 

For the referral source, percentages of referral categories were com­

puted from the total responses. ·rn addition, the authors calculated chi 

squares for sub-variables of the variable of persons talked to. 



9 

SECTION II: AGE 

For the Surveyed Group, age was determined by observing the "age" 

box on the Petition for Dissolution of Marriage form, which form was 

always included in the respondent's file. For the Served Group, when 

there was no copy of the Petition in the file, age was determined by 

subtracting the client's date of filing for divorce (available on the 

Intake Application) from the client's date of birth (also available on 

the Intake Application). This was done to insure that ages for both 

the Surveyed and Served Groups would be their age at the time of Peti-

t·i.on for Dissolution. 

Ages were computed in full year increments such that a person 

born in December of 1946 and filing for divorce in December of 1976 

would be rated as aged 30 years at time of filing the petition; whereas 

one born in December of 1946 and filing in November of 1976 would be 

rated as age 29 years. 

SECTION III: LENGTH OF MARRIAGE 

For the Surveyed Group, length of marriage was determined by 

subtracting the date of marriage from the date of Petition for Dissolu-

tion of Marriage (both available on the Petition). For the Served Group, 

length of marriage was determined by the same means except when no Peti-

tion was available in the file. In the latter case, date of marriage 

and date of petition were taken from the Intake Application form from 

sections as follows: 

Have you filed for divorce 
Date 

~~~~~~~~~~-

Date of Marriage 

No 

~~~~~~~~~~-

Yes 

"1 
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Length of marriage was also computed in full year increments, 

such that a person married in December of 1946 and filing for divorce 

in December of 1976 would be rated as married 30 years; whereas one 

born in December of 1946 and petitioning for divorce in November of 

1976 would be considered to be married 29 years. 

SECTION IV: EMPLOYED INCOME 

For the Surveyed Group, employed income was determined by observ-

ing the response to the following items on the Interview Schedule: 

9. Are you currently working? 
Yes, __ No. 

If YES, are you working 
Full time, Part time, 

__ Other (describe) _ 
11. IF YOU ARE WORKING, what is your 

monthly income before anything is 
taken out? 

less than $200, __ $200-399, 
$400-599, $600-799' 
$800-999, -- $1000-1199, 

---$1200-1399,~ $1400-1599, 
===$1600-1799, === $1800 & up 

For the Served Group, this data was obtained from responses to 

the following questions on the Intake Application: 

2. Work situation (check one) 
Employed full time ~~~~~~~-­
Employed part time ~~~~~~~-­
Unemployed ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Retired 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Student 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Homemaker 
~~~~~~~~~~~~-

0th er: 
3. Monthly Income: 

(Before anything is taken out): 



SECTION V: PEOPLE TALKED TO 

To whom respondents spoke with about their problems was deter-

mined from the Surveyed Group by their responses to item 26 on the 

Interview Schedule: 

26. (a) Since the divorce was filed, have you talked with 
anyone concerning the things that led you and your spouse 
to file? 

Yes No 
(b) IF "YES": Who have you talked to about these prob­
lems? Have they been helpful or not helpful? 

Person 
Involved 

Relative 
_ Clergyman 

Family Doctor 
_Attorney 
_ Psychiatrist 
_ Psychologist 
_ Marriage & 

Family Counselor 
Social Worker 
Other 

Helpful 
Not 
Helpful 

Not 
Sure 

Not 
Talked To 

For the Served Group, the determining item was number 4 on the 

Intake Application: 

4. (a) Since the possibility of divorce was raised, have 
you talked with anyone concerning your problems? 

Yes No 
(b) IF "YES": Who have you talked to about these prob­
lems and have they been helpful? 

Person talked to: 

Relatives 
_ Clergyman 
_ Family Doctor 
_Attorney 
_ Psychiatrist 
_ Psychologist 
_ Marriage & Family 

Counselor 
Social Worker 
Other: 

Helpful 
Not 
Helpful. 

Not 
Sure 

11 
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While we have chosen to deal with the responses to these two ques­

tions as though they were identical, we realize that they are not. The 

question asked of the Surveyed Group is more specific and covers a short­

er time period. Also, the Surveyed Group is asked " .•. have they (people 

talked to) been helpful or not helpful?"; whereas the Served Group was 

asked only. " ..• have they been helpful?". However, this secondary dif­

ference is mitigated by the range of offered responses which.includes 

both helpful and not helpful for both groups. 

_Another difference between these questions .is that the Surveyed 

Group was offered a response category entitled "Not talked to". It is 

the authors' opinion that this difference is not significant since the 

respondents checked the "Not talked to" blanks only when they did not 

check the "person involved". 

SECTION IV: SEX 

Sex was determined for the Surveyed Group by noting the case num­

ber on the file, which number included a digit indicating sex of respon­

dent, the number one (1) indicating male and the number two (2) desig­

nating female. For the Served Group, sex was determined by observing 

·the response to the first statement on the Intake Application:· 

"Application filled out .by __ Mother __ Father." 

SECTION VII: NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

For both groups, information was obtained on the number of chjl­

dren from the present marriage only. For the Surveyed Group, number of 

children was obtained from the Petition for Dissolution of Marriage. 
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For the Served Group, if the Petition was not available, the information 

was obtained from the Intake Application in the following form: 

Children of present marriage: 
Name 

SECTION VIII: EDUCATION 

The questions from which we obtained the educational attainment 

of respondents were different on the Intake Application and the Inter-

view Schedule forms. The Interview Schedule (for the Surveyed Group) 

asked: 

6. (a) How many years of school have you attended? 
~~ Less than 4 years of high school 
~~ Four years of high school 

1-3 years of college 
4 years of college 
5 or more years of college 

The Intake Application asked: 

6. Education. 
Years completed 1-11 12 13-15 16 17+ 

The authors considered these two options to be essentially the 

same. 

SECTION IX: REFERRAL SOURCE 

Since thP. Surveyed Group was interviewed during ':he pre-agency 

period, data on referral source was taken only from the Served Group. 

To determine the referral source, the authors observed responses to the 



following question, available on the first page of the Intake Applica-

tion: 

Ref erred by ~- Self 
_ Clergyman School 

Lawyer ~- Court 
Physician 

Prior Client 
Other: 

In summary, the methodology consisted primarily of identifying 

and recording significant variables and seeking to minimize any which 
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might be confounding. Both samples were systematic samples matched for 

availability of data, status of divorce, and presence of a minor child 

or children. The two cases of overlap, discovered late in the study, 

do not appear to compromise the independence of the samples, given the 

small amount of overlap and the level of significance in differences 

found-between the two groups. 



CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS 

This chapter presents descriptive findings derived from the com­

parison of the Surveyed and Served Group~. Section I includes a sum­

mary of the overall findings. Sections II through. IX present an indi­

vidual analysis of each variable addressed. 

SECTION I: OVERVIEW 

Overall, there were small, yet statistically significant, differ­

ences between the Surveyed and the Served Groups in three areas: 1) age 

of respondents, 2) number of years married, and 3) people talked to 

about their problems. Specifically, the people who were served by the 

Agency tended to be somewhat older and married slightly longer, and to 

be less likely to have talked with their friends and more likely to have 

talked to an attorney about their problems than those in the Surveyed 

Group. In four other areas (employed i~come, sex, number of children, 

and education) there was no significant difference between these two 

groups. Regarding who referred the Served Group to the Agency, respond­

ents most frequently named attorneys. 

SECTION II: AGE 

The ages of the Surveyed Group ranged from 16 through 48 and of 

the Served Group from 16 through 54. The median age of the Surveyed 



Group was 29. 7 and of the Served Group 32.9. At the .01 level of 

confidence, the difference between these two groups was significant 

2 
(df = 1, x = 6.82). 

While the difference in age between the Surveyed and Served 

Groups was statistically significant, chronologically it is a very 

small difference--slightly more than three years (the Served Group 

being the older). Both groups are still. in basically the same age 

category, late twenties/early thirties. People of these two age 

.groups might have been in high school or college at the same. time 

and may have had many of the same life issues to deal with especially 

in terms of attitudes toward divorce and counseling. So, again~ while 

the difference in age was statistically significant, it may be ef f ec-

tively insignificant. 

SECTION III: LENGTH OF MARRIAGE 

The range of years married was divided into six subgroups: less 

than two years, three through five years, six through ten years, 11 

through 15 years, 16 through 20 years, and more than 20 years. The 

median number of years married for the Surveyed Group was 8.95 and for 

the Served Group 10.25. At the .05 level of confidence, there was a 

significant difference between these two gr9ups (df = 5, x2 = 12.90). 

Table I shows the range of number of years married . 

16 
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TABLE I 

LENGTH OF MARRIAGE 

Surveyed Group 

Years Married Number Percent Chi Sguares 

less than 2 
3 - 5 
6 - 10 
11 - 15 
16 - 20 
more than 20 
Total 
*Intra-group 
Median Category 

8 
27 
37,<c 
27 

7 
8 

114 

7.0 .369 
23.7 .ooo 
32.4 2.709 
23.7 .124 
6.i 3.817 
7.0 .114 

99.9 

Served GrouE 

Number Percent Chi S~uares 

14 10.0 .303 
33 23.7 .ooo 
26,'c 18.7 2.143 
29 20.9 .101 
25 18.0 3.131 
12 8.6 .093 

139 99. 9. 

As with the variable of age, the-difference between the Surveyed 

and Served Groups is statistically significant, but effectively quite 

small; the Served Group was married just over one year longer than the 
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Surveyed Group. Speaking only in terms of number of years married, one 

might again expect both groups to be dealing with similar marital life 

issues. 

SECTION: IV: EMPLOYED INCOME 

Employed income was divided into eight subgroups: less than 

$400, five increments of $200 each from $400 through $1399, 

$1400 - $1799, and $1800 or more. Those who responded that they 

were not employed (Surveyed= 28.9 percent, Served= 26.6 percent) 

and those who did not respond to this question at all 

(Surveyed= 1.8 percent, Served= 3.6 percent) were not included in 

our statistics. The difference between these two unincluded groups 

was not significant at the .05 level of confidence (df = 1, x2 = .073). 
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The median income of the Surveyed Group was $866 per month and 

for the Served Group it was $686. The difference between the two groups 

was not significant at the .OS level of confidence (df =. 7, x2 
= 13.958). 

Table II below shows the distribution of employed income. 

TABLE II 

EMPLOYED INCOME 

Surveyed Group Served GrouE 

Employed Income Number Percent Chi Squares Number Percent Chi Squares 

less than $400 
$400 - 599 
$600 - 799 
$800 -·999 
$1000 - 1199 
$1200 - 1399 
$1400 - 1799 
$1800 or more 
Total 
*Intra-group 
Median Category 

9 
15 
12 

9)°c 
13 
12 
4 
5 

79 

11. 4 
19.0 
15.2 
11. 4 
16.5 
15.2 
5.1 

. 6. 3 
100.1 

.000 

.002 

.697 

.246 
2.345 
1.018 
2.404 

.262 

11 
18 
22,~ 

8 
6 
8 

15 
9 

97 

11. 3 
18.6 
22.7 
.8. 2 
6.2 
8.2 

15.4 
9.3 

99.9 

.ooo 

.002 

.568 

.200 
1.909 
1.104 
1.958 

.214 

There is a weakness in the findings regarding employed income in 

that the samples used for comparison were drawn during different time 

periods. Inflation during this time has been a much-talked-about fac-

tor in people's lives; however, the authors did not add an inflation 

factor into their calculations. Had such a factor been added ·in, the 

effect would have been·to increase the difference in income between the 

groups.· In that case the difference in incomes might have been signif-

icant. 
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SECTION V: PEOPLE TALKED TO 

There were statistically significant differences in people res-

pendents talked to in two different categories. Specifically, the 

Surveyed Group was more likely to have talked to friends 

(df = 1, x2 = 29.362, level of confidence = .001) ~nd were less likely 

to have talked to an attorney (df = 1, x2 
= 6.184, level of confidence=. 0 2) 

than the Served Group. 

TABLE III 

PEOPLE TALKED TO 

Comparison of 
Surveyed and 

Surveyed Group Served Group Served Groups 

Person Number Percent Number Percent Chi Sguares 

Psychiatrist 6 2.8 11 4.3 .948 
Psychologist 11 5.2 9 3.5 .743 
~farriage & 7 3.3 10 3.9 .246 

Family 
Counselor 

Social 5 2.3 7 2.8 .410 
Worker 

Attorney 26 12.2 52 20.5 6.184 
Family Doctor 11 5.2 19 7.5 1.285 
Clergyman 14 6.6 25 9.8 1. 796 
Relatives 50 23.5 56 22.0 .206 
Friends 44 20.7 13 5.1 29.362 
Other 7 3.3 12 4.7 .885 
No One 32 15.0 40 15.7 .065 

Sub Total 213 100.1 254 99.8 
No Response 2 0 
Total 215 100.1 254 99.8 
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TABLE IV A 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
PSYCHIATRIST 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 5 83.3 6 54.5 
Not Helpful 0 -0- 5 45 .5 
Not Sure 1 16.6 0 -0-
Not Rated On 0 -0- 0 -0-
Helpfulness 

Total 6 99.9 11 100.0 

TABLE IV B 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
PSYCHOLOGIST 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 11 100.0 .6 66.7 
Not Helpful 0 -0- 1 11.1 
Not Sure 0 -0- 1 11.1 
Not Rated On 0 -0- 1 11.1 
Helpfulness 

Total 11 100.0 9 100.0 

TABLE IV C 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
MARRIAGE & FAMILY COUNSELOR 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 6 85.7 3 30.0 
Not Helpful 1 14.3 2 20.0 
Not Sure 0 -0- 4 40.0 
Not Rated On 0 -0- 1 10.0 
Helpfulness 

Total 7 100.0 10 100.0 
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TABLE IV D 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
SOCIAL WORKER 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 3 60.0 5 71.4 
Not Helpful 1 20.0 1 14.3 
Not Sure 1 20.0 1 14.3 
Not Rated On 0 -0- 0 -0-
Helpfulness 

Total 5 100.00 7 100.0 

TABLE IV E 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
ATTORNEY 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 18 69.2 25 48.l 
Not Helpful 4 15.4 7 13.5 
Not Sure 4 15.4 12 23.1 
Not Rated On 0 -0- 8 15.4 
Helpfulness 

Total 26 100.0 52 100.0 

TABLE IV F 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
FAMILY DOCTOR 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 9 81.8 10 52.6 
Not Helpful 1 9.1 2 10.5 
Not Sure 1 9.1 5 26.3 
Not Rated On 0 -0- 2 10.5 
Helpfulness. 

Total 11 100.0 19 99.9 
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TABLE IV G 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
CLERGYMAN 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 13 92.9 16 64.0 
Not Helpful 0 -0- 3 12.0 
Not Sure 1 7. 1 3 12.0 
Not Rated On 0 -0- 3. 12.0 
Helpfulness 

Total 14 100.0 25 100.0 

TABLE IV H 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
RELATIVES 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 39 78. o. 29 51. 8 
Not Helpful 7 14.0 13 23.2 
Not Sure 3 6.0 11 19.6 
Not Rated On 1 2.0 3 5.4 
Helpfulness 

Total 50 100.0 56 100.0 

TABLE IV I 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
FRIENDS 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Helpful 33 78.6 6 46.2 
Not Helpful 8 19.0 2 15.4 
Not Sure 1 2.4 1 7.7 
Not Rated On 2 4.8 4 30.8 
Helpfulness 

Total 44 100.0 13 100.1 

J~---------



Helpful 
Not Helpful 
Not Sure 
Not Rated On 
Helpfulness 

Total 

Talked To 
No One 

No ResE_onse 

Helpful 
Not Helpful 
Not Sure 
Not Rated On 
Helpfulness 

Total 
Resp_onses 

TABLE IV J 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
OTHER 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

5 71.4 7 58.3 
1 14.3 1 8.3 
1 14.3 2 16.7 
0 -0- 2 16.7 

7 100. 0 12· 100.0 

TABLE IV K 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
NO ONE AND NO RESPONSE 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Percent Percent 
Of Total Of Total 

Number Respondents Number Respondents 

32 28.1 40 28.8 

2 1.8 7 s.o 

TABLE IV L 

HELPFULNESS OF PEOPLE TALKED TO 
TOTAL RESPONSES 

Surveyed Group Served Group 

Number Percent Number Percent 

142 78.5 113 52~8 

23 12.7 . 37 17.3 
13 7.1 40 18.7 
3 1. 7 24 11. 2 

181 100.0 214 100.0 
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Due to the small number of respondents, chi squares could not 

appropriately be calculated regarding the helpfulness of individual 

categories of people talked to. However, overall, the Surveyed Group 

were more likely to have found the people they talked to posi~ively 

helpful (df = 1, x2 
=· 17.802, level of confidence= .001). In calcu-

lating this statistic, responses of Not Helpful and Not Sure were 

aggregated into a single group of those not positively helpful and 

compared with the Helpful responses. A chi square was also calculated 

comparing only those responding Not Helpful with those responding 

Helpful. In this case, the Surveyed Group again were more 

likely to regard people talked to as being Helpful 

(df = 1, x2 = 5.868, level of confidence= .02). 
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The picture that emerges from these data is that the Surveyed and 

Served Groups were equally as likely to have talked to most of the cat-

egories of people listed in the survey instruments (with the exception 

of friends and attorneys) and that the Served Group was less likely to 

have found talking to these people to be helpful. Further, the Served 

Group was also less likely to find their friends and attorneys to be 

helpful (based on comparisons of ratios calculated for individual 

categories of people talked to) and were sligh~ly, though probably not 

significantly, more likely to find social workers helpful. 

The authors suggest that the most probable reason for the Served 

Group responding that, overall, they were i'ess likely to find the people 

talked to helpful is that the very fact that they f ounn other ·people 

less than helpful was a motivating factor in their coming to the Family 

Court Service. That is, if the Served Group had. found talking to other 
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people helpful, they would probably not have needed to come to the 

Family Court Service for assistance. 

SECTION VI: SEX 

There were 61 males and 53 females in.the Surveyed Group, and 

I 
there were 75 males and 64 females in the Served Group for a total of 

253 respondents. At the .05 level of confidence, there was no signif-

icant difference between the Surveyed and the Served Group 

(df 
2 = 1, x = .003). 

One would expect no significant difference in ratios of male to 

female in these two groups in that in obtaining the IDCAP sample, 

efforts were made to involve both petitioner and respondent to the 

dissolution proceedings in the survey and in the Agency efforts were 

made (and are made) to involve both petitioner and respondent in 

counseling. 

SECTION VII: NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

The number of children in both groups ranged from one 

through seven with a median category in both cases of two 

(Surveyed= 2.36, Served= 2.40). Table V shows the distribution of 

each group. At the .05 level of confidence, there was no significant 

difference between these two group in regard to number of children 

2 
(df = 3, x = 2.708). 



i' 
! 

Number 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four -

Seven 
Total 

*Intra-group 
Median 

TABLE V 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

Surveied Grou:e 

Number Percent x2 

39 34.2 .002 
50* 43.9 ' . 152 
14 12.3 1.084 
11 9.7 .250 

114 100.1 

Served Grou:e 

Number Percent x2 

47 33.8 .001 
551c 39.6 .125 
27 19.4 .889 
10 7.1 .205 

139 99.9 

These data do not differ signif icant~y from the Clackamas County 

average of 2.3 children per family (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1972). 

Therefore, the number of children is neither a predictor of divorce 

nor of Service use. 

SECTION VIII: EDUCATION 

The range of years of education was divided into five subgroups: 
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1-11 years, 12 years, 13-15 years, 16 years, and 17 or more years. The 

median number of years for the Surveyed Group was 13.12 years and for 

the Served Group it was 12.75. There was no significant difference 

2 between the groups (df = 4, X 

of number of years of education. 

7.78). Table VI shows the distribution 



TABLE VI 

YEARS OF EDUCATION 

Surveyed Group 

Years Number Percent Chi Squares 

1 - 11 18 
12 37 
13 - 15 37* 
16 10 
17 or more 11 
No response 1 
Total 114 

1cintra-group 
median category 

15.8 .003 
32.5 2.108 
32.5 .514 
. 8. 8 .791 

9.6 . 773 
• 9 

100.1 

Served Groun 

Number Percent Chi Squares 

22 15.8 .002 
61~'< 43.9 1.686 
37 26.6 . 411 

7 5.0 .633 
8 5.8 .619 
4 2.9 

139 100.0 

These findings are comparable to the median education level of 

Clackamas County as a whole (12.4 years of education). However, the 

Surveyed Group indicated a median level of educational attainment of 

.72 years more than the County level. The Served Group was within 

.35 years of the County median. Therefore, education is a predictor 

neither of divorce nor of Service used. 

SECTION IX: REFERRAL SOURCES 
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Fifty-nine percent of the respondents were ref erred to the Agency 

by attorneys. This is by far the most frequent source of referrals. 

In descending order, other referral sources were: court (13.7%), 

unspecified others (10.8%), self (5.7%), and prior clients (3.6%). 

There were no responses of referrals from clergy, physicians, or from 

the schools. In two cases clients received referrals from more than 

one source, so the total number of responses is greater than the total 

number of served respondents. Eight and .. six-tenths percent of the 
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respondents did not indicate any referral source. Table VII shows the 

response of the Served Group to the question of referral source. 

TABLE VII 

REFERRAL SOURCES: SERVED GROUP 

Source Number 

Attorney 82 
Court 19 
Other (unspecified) - 15 
Self 8 
Prior Client 5 
Clergy 0 
Physicians 0 
Schools 0 
No Response 12 
Total 141 

Percent 

59.0 
13.7 
10.8 
5.7 
3.6 
-0-
-0-
-0-
8. 6 

101.4 

It is not surprising that a majority of referrals to the Family 

Court Service come from attorneys and the court. Support from the 

legal system is essential to the functioning of the Family Court Service 

in that attorneys and ·the court have been the traditional resource for 

people needing assistance with their separation ?nd divorce. The 

Family Court Service has, in fact, focused most of its public relations 

efforts on these resources. 

In summary, the findings of this study indicate that the people 

served by the Family Court Service were very similar to those surveyed 

by the IDCAP study in regard to employed income, sex, number of chil-

dren; and education. They were slightly different in regard to age 

(being older) and number of years married (being married !onger). The 

Served Group was also less likely to have discussed with friends the 

problems· leading to their filing for divorce and more likely to have 



discussed them with attorneys, the people most likely to have referred 

this group to the Family Court Service. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

In proposing this study the authors stated two purposes: 1) to 

determine whether the Agency was serving its target population (those 

people it was designed to serve), and 2) to provide a sociodemographic 

data base for a research project which ·the Agency is planning to begin 

July 1, 1979. 

The authors have previously suggested that the target group would 

be comparable to the Surveyed Group, on which need for the Agency was 

based. Therefore, insofar as the Served Group is comparable to the 

Surveyed Group, it may also be comparable to the target group. 

As the data have demonstrated above, the Surveyed and Served 

Groups are, indeed, comparable on. the variables of sex, number of chil­

dren, employed income, and education. There is no statistically signif­

icant difference between the two group-s on these four variables. There­

fore, none of these variables are to be perceived as indicators of use 

of the Agency's services. 

The Surveyed and Served Groups did, however, differ significantly 

on the variables of age, length of .marriage, and people talked to. As 

discussed above, the authors reason that while the differences in age 

and length of marriage were statistically significant, th4?y are effec·­

tively quite small--the Served Group being 3.2 years older and married 

1.3 years longer than the Surveyed Group. The authors further reason 

~--------------------------~-



that this difference, then, does not interfere with the Agency's serv­

ing its target group. 

The third significant variable was people talked to. There were 
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three significant sub-variables of people talked to: attorneys, friends, 

and perceived helpfulness of peop~e talked to. The Served Group were 

more likely to have talked to attorneys and less likely to have talked 

to friends. Further, they were less likely to have found talking to 

people to have been helpful. 

The authors reason that the Served Group may be experiencing 

greater conflict in divorce and therefore be more likely to talk to 

an attorney and to seek services of the Agency in resolving these con­

flicts, since one of the Agency services is divorce mediation. Persons 

who were experiencing little or no conflict in ·the divorce process 

might choose to file their own divorce papers and not engage the serv­

ices of an attorney. Further, clients may seek Agency services for the 

very reason that they did not find that the people they talked to were 

helpful. If these people had been helpful, clients need not have 

sought further help elsewhere. And finally, the Served Group was more 

likely to have talked to attorneys who, while they were perceived as 

not being helpful, were in fact the most common referral. source for the 

Agency. 

The relationship between the last three factors might be, then, 

that people experiencing greater conflict in divorce are less likely to 

talk with their friends about it, are less likely to find it helpful to 

talk to people about their conflicts and are, therefore, more likely to 

seek help from an attorney who is, in turn, most likely to be the 

Agency's referral source. 
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While these last findings indicate that the Agency may not be 

serving a group comparable to the Surveyed Group, the authors contend 

that in this instance, too, the results do not indicate that it is not 

serving its target group. In that the Agency is serving a group which 

cay be experiencing greater conflict in divorce and is certainly find­

ing the people it talks to less than helpful, the Agency is serving its 

target group of people in need of assistance in dealing with the con­

flicts and issues in divorce. 

Finally, while there were few and small sociodemographic dif­

ferences between the Surveyed and Served Groups, provision of this 

information on the Served Group provides the requested data base for 

the Agency's proposed continuing research efforts, 
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APPENDIX (. 

DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE 

1st Marriage ~~-------

1. Case II 2. Mo Fa --- 3. Age-----

4. Length of Marriage 
Less than 1 year 
1 - 2 

11 - 15 5. # of Children ---
16 - 20 ---

3 - 5 over 20 
6 - 10 

6. Education (Highest Completed) 1 - 11 12 
13 - 15 16 17+ 

7. Employed Yes No 

8. Gross Monthly Income 
Less Than 200 ___ _ 
2 - 399 
3 - 599 
6 - 799 
8 - 999 

If Yes F.T. P.T. 
Other ------

10 - 1199 ---
12 - 1399 ---
14 - 1599 ---
16 - 1799 ---
1800 or over 

9. Who was Talked With? Helpful Not Helpful 
Relatives 

_Clergyman 
_ Family Doctor 
_Attorney 
_ Psychiatrist 
_ Psychologist 
_ Marriage & 

Family Counselor 
Social Worker 
Other 

10. Referred by: 
Self 
Lawyer 
Court 
Prior Client 
Clergyman ____ _ 
School 
Physician~--­
Other 

Not Sure 
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