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 Using a stress and coping framework, this study examines the role of religious 

coping in the divorce adjustment process. This study utilizes three waves of data from a 

longitudinal study of divorcing mothers with young children. The primary analyses 

examine the role of religiosity in the divorce appraisal process, as well as the influence of 

both positive and negative religious coping on divorce appraisal, depression, and changes 

in religiosity. The study also explores how changes in divorce appraisal and religiosity 

influence change in depression over time. The results indicate that higher rates of 

negative religious coping are linked to more negative divorce appraisal, higher levels of 

depression, and declines in religiosity. In contrast, positive religious coping is associated 

with increases in religiosity over time. Additionally, findings show that changes in 

divorce appraisal predict changes in depression, but this relationship is moderated by 

one’s level of religiosity. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Since the rise in divorce rates in the 1960s, the psychological adjustment of those 

experiencing divorce has been of great interest to social scientists. Although numerous 

factors have been considered that may influence divorce adjustment, religion has rarely 

been examined. This is surprising given that for many individuals, the dissolution of a 

marriage carries with it implications for their religious lives. In recent years there has also 

been an upsurge of research interest in religious coping with life stressors. Religious 

coping studies have examined numerous stressors, including serious illness, bereavement, 

and caregiving. Few studies of religious coping, however, have specifically addressed 

one of the most common stressors experienced by Americans—divorce. With close to 

half of marriages ending in divorce, at least one million individuals experience divorce in 

a given year, yet studies of religious coping rarely address this event (Simons, 1996; 

Munson & Sutton, 2005). The few religious coping studies that have included divorced 

individuals often measure divorce as part of a set of life stressors recently experienced by 

participants. Thus, the role of religious coping specifically in the context of divorce is not 

easily distinguishable from its role in coping with the other life stressors. To help remedy 

this gap in the literature, the current study examines religious coping among individuals 

currently experiencing the divorce process.  

The stress and coping process is often characterized as an ongoing, dynamic 

process; however, studies of religious coping (using cross-sectional designs) fail to 

capture this dynamic aspect. Studies of religious coping often include assessments of 

stress, coping, and adjustment at only one point in time. While these studies provide 
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some information regarding the relation between religious coping and psychological 

adjustment, they do not provide insight into the direction of this relation. Additionally, 

such studies fail to describe the ongoing change that is inherent in the coping process. 

Thus, prominent religious coping scholars have called for an increase in the use of 

longitudinal studies of religious coping (Pargament, Ano, & Wachholtz, 2005).  

The use of longitudinal designs is also important when studying divorce. Divorce 

is often characterized as a process rather than a discrete event (Amato, 2000). To better 

capture this dynamic process, the present study is designed to test a religious coping 

model of divorce by including multiple assessments at intervals more closely tied to the 

divorce process. Participants enter the study near the beginning of the divorce process 

and assessments are taken at six month intervals. This approach allows for a closer 

examination of the potential changes in the influence of religiosity and religious coping 

on psychological functioning throughout the divorce process, rather than years after it.  

Divorce and Psychological Distress 

 The link between divorce and psychological distress has been well-established in 

the social science literature for many years. In a classic study, Bloom, Asher, & White 

(1978) found that separated or divorced individuals were overrepresented among 

psychiatric patients. Other research has shown that separation and divorce is associated 

with higher levels of depression, even after accounting for prior levels of depression 

(Aseltine and Kessler, 1993; Menaghan & Lieberman, 1986). Although the divorce 

literature is mixed as to whether men and women experience differential psychological 

adjustment following divorce, the research clearly shows that women are more likely to 
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experience greater financial struggles as a result of divorce (Amato, 2000). Women are 

more likely than men to experience a decline in standard of living following divorce 

(Amato, 2000). This combined with the fact that the majority of women with children 

gain sole custody following divorce means that divorced mothers and their children are at 

particularly high risk for experiencing financial strain. More than just an economic issue, 

the stress of this financial strain has been linked to higher levels of psychological distress 

among divorce mothers (Simons and Associates, 1996).  

Although many individuals experience a decline in depressive symptoms in the 

months following the divorce, for some individuals the depression persists for years 

afterward (Kitson, 1992; Lorenz, et al., 1997). This variation has prompted investigation 

into factors that might explain why individuals react differently to the experience of 

divorce. These studies have focused on factors such as attachment to one’s ex-spouse 

(Kitson, 1982), marital beliefs (Simon & Marcussen, 1999), and educational or financial 

resources (Booth & Amato, 1991) as moderators of the divorce-distress relationship. 

While studies such as these have provided greater insight into the relationship between 

divorce and psychological distress, one factor often overlooked in divorce adjustment 

studies is that of religious beliefs.   

Religion and Divorce 

 The vast majority of Americans (90%) report a belief in God or a higher power  

(Stark & Finke, 2000) and large proportions (60%) indicate that religion is “important” or 

“very important” to them (McCullough, et al., 2000). Additionally, it is well-established 

in the social scientific literature that religion, particularly religious attendance, is 
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associated with lower risk for divorce (Booth, Johnson, Branaman, & Sica, 1995; Amato 

& Rogers, 1997). This, however, does not imply that divorce is uncommon among 

religiously affiliated individuals. In fact, estimates have indicated that almost half (49%) 

of religiously affiliated individuals will experience divorce, compared to 62% of 

unaffiliated individuals (Mahoney, Pargament, Tarakeshwar, & Swank, 2001). Thus, 

given the prevalence of divorce among the religiously affiliated, it is of great relevance to 

understand how religious beliefs impact the process of coping with divorce.  

Historically, many religions have put forth strong pro-family doctrine which often 

included tenets discouraging, if not prohibiting divorce. While some research has 

indicated a decline in recent years in the influence of these formal religious teachings on 

individual members’ attitudes towards divorce, this decline has not been universal 

(Thornton, 1985). Thus, to the extent that individuals’ attitudes are influenced by the 

tenets of their religious group, they may interpret the divorce experience in different 

ways. For some individuals, the end of their marriage may represent a religious dilemma 

or a spiritual struggle. Traditionally, however, religion has been seen as a source of 

support during times of stress such as illness or grief and this view of religion may apply 

to divorce as well. Unlike other stressors, divorce represents a situation in which religion 

may serve as either a form of social support or social control. Some divorcees may find 

their religion to be a source of solace and comfort, while others may experience stigma 

from their religious community as a result of their divorced status. Thus, one goal of this 

project is to explore these distinct functions of religion in the process of coping with 

divorce. Before considering in more depth how religion may impact coping with divorce, 
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I will first review transactional stress and coping theory, which provides much of the 

theoretical basis for this study. 

Stress and Coping Theory 

Researchers have proposed several models in an effort to understand the stress 

and coping process and explain why individual differences in adjustment to stress are 

often observed. Perhaps the most prominent of these models is the transactional stress 

and coping model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In this model, stress is defined as a 

transaction between the individual and the environment. Whether or not an individual 

perceives an event as stressful depends on both characteristics and resources of the 

individual and the demand of the stressor (Aldwin, 1994). Crucial to this model is the 

notion that it is not only the characteristics of the event itself that determine whether it is 

stressful. How an individual perceives or appraises an event is equally important in 

determining if the event is stressful. Implicit in this model, therefore, is the idea that 

individuals may experience the same event very differently, due to these variations in 

cognitive appraisal. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) proposed two levels of appraisal: 

primary and secondary. Primary appraisal refers to evaluation of an event in terms of its 

personal significance or impact on one’s well-being. Traditionally, researchers have 

categorized appraisal into those that represent harm/loss, threat, or challenge. Secondary 

appraisal involves evaluation of the event in terms of the resources available to cope with 

the event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, Park & Folkman, 1997). In other words, does the 

individual feel that they have skills or resources (material or psychological) to handle the 

situation? According to this model, stress occurs when there is an imbalance between the 
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appraised demands of a situation and the individual’s resources to deal with the situation. 

Coping, therefore, involves the development of strategies that are aimed at managing this 

stress, either by addressing the stressor itself (i.e., problem-focused coping) or the 

distressing feelings associated with it (i.e., emotion-focused coping) (Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984; Aldwin, 1994). According to the transactional perspective, these coping 

strategies may alter both the psychological appraisal of the event or the stressor itself. 

This change in appraisal or in the stressor determines subsequent coping strategies in an 

ongoing dynamic relationship between the individual and the environment (Folkman, 

1992).  

The Role of Beliefs in Stress and Coping 

 Given that the Lazarus and Folkman framework is inherently a contextual model 

that highlights the transaction between the individual and the environment, it by nature 

includes subjective factors that may influence the stress and coping process. The relevant 

factors in this context are beliefs and values. Beliefs and values are conceptualized as 

variables that primarily affect how an event is perceived or appraised by the individual. 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984) refer to beliefs as a “perceptual lens” that shapes the 

understanding or appraisal of an event (p. 63). Although many beliefs may influence 

appraisal, the authors specifically emphasize existential beliefs, including belief in God, 

justice, or fate. Other researchers have also noted the importance of considering the role 

of beliefs and values in the stress and coping process. From a sociological perspective, 

Pearlin (1989) has also argued that beliefs and values influence the differential perception 

of stress. This idea may help explain why individuals who experience the same stressful 
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event many times have very different psychological outcomes. He stated that, “values 

regulate the effects of experience by regulating the meaning and the importance of the 

experience” (Pearlin, 1989, p. 249). In other words, whether an individual sees an event 

as stressful depends upon whether or not a core belief or value they espouse is threatened.  

Recently, researchers have extended Lazarus and Folkman’s transactional model 

to encompass a full examination of beliefs as well as the cognitive process of 

understanding the stressful event (Park and Folkman, 1997). This model proposed that 

two levels of beliefs (what the authors label “meaning”) are relevant to the appraisal 

process: global meaning and situational meaning. Individuals’ beliefs, values, and 

assumptions are encompassed in the concept of global meaning. Expanding on the 

Lazarus and Folkman framework, this model described several beliefs that comprise 

one’s global meaning, including beliefs about the world (e.g., the world is just and fair), 

beliefs about the self (e.g., self-worth), and beliefs about the self in the world (e.g., 

optimism) (Park & Folkman, 1997). All these beliefs are part of a larger general life 

orientation that provides significance or meaning. The second aspect of the model, 

situational meaning, parallels the concept of primary appraisal and involves the 

assessment of specific events in light of an individual’s global meaning. A key aspect of 

this model is the notion that discrepancy between an individual’s global meaning (i.e., 

beliefs) and the appraised situational meaning of an event is the source of psychological 

distress. When one’s global meaning cannot accommodate an event or an event is in 

conflict with one’s global meaning, stress results. For example, if one believes in a 

generally benevolent world, the experience of violent victimization would prompt some 
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degree of conflict with this belief. This inconsistency between one’s beliefs and the 

experience of an event will likely produce stress. In describing the relationship between 

global meaning and situational meaning, therefore, this model delineates more 

specifically how beliefs impact the stress and coping process.  

Religion and the Coping Process 

Having examined the role of beliefs in the coping process, it is important to 

consider how religion, as one type of belief system, may influence coping. Many authors 

have discussed the centrality of religion in many individuals’ belief systems, particularly 

in regard to finding meaning in times of stress (Baumeister, 1991; Silberman, 2005; 

Pargament, 1997). Silberman (2005) conceptualizes religion as a “meaning system” (p. 

644). Meaning systems provide individuals with expectations for types of behavior that 

will help them meet their needs and avoid pain, thus providing a sense of coherence. 

Through its role as a meaning system, religion can influence goals, emotions, and 

behavior (Silberman, 2005). For example, in a religious meaning system the ultimate goal 

would be closeness to an entity or aspect of life considered sacred. In this context, a 

religious meaning system would promote certain behaviors that would be considered 

advantageous for meeting this goal and these behaviors would ultimately influence 

emotions (Silberman, 2003). In the context of coping, a meaning system would offer 

beliefs about oneself and the world that would provide individuals with a way to interpret 

stressful life events. Research indicates that to the extent that religion is part of one’s 

meaning system prior to a stressful event, it is more likely to be incorporated in the 

coping process (Pargament, 1997). In other words, individuals “cope with the tools that 
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are most available” to them and if religion is a significant aspect of one’s meaning 

system, it will likely be a part of their coping process (Pargament, 1997, p. 145).  

A Model of Religious Coping and Divorce 

The question that remains, however, is in what ways does religion influence the 

coping process specifically with respect to divorce? Pargament (1990) has offered 

perhaps the most comprehensive framework for examining this issue. He proposed that 

religion can shape any element of the coping process through its role as an orienting 

belief system. He proposed that: (1) stressors themselves may be religious in nature, (2) 

religion can influence the appraisal of the stressor, (3) the coping strategies used may be 

based in religious beliefs, and (4) the outcome of the coping process may have religious 

implications (e.g., conversion). I will use this framework for examining the potential 

relationships between religious factors, appraisal, and psychological functioning in the 

context of divorce.  

Recall that Park and Folkman’s (1997) stress and coping model emphasizes that 

psychological stress is the result of an incompatibility between an event and one’s beliefs 

(i.e., global meaning). They contend that the process of resolving this incompatibility 

involves either reappraising the meaning of the event or by changing one’s beliefs. This 

process seems relevant to the case of religion and coping with divorce. In individuals for 

whom divorce represents a conflict with their religious beliefs, part of the coping process 

involves this resolution process. Thus, in this context, the emphasis of coping is on 

changing either (1) the appraisal of the divorce in reference to one’s religious beliefs or 

(2) changing one’s religious beliefs to accommodate the experience of divorce. The 



 10 

conceptual model presented in Figure 1 illustrates the proposed pathways of religious 

coping in the context of divorce. Figure 2 illustrates the specific models to be tested in 

this study. 

Divorce as a Religious Stressor 

One way in which a religious belief system may impact the coping process is 

through the process of sanctification. Pargament, Magyar, Benore, & Mahoney (2005) 

proposed that through sanctification, “aspects of life can be linked directly to God 

(theistic sanctification) or imbued with divine qualities (nontheistic sanctification), 

including timelessness, ultimate value, or transcendence” (p. 60). Thus, aspects of life 

that for some would be considered secular, such as marriage, become filled with sacred 

meaning. According to this theory, one implication of sanctification is that the loss or 

violation of a sanctified aspect of life is more traumatic to the individual than other 

losses. Thus, the loss of a sanctified aspect of life may have more severe psychological 

consequences (Pargament, et al., 2005). This theory has clear implications for the stress 

and coping process. Events which threaten sanctified aspects of life will presumably be 

appraised as more threatening or harmful than events affecting non-sanctified aspects 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). For individuals who believe more strongly in the 

permanence of marriage, it is more likely to be sanctified, either in a theistic or 

nontheistic way. For these individuals, the experience of divorce represents the loss of a 

sanctified aspect of life and is therefore potentially more distressing.  

Findings from a study of relationship dissolution among dating college students 

support this idea. Researchers studied the physical and psychological outcomes of 
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individuals recently experiencing the violation of a sanctified relationship, what the 

authors described as “desecration” (Pargament, Magyar-Russell, Murray-Swank, 2005, p. 

679). Desecration was conceptualized as violation of a sanctified relationship in both 

theistic and non-theistic sense. Theistic desecration was measured using items that 

assessed the dishonoring of a relationship “made sacred by God” and nontheistic 

desecration was measured with items that described the violation with “qualities 

associated with the divine” (e.g., evil, immoral) (Pargament, Magyar-Russell, Murray-

Swank, 2005, p. 679; Magyar, Pargament, & Mahoney, 2000). The authors found that the 

experience of desecration was associated with negative physical and psychological 

symptoms, including headaches, upset stomach, feelings of distress, and irritability. 

These patterns were evident even after controlling for numerous covariates, including 

religiosity and level of negativity of the desecration (Magyar, Pargament, & Mahoney, 

2000). While empirical research testing the concept of sanctification theory is fairly 

recent and not extensive at this point, this study suggests the importance of considering 

the influence of religiously-oriented beliefs, such as theistic sanctification, in the process 

of coping with relationship dissolution, such as divorce. With respect to the current study, 

it is expected that psychological adjustment will be directly affected by the extent to 

which divorce is appraised negatively. This appraisal process is expected to be influenced 

by religious factors such as religiosity and religious coping. 

Religion and Appraisal 

According to the transactional stress and coping theory, beliefs have the potential 

to influence the coping process through their effect on appraisal. Although the 
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relationship between religious beliefs and stress appraisal has not been examined 

extensively, the research that does exist suggests that religious beliefs often influence the 

positive appraisal of negative events. Studies of this kind often focus on traumatic events 

such as life-threatening illness, however, and rarely consider more common stressful life 

events such as divorce. For example, Park (2005) found that among bereaved individuals, 

those exhibiting higher levels of religiosity were more likely to reinterpret the loss in a 

positive way. In a study of female cancer patients, Gall (2000) measured participants’ 

self-reported image of and relationship with God. Some of these measures included 

seeing God as accepting or benevolent and feeling connected to God. The findings 

indicated that these perceptions of God (i.e., benevolent, connected) were positively 

correlated with more positive appraisals of their cancer diagnosis. These positive 

appraisals included seeing the cancer as meaningful or an opportunity for growth. 

Additionally, these perceptions of one’s relationship with God were unrelated to more 

negative appraisals, such as viewing the cancer as threatening. In a study of coping 

strategies, researchers found that “turning to religion” was associated with positive 

reappraisal of a stressful experience participants had experienced in the past two months 

(Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989). Although most of these studies are correlational or 

descriptive in nature, they provide some support for the idea that religion influences 

appraisal of stressful experiences, largely in a positive fashion. 

Based on previous research, one might expect religious beliefs to also influence 

the appraisal of divorce; however the nature of this influence is unclear given that no 

empirical research has examined this relationship specifically in the context of divorce. 
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Related research building upon family stress and coping theory, however, has examined 

the issue of divorce appraisal and the influence of beliefs more generally. Family stress 

and coping theory posits that three primary factors are important in predicting post-

divorce adjustment: (a) the accumulation of stressors (both before and after the divorce), 

(b) the resources available to cope with the stress, and (c) the individual’s or family’s 

perception or definition of the divorce (Hill, 1949; McCubbin, Cauble, & Patterson, 

1982). The third factor closely parallels the concept of appraisal and is relevant to the 

consideration of religious beliefs. Researchers have conceptualized this factor in a variety 

of ways. Wang and Amato (2000) emphasized individuals’ attitudes towards divorce as a 

key component of appraisal. They found that the more positive are individuals’ attitudes 

toward divorce, the better post-divorce adjustment they exhibited. Other researchers have 

considered similar factors in their studies of divorce adjustment. Simon and Marcussen 

(1999) showed that stronger beliefs in the permanence of marriage exacerbated the 

impact of separation or divorce on individuals’ level of depression. Taken together, these 

studies have suggested that individuals’ beliefs and values influence their divorce 

adjustment by impacting how they appraise the meaning of the divorce in their lives.  

These studies, however, do not address the relationship between religiosity and appraisal 

in the context of divorce. They primarily focus on the relationship between appraisal and 

adjustment, but do not specifically consider religious beliefs. In contrast, the current 

study will specifically examine the influence of religiosity on divorce appraisal. 
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Religious Coping 

In the past, coping research focused primarily on nonreligious forms of coping, 

often utilizing checklists or scales to measure coping strategies. These traditional coping 

studies often included only one or two items assessing religious forms of coping, if they 

were examined at all. Often the items measuring religious coping asked respondents 

about general religious activities such as prayer or congregational support, that were not 

specific to the context of coping. Studies using these general measures of religious coping 

suggest that to the extent that religion is salient or important to an individual, they are 

more likely to utilize religious coping strategies (Pargament, 1990). For example, Case 

and McMinn (2001) found that among highly religious psychologists, religious activities 

(i.e., prayer, attendance at religious services) were among the top strategies they cited for 

coping with stress. In contrast, psychologists reporting lower levels of religiosity did not 

cite religious activities among their top coping strategies. The general and somewhat 

imprecise measures of religious coping used in such studies, however, fail to capture how 

an individual may incorporate religious activities or cognitions specifically to cope with a 

stressful event (Ano & Vasconcelles, 2005).  

To remedy these shortcomings, researchers have recently begun to investigate 

specifically religiously-oriented coping strategies. One of the most widely-cited religious 

coping measures is the Religious Coping Scale (RCOPE), developed by Pargament and 

colleagues (Pargament, Koenig, & Perez, 2000). Research using this measure has 

revealed two distinct patterns of religious coping—positive and negative (Pargament, 

Smith, Koenig, & Perez, 1998; Ai, Park, Huang, Rodgers, & Tice, 2007). Positive 
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religious coping is expressed as a sense of connectedness to God or a higher power 

during times of stress or looking to a higher power for a sense of meaning. Positive 

religious coping is characterized by concepts such as “looked to God for strength and 

support” or “tried to find a lesson from God in this crisis.” In contrast, negative religious 

coping is expressed as a lack of connectedness with God or a higher power, or a spiritual 

struggle to find meaning. It is characterized by items such as “thought about turning away 

from God” or “expressed anger toward God for letting such a terrible thing happen to 

me” (Pargament, Smith, Koenig, & Perez, 1998). Studies investigating religious coping 

have repeatedly indicated distinct patterns of psychological functioning associated with 

positive and negative religious coping. In the following section, I review research 

addressing the relationship between psychological adjustment and both positive and 

negative religious coping. 

Religious Coping and Psychological Adjustment 

 In an effort to synthesize the research literature examining religious coping, Ano 

& Vasconcelles (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of 49 studies addressing the 

relationship between religious coping and psychological adjustment. The studies included 

in the meta-analysis examined religious coping in a variety of stressful situations, such as 

severe illness, bereavement, and caregiving. Overall, they found evidence for a moderate 

positive relationship between positive religious coping and positive psychological 

adjustment, including positive affect, higher self-esteem, and stress-related growth. 

Additionally, they found a modest inverse relationship between positive religious coping 

and negative psychological adjustment, including depression, anxiety, and distress. The 
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authors also found support for a modest positive relationship between negative religious 

coping and negative psychological adjustment to stress (Ano & Vasconcelles, 2005). This 

study illustrates the importance of distinguishing between positive and negative forms of 

religious coping and provides support for the idea that these coping styles are 

differentially related to psychological functioning. Given that this meta-analysis is one of 

the few, if not only one of its kind to specifically address the literature on religious 

coping, it provides essential information on the relationship between religious coping and 

psychological adjustment. This study, however, is limited due to its inclusion of primarily 

cross-sectional studies. Based on this study it is not possible to make inferences regarding 

the causal direction of the relationship between religious coping and psychological 

adjustment.  

Although longitudinal studies of religious coping are not yet prevalent, a few that 

have been conducted offer some insight into the temporal relationship between religious 

coping and psychological adjustment. For example, Tix and Frasier (1998) studied 

individuals coping with the stress of kidney transplant surgery. They assessed religious 

coping, psychological distress, and life satisfaction at 3 and 12 months following surgery. 

The authors found that greater use of religious coping predicted less psychological 

distress concurrently (three months post-surgery) and greater life satisfaction over time 

(12 months post-surgery). These findings remained significant after accounting for 

possible mediator variables such as social support or cognitive restructuring. This study is 

not the most comprehensive test of a causal relationship between religious coping and 

psychological adjustment given that religious coping was longitudinally related to only 
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one of the measures of adjustment (life satisfaction). Additionally, the authors did not 

distinguish between positive and negative religious coping, making it the results 

somewhat difficult to interpret in light of previous research. Despite these limitations, this 

study does seem to offer modest evidence of a positive effect of religious coping on 

psychological adjustment for individuals coping with stressful circumstances. In another 

longitudinal study of religious coping, Pargament, et al. (1994) studied individuals coping 

with the aftermath of the Gulf War. They assessed religious coping, psychological 

distress, and positive and negative affectivity at two time points. The longitudinal results 

indicated that positive religious coping strategies predicted increases in positive 

affectivity and decreases in psychological distress from Time 1 to Time 2. Religious 

coping did not significantly predict changes in negative affectivity. This study provides 

somewhat stronger evidence for a causal relationship between religious coping and 

psychological adjustment. It suggests that religious coping (particularly positive religious 

coping) may provide a beneficial resource to individuals coping with stress. While these 

studies offer some insight into the temporal nature of the relationship between religious 

coping and psychological adjustment, the limited number of longitudinal studies 

available clearly suggests the need for more extensive research to disentangle the nature 

of this relationship. The current study uses longitudinal data to examine the relationship 

between religious coping and depression in the context of divorce.  

Religious Coping and Appraisal 

Positive religious coping. As just described, religious coping can be expressed in 

both positive and negative forms. To the extent to which individuals exhibit positive 
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religious coping strategies, they may find it easier to reappraise the divorce in light of 

their religious beliefs. In a sense, positive religious coping may represent aspects of this 

resolution process. Concepts representing positive religious coping, such as “tried to find 

the lesson from God in this crisis,” seem to encompass the notion of seeing the negative 

event in a new religious light. These modes of thinking, such as seeing the positive 

aspects of a negative situation, are among the cognitive strategies researchers cite as part 

of the reappraisal process (Park & Folkman, 1997). Thus, for some individuals positive 

religious coping strategies may provide a means to reappraise or find new meaning in the 

divorce that is compatible with their religious beliefs. Based on previous research, I 

expect that greater use of positive religious coping strategies among individuals 

experiencing divorce will be associated with better psychological adjustment, such as 

fewer depressive symptoms or a decline in depressive symptoms over time.  

Negative religious coping. In contrast, to the extent to which individuals exhibit 

negative religious coping strategies they may find it more difficult to resolve the 

appraisal of the divorce with their religious beliefs. Negative religious coping items such 

as “felt God was punishing me for a lack of devotion” or “expressed anger at God for 

letting this event happen” seem to represent this lack of resolution between the event 

(e.g., divorce) and one’s religious beliefs. Research has indicated that individuals who are 

unable to resolve an incompatibility between their beliefs and a stressful event often fall 

into a cycle of unsuccessful reappraisal and rumination that is associated with poor 

psychological adjustment and depression (Park & Folkman, 1997; Pennebaker, 1990). 

Thus, I expect that greater use of negative religious coping strategies among individuals 
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experiencing divorce will be associated with poor psychological adjustment, such as 

higher rates of depression or slower rates of decline in depressive symptoms.  

Religious Coping and Changing Beliefs 

Ultimately, if there is an incompatibility between individuals’ experience of 

divorce and their religious beliefs that remains unresolved, they may resort to the 

alternative path of finding resolution. This path may involve changing their religious 

beliefs. Indeed, researchers have noted that although individuals often first opt for trying 

to reappraise the meaning of a negative event, when these cognitive strategies fail they 

may revise their beliefs to accommodate the event. In studies of individuals coping with 

trauma, scholars have found that these individuals often feel that their core assumptions 

about the world have been shaken. For example, those experiencing victimization may 

begin to question their assumption that the world is a benevolent and meaningful place. 

Under these circumstances, individuals may have to re-evaluate and modify their existing 

assumptions or beliefs to accommodate the traumatic event they experienced (Park & 

Folkman, 1997; Janoff-Bulman, 1989). Although divorce may not be as traumatic, it still 

may prompt this same incompatibility between beliefs and experience. Thus, for 

divorcees who are unable to resolve an incompatibility between their understanding of 

the divorce and their religious beliefs, religious conversion or complete disaffiliation may 

be another pathway of coping. Although not often measured as a form of religious 

coping, this strategy represents a resolution of one’s beliefs with the experience of 

divorce. This integration of beliefs and appraised meaning of a stressful situation is often 

associated with positive psychological adjustment (Thompson & Janigian, 1988; Silver, 
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Boon, & Stones, 1983). To examine this process in the current study, I will consider the 

influence of changes in religiosity on participants’ level of depression.  

Other Relevant Factors 

 In examining the role of religion in the process of coping with divorce, a number 

of other factors are important to consider. Many of these factors have been suggested by 

previous research as variables that may either modify the relationship between religious 

coping and psychological adjustment or impact divorce adjustment directly. Thus, each 

of these factors will be accounted for in the religious coping model tested in this study. 

Religious Affiliation 

The theory and research presented thus far clearly illustrate the potential role 

religion plays in the coping process. Specifically how religion interacts with the coping 

process may be largely influenced by the particular content of individuals’ religious 

beliefs. Most commonly, the factor used to distinguish these different types of religious 

beliefs is individuals’ religious group affiliation or denomination. Although few studies 

of religious coping have considered denominational affiliation, those that have illustrate 

the importance of including this factor. In a study of kidney transplant patients, Tix and 

Frasier (1998) found that among Protestants religious coping was associated with less 

psychological distress and greater life satisfaction both concurrently and over time, 

compared to Catholics. Among Catholics, however, greater use of religious coping was 

not associated with greater life satisfaction and was actually associated with increased 

distress over time. Park, Cohen & Herb (1990) also found an interaction between 

religious coping and affiliation in predicting depression; however the nature of this 
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interaction was quite different for Catholics and Protestants. Among Catholics, greater 

use of religious coping buffered the impact of negative life events on depression. 

However, among Protestants, greater use of religious coping exacerbated the impact of 

negative life events on depression. Although these studies provide conflicting results 

regarding the nature of the interaction between religious coping, affiliation, and 

adjustment, they clearly suggest the importance of examining affiliation.  

Religious affiliation may also be particularly important in the current study of 

religious coping with divorce given that Catholic and Protestant traditions differ in the 

implications of divorce for future formal religious participation. The teachings of the 

Catholic Church require that divorced individuals receive a “declaration of nullity” (i.e., 

annulment) approved by the church in order remarry under the auspices of the church. 

Furthermore, individuals who remarry (civilly or in another church) without receiving an 

annulment cannot receive communion in the Catholic Church, although they can continue 

to participate in other rituals of the church (Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1994). 

Although there is some variation among Protestant denominations in specific teachings 

regarding divorce, they typically do not hold requirements of annulment for divorced 

individuals to continue religious participation or remarry. This denominational difference 

in teachings regarding divorce may prompt variation in how individuals within each 

religious tradition interpret and cope with divorce. Given the formal institutional 

requirements demanded of Catholics, they may be more prone to a negative appraisal of 

the divorce and at risk for higher levels of depression compared to Protestants.  
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Ethnicity 

Recently researchers investigating the religion-mental health relationship have 

begun to focus more attention on the role of ethnicity. Research has shown that religion is 

often very salient to ethnic minority populations, particularly Hispanic and African 

American individuals. Most data have suggested that these groups exhibit higher levels of 

religiosity, including religious attendance and prayer, than their white counterparts 

(Chatters, Levin, & Taylor, 1992; Stevens-Arroyo & Diaz-Stevens, 1998). Research 

examining the direct relationship between religion and depression among African 

Americans has shown mixed results. Some findings indicate no direct relationship 

between religious attendance and depression; however, absence of religious affiliation 

among African Americans has been linked with higher rates of depression (Idler & Kasl, 

1992; Ellison, 1995). Other research has shown a clear relationship between religious 

activities and lower rates of depression among African Americans (Brown, Ndubuisi, & 

Gary, 1990).  

Research specifically examining religious coping, however, reveals less 

ambiguous results. Several studies examining coping in a variety of stressful situations, 

including caregiving, cancer, and chronic pain, indicate that both Hispanics and African 

Americans tend to utilize religious coping more frequently than whites (Dunn & Horgas, 

2004; Coon, Rubert, Solano, et al., 2004; Culver, Arena, Antoni, & Carver, 2002; 

Miltiades & Pruchno, 2002). These studies have indicated, for example, that Hispanic and 

African American caregivers reported lower appraisals of stress, greater perceived 

benefits of caregiving and lower psychological distress despite reporting longer 
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caregiving hours, and lower education and income than whites (Miltiades & Pruchno, 

2002; Coon, Rubert, Solano, et al., 2004; Haley, Gitlin, Wisniewski, et al., 2004). 

Additionally, several studies have indicated that religious coping was associated with 

lower rates of depression among African Americans (Nooney & Woodrum, 2002; 

Koenig, et al., 1992). Although not specific to divorce, these findings suggest that 

religion may provide an important source of support to ethnic minority populations 

during times of stress. To examine possible ethnic variations in religious coping, the 

present study will include ethnicity as a covariate in all major analyses. 

Characteristics of the Marriage 

 Previous research has addressed a number of characteristics of the prior marriage 

that may influence divorce adjustment, including length of the marriage, prior marital 

quality, and employment status. Several studies have found that individuals married 

longer experience poor divorce adjustment, including mood disturbance, and higher 

levels of unhappiness (Berman & Turk, 1981; Kurdek & Blisk, 1983). In contrast, 

research has shown that the more problematic individuals perceive their marriage to be, 

the better they adjust to the divorce. In a longitudinal study, Aseltine and Kessler (1993) 

found that individuals who reported more marital problems experienced a decline in 

depressive symptoms following divorce. In cases of high marital conflict, it seems 

divorce may provide a sense of relief from stress. For women, employment status plays 

an important role in divorce adjustment. Women who were employed prior to the 

divorce, particularly in high-status or highly satisfying jobs experience better divorce 

adjustment compared to unemployed or less satisfied employed women (Chiriboga, 
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Roberts, & Stein, 1978; Wallerstein, 1986). Taken together, these studies suggest that 

characteristics of the prior marriage can influence how individuals adjust to divorce; 

therefore, these factors will be included as covariates in all major analyses of this study.  

Characteristics of the Divorce 

 Some characteristics of the divorce itself may also influence psychological 

adjustment. Research in this area has focused on factors such as which spouse initiated 

the divorce, the presence of infidelity, and ongoing conflict between ex-spouses. Studies 

examining the relationship between initiator status and divorce adjustment have shown 

somewhat mixed results. Some research has indicated that there are few differences in 

psychological adjustment between spouses who initiate the divorce and those who do not 

(Buehler, 1987; Crosby, Lybarger, & Mason, 1987). Other studies, however, have shown 

that non-initiators exhibit worse psychological adjustment than do initiators, especially in 

the years immediately following divorce (Kitson, 1982; Spanier & Thompson, 1987). 

Most researchers suggest this finding reflects the greater degree of control afforded those 

who initiate the divorce process. These studies, however, have not considered initiator 

status in the context of other factors of the divorce, such as infidelity. A study by 

Sweeney and Horwitz (2001) is one of the few to examine the interaction of initiator 

status and infidelity on psychological adjustment following divorce. They found that 

infidelity by a spouse is associated with a significantly higher chance of depression 

among non-initiators, but is actually associated with a reduction in the chance of 

depression among those who initiate the divorce. This finding suggests that spouses 

experiencing infidelity that are able to regain control by initiating a divorce may fare 
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better psychologically than those who do not. This study also clearly indicates the 

importance of considering these factors in the context of one another rather than as 

isolated factors in analyses examining divorce adjustment. 

 Ongoing conflict between ex-spouses has also been shown to influence how 

individuals adjust to divorce. Berman (1988) found that higher levels of conflict with an 

ex-spouse predicted greater dysphoric mood among recently divorced women. In a study 

of divorced couples, Masheter (1991) also found that higher frequency of quarrels 

between ex-spouses was associated with lower levels of well-being. Divorced couples 

with children often report higher levels of conflict than those without children (Masheter, 

1991; Berman, 1985). This seems to reflect the greater opportunity for conflict amid the 

numerous child-related decisions during the post-divorce period, such as child support, 

custody arrangements, and visitation. Given these findings, characteristics of the divorce 

such as initiator status, infidelity, and ex-spouse conflict will be included as a covariates 

in all major analyses in the current study. 

Repartnering 

 Several studies have indicated that formation of a new romantic relationship is 

also a strong predictor of post-divorce adjustment. For example, Garvin, Kalter, & 

Hansell (1993) found that women who remained single following divorce exhibited 

significantly poorer psychological adjustment, including higher rates of depressive 

symptoms, compared to women who remarried. Similar findings are seen among 

individuals who are steadily dating or cohabiting with a partner after divorce. Wang and 

Amato (2000) found that divorcees with new dating or cohabiting partners reported better 
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overall divorce adjustment which included feeling happy with the divorce and feeling the 

divorce was a good idea. Given the evidence that repartnering following divorce is 

associated with adjustment outcomes, this factor will be included as a covariate in all 

major analyses in the current study. 

Hypotheses 

 The following hypotheses guide this study (see Figure 2): 

Model 1: Divorce Appraisal and Depression 

 The first model tests the idea that changes in negative divorce appraisal affect 

changes in depression levels. 

Hypothesis 1: Increases in negative divorce appraisal will predict increases in depression. 

Declines in negative divorce appraisal will predict declines in depression (Figure 2, path 

1).  

Model 2: Religiosity and Divorce Appraisal 

 The second model tests the notion that beliefs, specifically religious beliefs, affect 

the appraisal process.  

Hypothesis 2: Increases in religiosity will predict increases in negative divorce appraisal. 

Declines in religiosity will predict declines in negative divorce appraisal (Figure 2, path 

2). 

Model 3: Religious Coping and Depression 

The third model tests the notion that positive and negative religious coping 

differentially influence depression. 
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Hypothesis 3: Higher levels of positive religious coping will predict lower initial 

levels of depression and declines in depression over time. Higher levels of negative 

religious coping will predict higher initial levels of depression and slower declines in 

depression over time (Figure 2, path 3). 

Model 4: Religious Coping and Divorce Appraisal 

The fourth model tests the idea that positive and negative religious coping 

differentially influence divorce appraisal. 

Hypothesis 4: Higher levels of positive religious coping will predict lower initial 

levels of divorce appraisal and declines in divorce appraisal over time. Higher levels of 

negative religious coping will predict higher initial levels of divorce appraisal and slower 

rates of decline in divorce appraisal over time (Figure 2, path 4).   

Model 5a: Religious Coping and Religiosity 

This model tests the idea that positive and negative religious coping differentially 

predict changes in religiosity. 

Hypothesis 5a: Higher levels of positive religious coping will predict higher 

levels of initial religiosity and increases in religiosity over time. Higher levels of negative 

religious coping will predict higher levels of initial religiosity and declines in religiosity 

over time (Figure 2, path 5a).  

Model 5b: Religiosity and Depression 

 The final model tests the notion that changes in religious beliefs influence 

changes in depression. 
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Hypothesis 5b: Declines in religiosity will predict declines in depression. (Figure 

2, path 5b).  
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METHOD 

Sample 

The participants in this study are part of a larger, multi-method, multi-informant 

longitudinal study of parental repartnering after divorce and its effects on family and 

child outcomes. Participants were obtained through divorce court records from a 

metropolitan area in Texas. Eligibility criteria for the study included: (1) mothers filing 

for divorce within the past 120 days; (2) having at least one child in elementary school; 

and (3) having custody of the target child at least 50% of the time. If the participating 

family had two children in the target age range, one child was chosen at random to 

participant in the study. Additionally, participants had to possess English reading and 

speaking skills at a proficiency level as to not require translation of the study 

questionnaires. At baseline and 12-month assessments, mothers and children were 

interviewed in their homes by trained staff and completed a battery of self-report, 

interview, and observational assessments measuring individual and family adjustment. At 

the 6-month assessment, participants were contacted via phone and mail to complete 

questionnaires. Table 1 presents the time of assessment for each of the measures in the 

study.  

The current study uses mothers’ data from three waves of assessment: baseline (N 

= 319), 6 months (N =279) and 12 months (N = 265). At baseline, the ethnic composition 

of the sample was 64% Caucasian, 27% Hispanic, and 9% African American.  Mean age 

of the sample is 36.8 years (S.D. = 6.6; range = 21-53 years).  Median education level is a 

two-year Associate of Arts degree, with 9% of the sample having a high school education 
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or less.  Median income in the year prior to the baseline interview was $35,000-40,000 

and 82% of sample were currently employed (including self-employed).  Mean length of 

separation from former spouse is 14.0 months (S.D. = 18.4; range = 0-103 months). The 

sample consisted of the following religious affiliations: 32% Protestant, 23% Catholic, 

18% non-denominational, 4% other affiliation, and 23% unaffiliated. 

Measures 

Substantive Variables 

Negative divorce appraisal 

Negative divorce appraisal was assessed at each of the three waves of data 

collection. Items adapted from Kitson’s (1982) Attachment to Ex-Spouse measure were 

used to assess negative divorce appraisal. Items assessed participants’ feelings about the 

impact and severity of the divorce (e.g., “I feel I will never get over the divorce,” and “I 

feel as if I’ve been dumped.”). The scale consisted of 6 items scored on a 5-point scale, 

ranging from (1) “not at all” to (5) “very.” It should be noted that this measure of divorce 

appraisal is not meant to represent the classic attributional measures of appraisal used in 

many stress and coping studies. The measure used in this study is an affective indicator of 

each participant’s level of negative perception of the divorce.  

To help alleviate participant burden, three items from the divorce appraisal scale 

were omitted in the 12-month assessment. Thus, the divorce appraisal scale used at the 

baseline and 6-month assessments included 6 items while the scale used at the 12-month 

assessment included 3 items. At baseline, the correlation between the 3-item divorce 

appraisal scale and the 6-item divorce appraisal scale was .943. Cronbach’s alphas for the 
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present study were .86 at baseline, .85 at the 6-month assessment, and .75 at the 12-

month assessment. This is a reliable measure that has been used in numerous studies of 

divorce adjustment and has been shown to correlate with depression (Wang & Amato, 

2000; Kiecolt-Glaser, Fisher, Ogrocki, Stout, Speicher, & Glaser, 1987). It has previously 

been used to assess the perception of the divorce (i.e., the third factor of the family stress 

and coping model) (Tschann, Johnston, & Wallerstein, 1989). A complete list of the 

items in this scale is presented in the Appendix. 

Religious coping 

Religious coping was assessed at the 6-month follow-up interview. The Brief 

RCOPE scale was adapted for use in a divorcing sample by altering the wording of the 

items to refer to “divorce” or “physical separation” (Pargament, Smith, Koenig, & Perez, 

1998). Items were rated on a 4-point scale, ranging from (1) “not at all” to (4) “a great 

deal.” The Brief RCOPE was designed to tap both positive and negative aspects of 

religious coping. It has been tested in at least three samples of individuals experiencing 

major life stressors (e.g., violent victimization, severe illness) (Pargament, et al., 1998; 

Koenig, Pargament, & Nielsen, 1998). Factor analyses of the Brief RCOPE in these three 

samples have yielded the expected two-factor solution corresponding to positive and 

negative religious coping. For the present study, factor analysis was conducted and 

clearly indicated a similar two-factor solution. Items on the positive religious coping 

subscale assessed participants’ reliance on religious beliefs as a source of strength or 

support (e.g., “I have found a spiritual lesson in the divorce”). Cronbach’s alpha for the 

eight-item positive religious coping subscale was .87. Items on the negative religious 
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coping subscale assessed participants’ level of questioning of religious beliefs due to the 

divorce (e.g., “The breakup of my marriage has been a test of faith for me”) or feelings of 

religious stigma due to the divorce (“I feel some people in my religious or spiritual 

community would judge me because of the divorce”). Cronbach’s alpha for the 10-item 

negative religious coping subscale was .74. Full descriptions of the religious coping 

measures are presented in the Appendix.  

Religiosity 

Religiosity was assessed at the baseline and 12-month follow-up assessments. 

Religiosity was measured with a 5-item scale assessing both the personal importance of 

religious beliefs and religious behavior. Two items assessed salience of religious beliefs 

(e.g., “how important are religious or spiritual beliefs in your daily life”). Three items 

assessed frequency of religious activities (e.g., “how often do you attend religious 

services”). Individual items were standardized and then averaged to achieve a total score. 

Cronbach’s alphas for the current study were .87 at baseline and .89 at the 12-month 

assessment. Similar measures of religiosity have been used in numerous studies and have 

been shown to be predictive of mental health outcomes (Bergin, 1983; Hackney & 

Sanders, 2003). A full description of this measure is presented in the Appendix. 

Depression 

Depression was assessed at all three waves of data collection. The Center for 

Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) was used to assess depressive 

symptoms (Radloff, 1977). This 19-item self-report scale measures symptoms of 

depression with items such as, “I felt that everything I did was an effort,” and “I felt that 
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people disliked me.” Possible responses range from (0) “not at all” to (3) “most of the 

time.” Cronbach’s alphas for the current study were .91 at baseline, .92 at the 6-month 

assessment, and .92 at the 12-month assessment. This measure has been extensively 

validated both cross-culturally and in comparison to diagnostic criteria in the DSM-IV 

(Conerly, Baker, Dye, Douglas, & Zabora, 2002; Cheng & Chan, 2005; Okun, Stein, 

Bauman, & Silver, 1996). A score of 15-21 on the CES-D is considered at-risk for minor 

depression; a score above 22 is considered at-risk for major depression (Radloff, 1977). 

Among separated, divorced, or widowed women, the percentage scoring above 15 is 

generally higher than the average population, at approximately 30% (Bromberger, 

Harlow, Avis, Kravitz, & Cordal, 2004). 

Covariates 

Religious affiliation 

At baseline participants were asked whether they belong to a particular religious 

group or denomination. Interviewers were instructed to record participants’ open-ended 

responses. From these responses, categories were created corresponding to the following 

affiliations: no affiliation, Protestant, Catholic, nondenominational, and other. For the 

analyses, dummy codes were created corresponding to each of these categories. 

To more closely examine possible doctrinal differences, a category labeled 

“evangelical Protestant” was also created. This category was based on the RELTRAD 

religious classification scheme developed by Steensland et al. (2000). These authors 

distinguish evangelical Protestantism from mainline Protestantism based on the fact that 

the former have “typically sought more separation from the broader culture, emphasized 
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missionary activity and individual conversion, and taught strict adherence to particular 

religious doctrines” (Steensland, et al., 2000, p. 4). The “evangelical Protestant” category 

was not mutually exclusive from the “mainline Protestant” category, thus these two 

categories were examined in separate models. More information on the religious 

affiliation of the sample is presented in the Appendix, Table 17.  

Investment in the marriage 

Several characteristics of the marriage and divorce have been previously found to 

influence psychological adjustment following divorce. In order to assess these factors an 

index was created which included dichotomous indicators of the following 

characteristics: (a) the presence of a child under age two; (b) the participant not 

employed; (c) no children from a prior marriage; (d) the absence of violence in the 

marriage; (e) the participant not suggesting the divorce; (f) the length of the marriage 

being greater than 25% of the participant’s life; (g) the presence of three or more 

children; (h) no extramarital affairs by the participant. Each of these indicators were 

coded such that higher sum scores indicated more investment in the marriage (yes = 1) 

and thus more potential for the divorce experience to be stressful. 

Ex-spouse conflict 

The level of ex-spouse conflict was assessed using a measure developed by 

Braver, et al. (1993). This 8-item scale measures the level of disagreement between ex-

spouses with items such as, “you and he argued about moral values related to raising the 

child(ren)” and “you and he argued about money matters other than child support.” 
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Possible responses ranged from (1) “never” to (5) “very often.” Cronbach’s alpha for this 

measure was .75. 

Length of separation from ex-spouse 

Participants in the study were asked to indicate the date at which they physically 

separated from their husband. This date was used to calculate length of separation at the 

time of the baseline interview. 

Education 

Participants were asked to indicate their highest level of education attained, 

ranging from (1) 8th grade or less to (13) Doctoral degree.  

Financial strain 

Financial strain was measured using a series of items from the Life Experiences 

Scale (Sarason, Johnson, & Siegel, 1978) and the Family Events List (Patterson, 1982) 

which assess hassles and stressors commonly experienced by individuals and families. 

The six items used for this scale included: (1) “not having enough money to buy 

something important needed for the family, such as food or clothing,” (2) “not having 

enough money to buy a desired but not absolutely needed item,” (3) “you did not have 

enough money to pay bills,” (4) “an increase in debt,” (5) “foreclosure on a mortgage or 

loan,” (6) “the loss of a job (either laid off or fired).” The participant first indicated if the 

event did or did not occur. If the event occurred, it was rated on a 3-point scale indicating 

the amount of negative effect it had: (1) “no negative effect,” (2) “slightly negative 

effect,” or (3) “very negative effect.” If the event did not occur, the participant received a 

score of zero for that item. Cronbach’s alpha was .86 for this scale.  
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Repartnering status 

At baseline participants were asked to indicate their current dating status. For the 

analyses dummy codes were created, including categories for “any repartnering 

experience” (i.e., dating) (dummy coded as “1”) and “no repartnering experience” 

(dummy coded as “0”).  

Ethnicity 

Ethnicity of participants was determined by a self-report measure which asked 

respondents to indicate the category which best describes their ethnic group. For the 

analyses dummy codes will be used for African American and Hispanic ethnicities 

(coded as “1”), with Caucasian participants being the reference group. 

Data Analysis Plan 

Multi-level modeling was used to analyze several models of change over time in 

religiosity, divorce appraisal, and depression. Multi-level modeling conceptualizes 

change using two submodels which represent occasions of measurement nested within 

individuals. This approach allows for the analysis of samples in which participants are 

missing data at some waves or in cases where occasions of measurement are not equally 

spaced. The Level-1 submodel (intraindividual level) describes individual change over 

time, while the Level-2 submodel (interindividual level) describes how interindividual 

differences in change may relate to particular predictor characteristics (Bryk & 

Raudenbush, 1987; Singer & Willett, 2003).  

 For each of the models described below, the first step of analysis was to fit two 

unconditional models: the unconditional means model and the unconditional growth 
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model. The unconditional means model does not include time or any substantive 

predictors, but simply describes variation in the outcome across individuals. This model 

also provides a partitioning of the within-person and between-person variance 

components. Secondly, the unconditional growth model includes time as the only 

predictor and thus describes change in the outcome across both people and time (Singer 

& Willett, 2003). In this study, time was measured as the actual time (in months) between 

assessments. Although every attempt was made to schedule interviews at 6 and 12 month 

intervals, some interviews actually occurred slightly earlier or slightly later than these 

dates. These two unconditional models served as baselines to examine the usefulness of 

introducing substantive predictors to explain the Level-1 or Level-2 variance 

components. Conditional models, which include substantive predictors, were then 

modeled. Centered predictors were used in all analyses to aid in interpretation of results. 

Length of separation from ex-spouse, education, repartnering status, ethnicity, investment 

in the marriage, financial strain, ex-spouse conflict, and religious affiliation were 

included as level-2 covariates in all major analyses. Covariates were first added to the 

models individually along with the primary substantive predictors. Any covariates not 

attaining significance at this point were excluded from further models. A model was then 

estimated with the primary substantive predictor and all statistically significant covariates 

simultaneously. 

Model 1 

Hypothesis 1: Increases in divorce appraisal will predict increases in depression. 

Declines in divorce appraisal will predict declines in depression.  
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The first model examined whether rate of change in appraisal (time-varying 

covariate) predicts changes in depression. Because divorce appraisal was a time-varying 

covariate, Level-2 parameters were estimated as fixed effects. Length of separation from 

ex-spouse, education, financial strain, ex-spouse conflict, investment in the marriage, 

repartnering status, ethnicity, religious affiliation, and religiosity were included as Level-

2 covariates in subsequent models.  

Level 1 model: DEPR = π0i + π1iTIMEij + π2iAPPRij  + eij 

Level 2 model: π0i = β00 + r0i 

     π1i = β10  

     π2i = β20  

Model 2 

Hypothesis 2: Increases in religiosity will predict increases in negative divorce 

appraisal. Declines in religiosity will predict declines in negative divorce appraisal. 

For the second model, religiosity was entered as a time-varying predictor to 

examine whether it explains change in appraisal over time. Because religiosity was a 

time-varying covariate, Level-2 parameters were estimated as fixed effects. Length of 

separation from ex-spouse, education, financial strain, ex-spouse conflict, investment in 

the marriage, repartnering status, ethnicity, and religious affiliation were included as 

Level-2 covariates in subsequent models.  

Level 1 model:  APPR = π0i + π1iTIMEij + π2iRELIGij  + eij 
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Level 2 model: π0i = β00 + r0i 

     π1i = β 10  

     π2i = β 20  

Model 3 

Hypothesis 3: Higher levels of positive religious coping will predict lower initial 

levels of depression and declines in depression over time. Higher levels of negative 

religious coping will predict higher initial levels of depression and slower declines in 

depression over time. 

This model examined whether religious coping (separate equations for positive 

and negative religious coping) predicted initial level and changes in depression. Length 

of separation from ex-spouse, education, financial strain, ex-spouse conflict, investment 

in the marriage, repartnering status, ethnicity, and religious affiliation were included as 

Level-2 covariates in subsequent models.  

Level 1 model:  DEPR = π0i + π1iTIMEij + eij 

Level 2 model (initial status): π0i = β00 + β01RCOPEi + r0i 

Level 2 model (rate of change): π1i = β10 + β11RCOPEi + r0i 

Model 4 

Hypothesis 4: Higher levels of positive religious coping will predict lower initial 

levels of divorce appraisal and declines in divorce appraisal over time. Higher levels of 

negative religious coping will predict higher initial levels of divorce appraisal and slower 

rates of decline in divorce appraisal over time.   
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This model examined whether religious coping (separate equations for positive 

and negative religious coping) predicted initial level and changes in appraisal. Length of 

separation from ex-spouse, education, financial strain, ex-spouse conflict, investment in 

the marriage, repartnering status, ethnicity, and religious affiliation were included as 

Level-2 covariates in subsequent models.  

Level 1 model:  APPR = π0i + π1iTIMEij + eij 

Level 2 model (initial status): π0i = β00 + β01RCOPEi + r0i 

Level 2 model (rate of change): π1i = β10 + β11RCOPEi + r0i 

Model 5 

Hypothesis 5a: Positive religious coping will predict higher levels of initial 

religiosity and increases in religiosity over time. Negative religious coping will predict 

higher levels of initial religiosity and declines in religiosity over time.  

This model consisted of two components. The first component examined whether 

religious coping (separate equations for positive and negative religious coping) predicted 

changes in level of religiosity. Due to the fact that religiosity was assessed at only two 

time points (baseline and 12-month assessments) there was inadequate data to estimate 

the Level-2 slope residual (r0i). Thus, this parameter was estimated as a fixed effect. 

Length of separation from ex-spouse, education, financial strain, ex-spouse conflict, 

investment in the marriage, repartnering status, ethnicity, and religious affiliation were 

included as Level-2 covariates in subsequent models.  

Level 1 model:  RELIG = π0i + π1iTIMEij + eij 

Level 2 model (initial status): π0i = β00 + β01RCOPEi + r0i 
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Level 2 model (rate of change): π1i = β10 + β11RCOPEi  

Hypothesis 5b: Declines in religiosity will predict declines in depression.   

 This hypothesis develops from the idea that a change in beliefs, as a way of 

coping with a spiritual struggle, should be associated with improved adjustment. Thus, 

those who resolve their spiritual struggle with a decline in religiosity should show 

improvements in depression. 

The second component examined whether rate of change in religiosity (time-

varying covariate) predicted changes in depression. Because religiosity was a time-

varying covariate, Level-2 parameters were estimated as fixed effects. Thus, these 

parameters were estimated as fixed effects. Length of separation from ex-spouse, 

education, investment in the marriage, repartnering status, ethnicity, and religious 

affiliation were included as Level-2 covariates in subsequent models.  

Level 1 model: DEPR = π0i + π1iTIMEij + π2iRELIGij  + eij 

Level 2 model: π0i = β00 + r0i 

     π1i = β 10  

     π2i = β 20  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 42 

RESULTS 

Attrition Analysis 

 Due to the longitudinal nature of this study, attrition is a primary consideration 

when examining the results. Tables 2 and 3 present attrition statistics at both the 6-month 

and 12-month points of the study. Participants may become ineligible for further 

participation in the study at any point due to the eligibility requirements of the study (see 

p. 28 for a detailed description of the eligibility requirements). Most of the participants 

who became ineligible were due to changes in custody arrangements (i.e., the participant 

no longer had custody of the child at least 50% of the time) or reconciliation of the 

marriage. As Tables 2 and 3 present, 319 participants completed the initial baseline 

assessment. Of these participants, 17 dropped out after the baseline assessment and have 

no further follow-up; 10 participants became ineligible. An additional 13 participants did 

not complete the 6-month assessment but were successfully re-contacted for the 12-

month assessment. This yields a 6-month compliance rate (excluding ineligible) of 

90.3%. As Table 3 presents, 22 participants dropped out between the 6-month and 12-

month assessments; an additional 5 participants became ineligible after the 6-month 

assessment and were thus not available for the 12-month assessment. This yields a 12-

month compliance rate (excluding ineligible) of 87.2%. 

 Using the attrition groups created in Table 3, an analysis of variance was 

conducted to examine statistically significant differences between these groups on the 

primary study variables, as well as major demographic variables. Table 4 presents the 

ANOVA results comparing attrition groups at the 12-month point in the study. The only 
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variable that showed significant differences across groups was education (F = 3.35, p < 

.05). Participants completing any follow-up assessments had an average of an Associate’s 

degree, while those who became ineligible had, on average, business or technical training 

following high school. Table 5 presents a comparison of attrition groups by ethnicity at 

the 12-month point in the study. A chi-square analysis revealed a non-significant value 

(χ2 = 4.15, df = 4, ns). Thus, participants of each ethnicity are equally likely to drop out 

or become ineligible for the study. More detailed attrition information is available in the 

Appendix. 

Descriptive statistics 

 Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics for the primary variables in the study. It 

is important to note that the mean score for depression was 16.4 at baseline, which is at 

the clinical cutoff for being at risk for depression. Thus, depressive symptoms were quite 

common among this sample at baseline. These statistics also indicate that negative 

religious coping was relatively low among this sample. The mean for negative religious 

coping was 1.5 and the maximum score among the sample was 3.3 although the scale 

extended to 4.0.  

Table 7 presents the correlations between the primary study variables at each of 

the points of assessment. As expected, all three assessments of depression were positively 

correlated with divorce appraisal and negative religious coping. Somewhat surprisingly, 

positive religious coping is not associated with depression at any of the three assessment 

points. Interestingly, divorce appraisal is correlated with negative religious coping but not 

positive religious coping.  
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Models 

 Models presented below which included the religious coping measures (Models 3, 

4 and 5a) utilized a slightly reduced sample size. Participants had the option not to 

complete these measures if they indicated they were not religious or spiritual in any way. 

Thus, for these models the sample size is 208 compared to a full sample size of 319. To 

examine possible variations in findings due to this difference, another dataset was created 

in which the non-religious participants were given the lowest possible score for each 

religious coping measure. The relevant models were analyzed using both the original 

dataset and this imputed dataset. Only minor differences in findings were seen between 

the two models, with most being easily accounted for by the inclusion of non-religious 

participants. Thus, findings using the original dataset (excluding non-religious 

participants) are presented here. Tables displaying the findings for the imputed dataset 

are presented in the Appendix. 

Model 1 

Hypothesis 1: Increases in divorce appraisal will predict increases in depression. 

Declines in divorce appraisal will predict declines in depression.  

Prior to evaluating any substantive predictors, an unconditional means and an 

unconditional growth model were estimated for depression (Table 8, Models A and B). 

The average level of depression for the sample across all time points was 14.52. The 

unconditional means model also partitions variance into within-persons and between-

persons components. For depression, the estimated within-person variance was 48.10 and 
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the estimated between-persons variance was 55.70. For this model, 54% of the variation 

in depression lies between individuals.  

Next, the unconditional growth model was fitted with time as a Level-1 predictor 

and thus describes variation in depression across individuals over time (Table 8, Model 

B). The two fixed effects estimated by this model represent the intercept and slope of the 

average trajectory for the sample. Given that both these estimates were statistically 

significant (p < .001), we can conclude that the average trajectory had an intercept of 

16.32 and a slope of -.344. Thus, it is estimated that the average individual in the sample 

had an initial score on the depression measure of 16.32 and declined .344 units per 

month. Comparing the Level-1 residual for Model A (48.10) to that in Model B (42.37), 

we conclude that 10% of the within-person variation in depression was explained by 

time.  

In Model C (Table 8) divorce appraisal was introduced as a Level-1 predictor of 

rate of change in depression. In this model, divorce appraisal was a time-varying 

predictor and was therefore included in the Level-1 equation. The results of this model 

indicate that the coefficient for appraisal for rate of change was 3.49 (p < .001). Using the 

coefficients from Model C, we can estimate the depression score for individuals with 

different patterns of change on divorce appraisal. For example, consider an individual 

whose divorce appraisal score changes from one standard deviation above the mean at 

baseline to the mean value at the 6-month assessment, to one standard deviation below 

the mean at the 12-month assessment. The corresponding depression scores for this 

individual would be 24.0 at baseline, 19.7 at the 6-month assessment, and 15.4 at the 12-



 46 

month assessment. Thus, we see that as divorce appraisal declines over time, depression 

also declines. Comparison of the deviance statistics for Models B and C revealed a 

change of 90.4 (∆ df = 1), which exceeds the critical value of the χ2 distribution at the p < 

.001 level. Thus, we can conclude that Model C fits the data better than the unconditional 

growth model (Model B). Values for both AIC and BIC also decline from Model B to 

Model C, indicating an improved fit.  

Subsequent models included each covariate individually with divorce appraisal. A 

final model (Table 8, Model D) was fitted for depression which included divorce 

appraisal as the primary substantive predictor as well as any significant covariates from 

the individual analyses. In this model, the coefficients for education, financial strain, and 

religiosity were statistically significant in predicting rate of change in appraisal. A 

comparison of deviance statistics for Model D and Model C revealed a change of 48.6 (∆ 

df = 9), which exceeds the critical value of the χ2 distribution at the p < .001 level. This 

suggested that Model D was a somewhat better fitting model, although the BIC for Model 

D increased slightly due to the increased number of predictors. Estimating the depression 

scores using the equations implied by this model helps to illustrate these findings. For 

example, for an individual with an education level one standard deviation below the mean 

(approximately high school level), a moderate level of financial strain (mean score = 4.4), 

and a level of religiosity one standard deviation above the mean we would estimate the 

following equation: 

DEPR = 17.00 - .05TIMEij + 8.88APPRij + eij 
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However, for an individual with an education level one standard deviation above the 

mean (approximately college level) and the same levels of financial strain and religiosity 

we would estimate the following equation: 

DEPR = 15.64 + .084TIMEij + 12.64APPRij + eij 

It is clear from these equations that while individuals with higher levels of education have 

lower intercepts on depression (15.64 compared to 17.00) the influence of divorce 

appraisal is greater (12.64 compared to 8.88). This seems to indicate that the influence of 

appraisal on depression may depend, in part, on one’s level of education.  

To examine the role of religiosity, we can estimate an equation for an individual 

with the same high level of education, moderate level of financial strain, but include a 

value for religiosity one standard deviation below the mean. For this case we would 

estimate the following equation: 

 DEPR = 15.56 + .114TIMEij + 17.16APPRij + eij 

Comparing this equation to the previous one, it implies that among individuals who are 

not highly religious the influence of appraisal in predicting depression is greater (17.16 

compared to 12.64). This seems to indicate that religiosity buffers the impact of negative 

divorce appraisal in predicting depression.  

Lastly, to examine the influence of financial strain, we can estimate the equation 

for an individual with high levels of education (i.e., college graduate) and high levels of 

religiosity, but include a value for financial strain one standard deviation above the mean. 

For this scenario, the following equation would be estimated: 

DEPR = 17.94 + .142TIMEij + 14.72APPRij + eij 
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Comparing this model to the second equation (i.e., highly religious college graduates), it 

seems the influence of financial strain is evident primarily in the higher intercept for 

depression (17.94 compared to 15.64) and a slightly higher coefficient for appraisal 

(14.72 compared to 12.64). From this we can conclude that higher levels of financial 

strain are associated with higher initial levels of depression. Additionally, among 

individuals experiencing higher levels of financial strain, the influence of negative 

divorce appraisal on depression is exacerbated. 

Based on these results, I concluded there was support for Hypothesis 1. Overall, 

these findings indicated that education, financial strain, religiosity and changes in divorce 

appraisal interact in a complex relationship to predict changes in depression.  

Model 2 

Hypothesis 2: Increases in religiosity will predict increases in negative divorce 

appraisal. Declines in religiosity will predict declines in negative divorce appraisal.  

Prior to evaluating any substantive predictors, an unconditional means and an 

unconditional growth model were estimated for divorce appraisal. In the unconditional 

means model only one fixed effect (β00) was estimated (Table 9, Model A). This 

represents the grand mean on divorce appraisal across all individuals and time points. The 

average level of divorce appraisal for this sample across all time points was 1.56. The 

unconditional means model also partitions variance into within-persons and between-

persons components. For divorce appraisal, the estimated within-person variance was 

.249 and the estimated between-persons variance was .441. Using these estimates, an 

intraclass correlation coefficient was calculated which estimates the proportion of 
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variation that lies between individuals. For this model, 63% of the variation in divorce 

appraisal lies between individuals.  

Next, an unconditional growth model was fitted for divorce appraisal. This model 

introduced time as a Level-1 predictor and thus describes variation in divorce appraisal 

across individuals over time (Table 9, Model B). The two fixed effects estimated by this 

model represent the intercept and slope of the average trajectory for the sample. Given 

that both these estimates were statistically significant (p < .001), we can conclude that the 

average trajectory has an intercept of 1.74 and a slope of -.032. Thus, it is estimated that 

the average individual in the sample has an initial score on divorce appraisal of 1.74 and 

declines .032 units per month. The correlation between level-2 residuals = -.76. This 

indicates that those who start higher on divorce appraisal decline more quickly. This 

simply represents a floor effect such that individuals who have low initial scores on 

divorce appraisal cannot decline much lower. Any decline in the Level-1 variance 

component between the unconditional means and unconditional growth models can be 

used to estimate the proportion of variation explained by the addition of time as a 

predictor. Comparing the Level-1 residual for Model A (.249) to that in Model B (.144), 

we concluded that 42% of the within-person variation in divorce appraisal was explained 

by time. The Level-2 variance components estimated in the unconditional growth model 

were both statistically significant (p < .001) indicating that additional variation in initial 

status and rate of change exists. Therefore, the addition of Level-2 predictors might be 

useful to explain this variation. 
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In Model C (Table 9) religiosity was introduced as a Level-1 predictor of rate of 

change in divorce appraisal. In this model, religiosity was a time-varying predictor and 

was therefore included in the Level-1 equation. The results of this model indicate that the 

coefficient for religiosity for rate of change was .052 and was not statistically significant. 

Based on this, it seems there was little support for Hypothesis 2. In this sample, there was 

little evidence that change in religiosity predicts changes in divorce appraisal over time. 

Although subsequent models were fitted which included each of the covariates along with 

religiosity, the coefficient for religiosity did not change substantially. 

Model 3 

Hypothesis 3: Higher levels of positive religious coping will predict lower initial 

levels of depression and declines in depression over time. Higher levels of negative 

religious coping will predict higher initial levels of depression and slower declines in 

depression over time.  

First, an unconditional means and an unconditional growth model were estimated 

for depression1 (Table 10, Models A and B). The average level of depression for this 

sample across all time points was 14.22. The unconditional means model also partitions 

variance into within-persons and between-persons components. For depression, the 

estimated within-person variance was 47.18 and the estimated between-persons variance 

was 45.62. For this model, 49% of the variation in depression lies between individuals.  

                                                 
1 Note that the results for this model are slightly different from the unconditional model presented in Model 
1 due to the fact that the current model only includes those participants who completed the religious coping 
measure (RCOPE) (N = 208). 
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Next, the unconditional growth model was fitted with Time as a Level-1 predictor 

(Table 10, Model B). Given that both coefficients estimated were statistically significant 

(p < .001), we can conclude that the average trajectory had an intercept of 16.35 and a 

slope of -.377. Thus, it was estimated that the average individual in the sample had an 

initial score on depression of 16.35 and declined .377 units per month. Comparing the 

Level-1 residual for Model A (47.18) to that in Model B (41.58), we conclude that 12% 

of the within-person variation in depression was explained by Time. The Level-2 

variance components estimated in the unconditional growth model were both statistically 

significant (p < .001) indicating that additional variation in initial status and rate of 

change exists. Therefore, the addition of Level-2 predictors might be useful to explain 

this variation. 

Positive Religious Coping 

In Model C (Table 10) positive religious coping was introduced as a Level-2 

predictor of both initial status and rate of change in depression. The results of this model 

indicate that the coefficients for positive religious coping on both initial status (.111) and 

rate of change (-.110) were not statistically different from zero. Based on this, it seems 

there was little support for Hypothesis 3 regarding positive religious coping. In this 

sample, there was little evidence that positive religious coping predicted either initial 

status or change in depression over time. Although subsequent models were fitted which 

included each of the covariates along with positive religious coping, the results did not 

change substantially. 
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Negative Religious Coping 

In Model C (Table 11) negative religious coping was introduced as a Level-2 

predictor of both initial status and rate of change in depression. The results of this model 

indicated that the coefficient for negative religious coping for initial status was 8.51 (p < 

.001). Thus, individuals exhibiting higher levels of negative religious coping report a 

depression score 8.51 units higher than those exhibiting lower levels of negative religious 

coping. The coefficient for negative religious coping for rate of change was not 

statistically different from zero (-.123, ns). Thus, these results suggest that although 

negative religious coping predicts differences in initial levels of depression, there is little 

support for the notion that it predicts change over time in depression. As Figure 3 

illustrates, individuals with higher levels of negative religious coping strategies (one 

standard deviation above the mean) started out initially with higher depression scores but 

the slope of the lines were the same at each level of negative religious coping (numbers 

near lines represent rate of change per month). Comparison of the deviance statistics for 

Models B and C revealed a change of 48.0 (∆ df = 2), which exceeds the critical value of 

the χ2 distribution at the p < .001 level. Thus, we can conclude that Model C fits the data 

better than the unconditional growth model (Model B). Model C also showed declines in 

both the AIC and BIC compared to Model B. The between-person variance in initial 

status declined from 51.69 in Model B to 36.46 in Model C; however it remained 

statistically significant indicating that additional variation remains unexplained. 

Subsequent models included each covariate individually with negative religious coping. 

A final model (Table 11, Model D) was fitted for depression which included negative 
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religious coping as the primary substantive predictor as well as any significant covariates 

from the individual analyses. With the inclusion of these covariates, the coefficient for 

negative religious coping for initial status remained statistically significant (7.49, p < 

.001). Comparison of deviance statistics between Models C and D revealed a decline of 

32.3 (∆df = 6) which exceeds the critical value of the χ2 distribution at the .001 level. 

Based on these results, I concluded there was partial support for Hypothesis 3 regarding 

negative religious coping. These results supported the hypothesis that negative religious 

coping predicts higher initial levels of depression. These data, however, did not support 

the hypothesis that negative religious coping predicts slower rates of decline in 

depression.  

In the final model for depression (Model D), the coefficient for Hispanic ethnicity 

for initial status was -3.23 (p < .01). This implies that compared to non-Hispanic 

participants, Hispanic participants reported lower initial levels of depression, even after 

accounting for negative religious coping. This may reflect the presence of culturally-

specific resources, such as higher levels of family support, which may help buffer the 

impact of divorce among Hispanics (Vega & Rumbaut, 1991). 

Model 4 

Hypothesis 4: Higher levels of positive religious coping will predict lower initial 

levels of divorce appraisal and declines in divorce appraisal over time. Higher levels of 

negative religious coping will predict higher initial levels of divorce appraisal and slower 

rates of decline in divorce appraisal over time.   
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Prior to evaluating any substantive predictors, an unconditional means and an 

unconditional growth model were estimated for divorce appraisal2 (Table 12, Models A 

and B). The average level of divorce appraisal for this sample across all time points was 

1.58. For divorce appraisal, the estimated within-person variance was .244 and the 

estimated between-persons variance was .487. For this model, 67% of the variation in 

divorce appraisal lies between individuals.  

Next, the unconditional growth model was fitted with time as a Level-1 predictor 

(Table 12, Model B). Given that both the coefficients estimated were statistically 

significant (p < .001), we can conclude that the average trajectory had an intercept of 1.79 

and a slope of -.034. Thus, it is estimated that the average individual in the sample had an 

initial score on divorce appraisal of 1.79 and declined .034 units per month. Comparing 

the Level-1 residual for Model A (.244) to that in Model B (.155), we conclude that 36% 

of the within-person variation in divorce appraisal was explained by time. The Level-2 

variance components estimated in the unconditional growth model were both statistically 

significant (p < .001) indicating that additional variation in initial status and rate of 

change exists. Therefore, the addition of Level-2 predictors might be useful to explain 

this variation. 

Positive Religious Coping 

In Model C (Table 12) positive religious coping was introduced as a Level-2 

predictor of both initial status and rate of change in divorce appraisal. The results of this 

                                                 
2 Note that the results for this model are slightly different from the unconditional model presented in Model 
2 due to the fact that the current model only includes those participants who completed the religious coping 
measure (RCOPE) (N = 208). 
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model indicate that the coefficients for positive religious coping on both initial status 

(.046) and rate of change (-.001) were not statistically different from zero. Based on this, 

it seems there was little support for Hypothesis 4 regarding positive religious coping. In 

this sample, there was little evidence that positive religious coping predicts either initial 

status or change in divorce appraisal over time. Although subsequent models were fitted 

which included each of the covariates along with positive religious coping, the results did 

not change substantially. 

Negative Religious Coping 

In Model C (Table 13) negative religious coping was introduced as a Level-2 

predictor of both initial status and rate of change in divorce appraisal. The results of this 

model indicate that the coefficient for negative religious coping for initial status was .807 

(p < .001). Thus, individuals exhibiting higher levels of negative religious coping report a 

divorce appraisal score .807 units higher than those exhibiting lower levels of negative 

religious coping. The coefficient for negative religious coping for rate of change was not 

statistically different from zero (-.008, ns). Thus, these results suggest that although 

negative religious coping predicts differences in initial levels of divorce appraisal, there 

is little support for the notion that it predicts change over time in divorce appraisal. As 

Figure 4 illustrates, individuals with higher levels of negative religious coping strategies 

(one standard deviation above the mean) started out initially with higher divorce appraisal 

scores but the slope of the lines were essentially the same at each level of negative 

religious coping (numbers near lines represent rate of change per month). Comparison of 

the deviance statistics for Models B and C revealed a change of 52.4 (∆ df = 2), which 
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exceeds the critical value of the χ2 distribution at the p < .001 level. Values for both the 

AIC and BIC also drop from Model B to Model C, indicating an improvement in fit. 

Thus, we can conclude that Model C fits the data better than the unconditional growth 

model (Model B). The between-person variance in initial status declined from .746 in 

Model B to .609 in Model C; however it remained statistically significant indicating that 

additional variation remains unexplained. Subsequent models included each covariate 

individually with negative religious coping. A final model (Table 13, Model D) was fitted 

for divorce appraisal which included negative religious coping as the primary substantive 

predictor as well as any significant covariates from the individual analyses. With the 

inclusion of these covariates, the coefficient for negative religious coping for initial status 

remained statistically significant. A comparison of deviance statistics between Model C 

and Model D revealed a change of 33.1 (∆ df = 8) indicating that Model D is the better 

fitting model. Based on these results, I concluded there was partial support for 

Hypothesis 4 regarding negative religious coping. These results supported the idea that 

negative religious coping predicts higher initial levels of divorce appraisal. These data, 

however, did not support the hypothesis that negative religious coping predicts slower 

rates of decline in divorce appraisal.  

Model 5 

Hypothesis 5a: Positive religious coping will predict higher levels of initial 

religiosity and increases in religiosity over time. Negative religious coping will predict 

higher levels of initial religiosity and declines in religiosity over time.  
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Prior to evaluating any substantive predictors, an unconditional means and an 

unconditional growth model were estimated for religiosity (Table 14, Models A and B). 

The average level of religiosity for this sample across all time points was .216. The scale 

score for religiosity is a Z-score (due to differing item scales), thus this coefficient is in 

standard deviation units. The unconditional means model also partitions variance into 

within-persons and between-persons components. For religiosity, the estimated within-

person variance was .210 and the estimated between-persons variance was .485. For this 

model, 69% of the variation in religiosity lies between individuals.  

Next, an unconditional growth model was fitted with time as a Level-1 predictor 

and thus describes variation in religiosity across individuals over time (Table 14, Model 

B). For this model the coefficient for rate of change was not statistically significant (-

.003, ns), indicating that within-person change in religiosity was not associated with time. 

The only Level-2 variance component estimated (for initial status) was statistically 

significant (p < .001) indicating that additional variation in initial status exists. Therefore, 

the addition of Level-2 predictors would be useful to explain this variation. 

Positive Religious Coping 

In Model C (Table 14) positive religious coping was introduced as a Level-2 

predictor of both initial status and rate of change in religiosity. The results of this model 

indicated that the average initial status on religiosity for an individual with a score of zero 

on positive religious coping was .230 (p < .001). Individuals with higher levels of 

positive religious coping were .552 (p < .001) units higher in initial status on religiosity. 

The average differential in rate of change for religiosity between individuals reporting 
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higher and lower levels of positive religious coping was .021 (p < .001). Thus, these 

results suggest that individuals using higher levels of positive religious coping reported 

higher initial levels of religiosity (Figure 5). Additionally, individuals exhibiting high 

levels of positive religious coping (one standard deviation above the mean) increased 

slightly in religiosity between the baseline and 12-month assessment (Figure 5) (numbers 

near lines represent rate of change per month). Comparison of the deviance statistics for 

Models B and C revealed a change of 122.5 (∆ df = 2), which exceeds the critical value of 

the χ2 distribution at the p < .001 level. Both the AIC and BIC also dropped from Model 

B to Model C, indicating an improved fit. Thus, we can conclude that Model C fits the 

data better than the unconditional growth model (Model B). The between-person variance 

in initial status declined from .485 in Model B to .256 in Model C; however it remained 

statistically significant indicating that additional variation remains unexplained. 

Subsequent models included each covariate individually with positive religious coping. A 

final model (Table 14, Model D) was fitted for religiosity which included positive 

religious coping as the primary substantive predictor as well as any significant covariates 

from the individual analyses. With the inclusion of these covariates, the coefficients for 

positive religious coping for initial status and rate of change remained significant. Based 

on these results, I concluded that there was support for Hypothesis 5a regarding positive 

religious coping. Higher levels of positive religious coping predicted higher initial levels 

of religiosity as well as slight increases in religiosity over time.  

In addition to the findings regarding religious coping, the coefficient for 

Protestant affiliation was statistically significant for initial status (.253, p < .05) on 
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religiosity. This finding was plotted in order to examine further. Figure 6 reveals that 

within each level of positive religious coping Protestants reported higher initial levels of 

religiosity (numbers near lines represent rate of change per month). Thus, although the 

pattern of change within each level of religious coping was similar between Protestants 

and non-Protestants, Protestants were consistently more religious, regardless of their level 

of religious coping.  

Negative Religious Coping 

In Model C (Table 15) negative religious coping was introduced as a Level-2 

predictor of both initial status and rate of change in religiosity. The results of this model 

indicate that the coefficient for negative religious coping for initial status was .188 and 

not statistically significant. The average differential in rate of change for religiosity 

between individuals higher reporting and lower levels of negative religious coping was -

.022 (p < .01). Thus, these results suggest that although negative religious coping does 

not predict differences in initial levels of religiosity, it does predict how individuals’ 

religiosity changes between the baseline and the 12-month assessment. As Figure 7 

illustrates, individuals with higher levels of negative religious coping (+1 standard 

deviation) declined steeply in religiosity from baseline to the 12-month assessment. In 

contrast, individuals who exhibited lower levels of negative religious coping (-1 standard 

deviation) decrease less dramatically in religiosity over time (numbers near lines 

represent rate of change per month). Comparison of the deviance statistics for Models B 

and C revealed a change of 8.0 (∆ df = 2), which exceeds the critical value of the χ2 

distribution at the p < .05 level. Similarly, values for the AIC and BIC declined from 
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Model B to Model C. Thus, we can conclude that Model C fits the data better than the 

unconditional growth model (Model B). The between-person variance in initial status 

remained essentially the same from Model B to Model C. This was not surprising given 

that negative religious coping was not a significant predictor of initial status for 

religiosity.  Subsequent models included each covariate individually with negative 

religious coping. A final model (Table 15, Model D) was fitted for religiosity which 

included negative religious coping as the primary substantive predictor as well as any 

significant covariates from the individual analyses. With the inclusion of these covariates, 

the coefficient for negative religious coping for rate of change remained significant. 

Based on these results, I concluded that there was partial support for Hypothesis 5a 

regarding negative religious coping. Although negative religious coping did not predict 

initial status for religiosity, higher levels of negative religious coping predicted a decline 

in religiosity over time.   

In model D, the coefficient for African American ethnicity was marginally 

significant for initial status (.345, p < .10) and rate of change (.027, p< .05) on religiosity. 

This model was plotted to examine the relationships further. Figure 8 reveals that African 

Americans were clearly higher on religiosity, regardless of their level of negative 

religious coping. Interestingly, the pattern of change for African Americans was also 

quite different than that of the rest of the sample. Among African Americans’ with 

moderate to low levels of negative religious coping, religiosity remained relatively stable 

over time. Only those African Americans who reported the highest levels of negative 

religious coping showed a decline in religiosity. In contrast, among non-African 
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Americans religiosity declined at all levels of negative religious coping (numbers near 

lines represent rate of change per month).  

Hypothesis 5b: Declines in religiosity will predict declines in depression.  

Prior to evaluating any substantive predictors, an unconditional means and an 

unconditional growth model were estimated for depression (Table 16, Models A and B). 

The average level of depression for the sample across all time points was 14.52. The 

unconditional means model also partitions variance into within-persons and between-

persons components. For depression, the estimated within-person variance was 48.10 and 

the estimated between-persons variance was 55.70. For this model, 54% of the variation 

in depression lies between individuals.  

Next, the unconditional growth model was fitted with time as a Level-1 predictor 

and thus describes variation in depression across individuals over time (Table 16, Model 

B). The two fixed effects estimated by this model represent the intercept and slope of the 

average trajectory for the sample. Given that both these estimates were statistically 

significant (p < .001), we can conclude that the average trajectory had an intercept of 

16.32 and a slope of -.344. Thus, it is estimated that the average individual in the sample 

had an initial score on the depression measure of 16.32 and declined .344 units per 

month. Comparing the Level-1 residual for Model A (48.10) to that in Model B (43.05), 

we conclude that 10% of the within-person variation in depression was explained by 

time.  

In Model C (Table 16) religiosity was introduced as a Level-1 predictor of rate of 

change in depression. In this model, religiosity was a time-varying predictor and was 
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therefore included in the Level-1 equation. The results of this model indicate that the 

coefficient for religiosity for rate of change was -.005 and was not statistically 

significant. Based on this, it seems there was little support for Hypothesis 5b. In this 

sample, there was little evidence that change in religiosity predicts changes in depression 

over time. Although subsequent models were fitted which included each of the covariates 

along with religiosity, the coefficient for religiosity did not change substantially. 
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DISCUSSION 

 The goal of this study was to test a religious coping model of divorce adjustment. 

The study examined changes in divorce appraisal, religiosity, and depression over the 

first year of the divorce process as a function of religious coping. Each of the main 

analyses tested each of the five aspects of the model. The first model in the study 

examined the relationship between changes in divorce appraisal and changes in 

depression. As expected, the results indicated that declines in divorce appraisal predicted 

a decline in depressive symptoms. Additionally, increases in divorce appraisal predicted 

an increase in depressive symptoms. These findings, however, were complicated by the 

addition of covariates for education, financial strain, and religiosity. These factors seem 

to interact with changes in divorce appraisal in the prediction of depression. Specifically, 

among those with higher levels of education the influence of changes in divorce appraisal 

seems to be related to more dramatic changes in depression. Among more highly 

educated individuals, divorce appraisal influences depression to a greater degree than 

among less highly educated individuals. This may indicate that highly educated 

individuals experience divorce adjustment in a more cognitive fashion. Perhaps due to 

greater social and economic resources, they have the cognitive energy to examine and 

ruminate on what the divorce means for their lives. Less highly educated individuals may 

not have this luxury. Due to their social and economic circumstances they may simply be 

focused on the daily concerns of life and addressing the changes brought on by the 

divorce.  
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 This analysis also showed that religiosity interacts with divorce appraisal in 

predicting depression. Among highly religious individuals the influence of divorce 

appraisal on depression is diminished compared to less religious individuals. This implies 

that religiosity may serve as a buffer to the negative influence of divorce appraisal on 

depression.  

Additionally, results from Model 1 indicated that financial strain plays a role in 

this complex relationship with negative divorce appraisal and depression. Holding all else 

equal, among financially strapped individuals the influence of negative divorce appraisal 

was greater than those with lower levels of financial strain. This finding is not surprising 

given the added burden that financial strain must be for women already coping with the 

stressful experience of divorce. Financial strain is particularly common among women 

going through divorce. If a woman already has a more negative appraisal of the divorce, 

it is easy to see how financial burdens might add to the stress of divorce and put her at 

greater risk for depression.  

The second model tested the relationship between religiosity and divorce 

appraisal over time. The results indicated limited support for this portion of the model. 

Changes in religiosity did not predict changes in divorce appraisal. These results are 

somewhat surprising given that some previous research has found a relationship between 

religious beliefs and appraisal of stressful events (Park, 2005). Such studies, however, did 

not specifically address appraisal in the context of divorce.  

 One possible explanation for these findings is based on the concept of 

sanctification and the measurement of religiosity. Based on sanctification theory, aspects 
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of life that are imbued with sacred meaning are more likely to illicit negative appraisal 

and stress when threatened. It seems likely that higher levels of religiosity would be 

associated with a greater likelihood that one would hold a sanctified view of marriage and 

thus appraise its end more negatively. Although the results of this study provided limited 

support for this idea, I think this notion should not be completely dismissed. The results 

seen in this study may have been due largely to measurement issues. The measure of 

religiosity used in this study may have been too broad to assess specific religious beliefs 

regarding marriage that might influence divorce appraisal. In other words, it may be 

important to assess not only the strength of one’s religious beliefs (i.e., religiosity), but 

also their content in order to fully understand how they influence divorce appraisal.  

Although this study did not include a measure of religious sanctification, it did 

include a measure of investment in the marriage. This measure could be considered a 

secular version of sanctification in that it represents one’s level of personal investment in 

the institution of marriage, whereas sanctification would represent one’s religious or 

spiritual investment in the marriage. In the analyses for Model 2, investment in the 

marriage predicted higher initial levels of negative divorce appraisal. This seems to offer 

some support for the future use of measures of sanctification or similar items that 

specifically assess religious or spiritual beliefs regarding marriage. These types of 

measures might yield more significant findings in predicting divorce appraisal than the 

general measure of religiosity used in this study. 

The third model in the study examined the influence of religious coping on 

depression. Although it was expected that both positive and negative religious coping 
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would predict participants’ initial level and change in depression, results indicated that 

positive religious coping was not a significant predictor. Negative religious coping, 

however, was a significant predictor of participants’ initial level of depression but not of 

changes in depression. The findings regarding positive religious coping were somewhat 

surprising given that prior research, including meta-analyses, has found a link between 

this type of coping and positive psychological outcomes (Pargament, et al., 1994; Ano & 

Vasconcelles, 2005). This finding may imply a unique nature to the religious coping 

process in the context of divorce. Perhaps religious resources, like positive religious 

coping strategies, do not provide the same benefit to individuals experiencing divorce as 

they do to those coping with illness or grief. Perhaps other stressors such as grief or 

serious illness represent a more existential crisis than divorce and one for which positive 

religious coping strategies offer more comfort. Further research of religious coping 

during the divorce process is needed; including qualitative studies that may provide 

insight into the distinct issues that arise in this context. 

In contrast, the results for negative religious coping are consistent with a large 

body of research showing a relationship between this form of coping and poor 

psychological outcomes (Ano & Vasconcelles, 2005). Given that negative religious 

coping predicted initial status for depression and not rate of change, causal interpretations 

of this finding should be made with caution. It may be that the incongruence between 

divorce and one’s religious beliefs represented by negative religious coping prompts 

depressive symptoms among some individuals. However, it is also possible that 

individuals struggling with depression may be more likely to experience religious 
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struggle or doubt as seen in negative religious coping. In fact, some scholars have 

suggested the possibility of a reciprocal relationship between negative religious coping 

and depression. These researchers have suggested that the religious struggle evidenced by 

negative religious coping may not only reflect a depressive outlook but may also 

reinforce this outlook, especially if the individual does not receive treatment (Exline, 

Yali, & Sanderson, 2000; McConnell, Pargament, Ellison, & Flannelly, 2006). 

Interestingly, results for Model 3 also indicated that Hispanic participants were 

significantly lower on initial levels of depression. Some previous research on ethnic 

differences in depressive symptoms has shown similar results, although the findings have 

not been consistent. Some scholars have suggested that the strong family-orientation and   

family support often associated with Hispanic culture might serve as a buffer and explain 

the lower levels of depression among this group (Vega & Rumbaut, 1991). In this study it 

is unclear whether this finding is meaningful given that it only emerges in one of the 

models predicting depression. 

The fourth model of the study considered the relationship between religious 

coping and divorce appraisal. Results indicated that positive religious coping was neither 

a significant predictor of initial divorce appraisal nor change over time. Negative 

religious coping, as expected, predicted more negative initial divorce appraisal, although 

it did not predict change over time. Given that negative religious coping was only 

predictive of initial status for divorce appraisal and not change over time, it is difficult to 

infer the direction of this effect. It may be that individuals with a more negative appraisal 

of the divorce are more prone to negative religious coping strategies. From another 
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perspective, however, it could be that these two measures are identifying an underlying 

negative mindset. This pessimistic outlook may influence some individuals to interpret 

the divorce in a more negative light as well as prompt feelings of religious doubt and 

struggle. Ideally, future research examining religious coping with divorce will include 

more time points of assessment for religious coping and appraisal in order to help 

disentangle the nature of this relationship. 

The fifth model in the study examined the relationship between religious coping 

and changes in religiosity over time. Participants reporting high levels of positive 

religious coping had significantly higher levels of religiosity at baseline. Perhaps more 

interestingly, these participants also showed increases in religiosity between the baseline 

and 12-month assessments. In contrast, participants with low levels of positive religious 

coping increased in religiosity at a slower rate over time. These results remained 

unchanged after the addition of several covariates including repartnering status, financial 

strain, ethnicity, and Protestant affiliation. These results seem to indicate that, at least in 

the context of divorce, positive religious coping and religiosity may reinforce one 

another. Perhaps among individuals for whom religion is initially very salient, positive 

religious coping strategies offer a clear pathway for coping with the divorce and the use 

of these strategies serves to strengthen their beliefs. Interestingly, this analysis also 

revealed that Protestants were higher on initial religiosity scores than other participants. 

Although there were no differences between Protestants and non-Protestants on change in 

religiosity over time, Protestants were significantly higher in religiosity at each level of 

positive religious coping. A comparison of levels of positive religious coping between 
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Protestants and non-Protestants helped elucidate this finding. A comparison of means 

revealed that Protestants are significantly higher on positive religious coping than non-

Protestants. Given the positive association between religiosity and positive religious 

coping, it seems likely that the higher levels of religiosity seen among Protestants is a 

reflection of this higher level of positive religious coping.   

 In contrast to the findings for positive religious coping, those for negative 

religious coping only partially supported the hypothesis. Negative religious coping did 

not predict differences in initial level of religiosity; however it did predict a decline in 

religiosity over time. In some ways this finding is not surprising given the nature of 

negative religious coping. The items representing negative religious coping imply a sense 

of questioning one’s religious beliefs (e.g., “The breakup of my marriage has been a test 

of faith for me”), or God’s favor (e.g., “I feel forsaken by God/a higher power because of 

the divorce”) due to the divorce experience. In this context, it is understandable how an 

individual’s religious beliefs might begin to falter. Although the relationship between 

religious coping and changes in religiosity has been rarely studied, this finding is 

consistent with a few other studies which have found declines in spirituality associated 

with greater use of negative religious coping. For example, in one longitudinal study of 

elderly hospitalized patients, greater use of negative religious coping predicted declines 

in spirituality such as closeness to God (Pargament, Koenig, Tarakeshwar, & Kahn, 

2004) Similarly, in a cross-sectional study of clergy, higher levels of negative religious 

coping were associated with less satisfaction with prayer life (Pargament, Tarakeshwar, 

Ellison, & Wulff, 2001).  
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 One of the more interesting results found in the relationship between negative 

religious coping and religiosity was the pattern seen for African Americans. In contrast to 

the pattern seen for other participants, African Americans declined in religiosity at a 

slower rate, even after accounting for negative religious coping. In fact, African 

American participants exhibiting low levels of negative religious coping remained 

relatively stable in their level of religiosity compared to non-African Americans with the 

same level of negative religious coping. Based on this, it seems there is a unique quality 

to the process of religious coping among African Americans. This is also seen in the fact 

that African Americans in this sample have very low rates of negative religious coping 

compared to participants of other ethnicities.  

Scholars have argued that a religious belief system is fundamental part of African 

American culture and that these beliefs inform attitudes and behavior. This belief system 

emphasizes the benevolent nature of God, in which God is present to aid believers, not 

punish them (Cooper-Lewter, 1986). The importance of these religious beliefs is evident 

in research that has consistently shown significantly higher levels of religiosity among 

African Americans as compared to other ethnic groups (Chatters, Levin, & Taylor, 1992; 

Stevens-Arroyo & Diaz-Stevens, 1998). Historically, institutional religion has also played 

a prominent role within the African American community. Scholars have pointed out that 

due to centuries of social oppression and discrimination, the church became the center of 

social activities and support since it was one of the few institutions controlled by African 

Americans (Ellison, 1993; Lincoln & Mamiya, 1990). In this context, it becomes clear 

why religious coping may function differently among African Americans. Given the 
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emphasis on a benevolent God and the importance of religious beliefs, it is not surprising 

that negative religious coping is uncommon within the African American community. 

Furthermore, perhaps given the prominence of religion, even those African Americans 

who experience the doubt and uncertainty of negative religious coping are better able to 

sustain their faith than individuals in other cultural contexts.  

 The second portion of Model 5 examined whether changes in religiosity predicted 

changes in depression. Given that the first portion of Model 5 showed that religious 

coping can impact changes in religiosity, this analysis examined the question of whether 

these changes are predictive of depressive symptoms. The results indicated that changes 

in religiosity did not significantly predict changes in depression. Taking both parts of 

Model 5 together, the findings suggest that although religious coping may influence 

changes in religiosity, these changes do not significantly influence depression levels. 

Levels of religiosity are already high at baseline for individuals exhibiting higher levels 

of positive religious coping. Thus, for these individuals the increase in religiosity that is 

seen with positive religious coping may not be enough to substantially alter their level of 

depression. The declines seen in religiosity associated with negative religious coping 

seem to represent a struggle between participants’ religious beliefs and the experience of 

divorce. Although this struggle may be present, it may remain unresolved at the time of 

assessment and therefore we do not see an associated decline in depression. Thus, if 

individuals experiencing this struggle are able to resolve it, they may experience declines 

in depression at a later point. A future study of this sample using more points of 

assessment could examine this possibility.  
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 Alternatively, a strategy of coping involving a turning away from a fundamental 

belief system may not be an effective strategy for reducing depression. Park and 

Folkman’s (1997) model suggests that the dissonance caused by a stressful event 

conflicting with one’s beliefs may be resolved by changing one’s beliefs. This model, 

however, has rarely been empirically tested, particularly in the context of religious 

beliefs. It may be that changing one’s religious beliefs is such a fundamental change that 

it does not help alleviate the stress and thus does not influence depression levels. If this is 

the case, a change in religious beliefs does not follow the same beneficial pathway as 

described by Park and Folkman’s (1997) model.  

   The primary goal of this study was to test a religious coping model of divorce 

adjustment (Figure 1). In considering this model as a whole, several noteworthy findings 

emerge. First, across many of the analyses we saw a greater number of significant 

findings associated with negative religious coping than positive religious coping. 

Although the reasons for this pattern are not completely clear, it may be that negative 

religious coping is particularly distressing during divorce because it undermines what 

otherwise might be an important source of support—religion. Some scholars have argued 

that religion provides a meaning system for individuals, particularly during times of 

stress (Silberman, 2005). Other scholars have furthered this argument and proposed that 

this religious meaning system provides an inherent sense of optimism since it offers 

certainty and the idea that one’s life is part of a divine plan (Seligman, 1990). Negative 

religious coping represents a sense of doubt or struggle in one’s religious beliefs. As seen 

in Model 5a, negative religious coping is associated with a decline in religiosity over time 
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and this could imply a breakdown of one’s religious meaning system and the optimism 

that it provides. Under such circumstances, it may be difficult for the individual to see 

many aspects of life, particularly divorce, in a positive light. This may be why we see the 

association between negative religious coping and more negative divorce appraisal 

(Model 4).  

It is important to point out that although this study follows participants during the 

first year of the divorce process, for many individuals the process does not end there. The 

consequences of divorce may be felt by these individuals for years to come. Thus, if this 

study included assessments beyond the first year, we might see more effects for positive 

religious coping. It is possible that this study is only capturing the initial incongruence 

between the experience of divorce and individuals’ religious beliefs. If this incongruence 

is resolved, some individuals may begin to exhibit a higher proportion of positive 

religious coping strategies or declines in depressive symptoms.  

Similarly, although participants were recruited for the study within 120 days of 

filing for divorce, some had been separated from their spouse for many months or even 

years (range= 0-103 months). Thus, for some participants the initial psychological 

adjustment to the idea of separation and divorce may have occurred prior to their 

inclusion in the study. Although the formal filing for divorce may prompt additional 

psychological adjustment, this study may not capture the complete adjustment process for 

every participant. 

Secondly, across most of the models (with the exception of Model 5a) there were 

few noticeable differences in findings between the various religious affiliations. I 
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expected that there might be some variation in results, particularly related to divorce 

appraisal, between Protestants and Catholics, however this was not evident. In the context 

of this study, it may simply be that the variations in beliefs regarding divorce are more 

varied within a particular religious affiliation than between them. Although Protestant 

and Catholic theology differ with regard to divorce, there may be substantial variation in 

how rigidly individual members of these groups adhere to these teachings. If this is the 

case, variations in factors such as divorce appraisal would not be evident by only 

comparing religious affiliations.   

Another important result of this study was the illustration of the relationship 

between negative religious coping, divorce appraisal, and depression. Although the 

causal order of these relations cannot be completely established, Models 1, 3, and 4 

provide evidence of a complex relationship. According to transactional stress and coping 

theory, the association seen between negative religious coping and more negative divorce 

appraisal (Model 4) might imply an ongoing pattern of negative reappraisal. If this 

negative appraisal is not mitigated by other types of coping strategies, we see that it is 

associated with increases in depression (Model 1). Model 1 also suggests, however, that 

if individuals are able to maintain a high level of religiosity, this may lessen some the 

damaging impact of negative divorce appraisal. Additionally, Model 3 illustrates that 

negative religious coping may also have a direct association with depression. While many 

previous religious coping studies have considered the direct relationship between 

negative religious coping and depression, few have examined the role of appraisal. This 
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study contributes to the field by illustrating the importance of examining appraisal as well 

negative religious coping in predicting depression. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 Although this study contributes to the burgeoning study of religious coping, it has 

several limitations. First, while longitudinal, the study included only three points of 

assessment and religious coping was measured at only one time point. Thus, some 

questions that might be relevant to this study were unable to be addressed using this 

sample. For example, with multiple assessment points of religious coping, one could 

examine whether changes in religious coping predict changes in divorce appraisal or 

depression. In addition, with more assessment points the causal direction of many of the 

relationships in this study could be inferred with more certainty.  

 Second, the sample used in this study consisted of only women with young 

children. Mothers are often the focus of divorce-related studies given that they are most 

likely to gain custody of the children following divorce. Furthermore, research has shown 

that divorced mothers are at greater risk of experiencing financial, and sometimes 

psychological, strain due to divorce (Simons and Associates, 1996). Thus, while is it 

crucial to study this subpopulation of divorcees, the current sample may have higher rates 

of financial strain and depressive symptoms than a sample that included both men and 

women.  

In regards to religious factors, there is very limited research examining gender 

differences in religious coping. Women, however, generally report higher levels of 

religiosity than men (Francis, 1997). Given this, it may be that religion would play a less 
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important role in the divorce adjustment process of men than women. It is possible that 

men may not experience the religious implications of divorce to the extent that women 

do. Thus, some of the findings of this study might be attenuated in a more gender-

balanced sample.  

 Another limitation of this study is the reliance on participants’ self-report of the 

major constructs, including depressive symptoms, divorce appraisal, and religious 

variables. Research has shown that the ratings of a close acquaintance can be just as valid 

(and sometimes more valid) than self-report ratings of behavior. Some scholars have 

suggested that the use of both self-report and informant ratings might provide the most 

accurate assessment of behavior (Vazire & Mehl, 2008). Thus, ideally this study would 

have included behavioral ratings from participants’ close friends. This approach may 

have been particularly helpful for behavioral constructs such as religious attendance. It 

seems less likely, however, that the use of informant ratings would have been useful for 

more affective constructs such as negative divorce appraisal or depressive symptoms. In 

the case of these constructs, the participant’s own perception of their experience or 

feelings is most relevant for understanding the process of coping.  

 In regard to measurement, it is important to point out that the appraisal measure 

used in this study differs from the classic definition of appraisal as used in the 

transactional stress and coping model developed by Lazarus and Folkman (1984). 

Negative divorce appraisal as measured in this study is a largely affective indicator of the 

participants’ negative perception of the divorce. In contrast, more traditional measures of 

appraisal include both affective and attributional indicators. Furthermore, the current 
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measure of divorce appraisal assessed only negative perceptions of the divorce, while 

traditional appraisal measures assess both positive and negative aspects of an event. As a 

result, this study does not provide a full test of transactional stress and coping model. In 

the context of religious coping, however, the negative divorce appraisal measured used in 

this study was useful in being able to examine whether participants’ negative perception 

of the divorce was related to their religious beliefs. This was one of the major goals of 

this analysis and this measure seemed well-suited for that objective.  

The findings of this study also set the stage for future research examining 

religious coping with divorce. Although this study established the presence of a 

relationship between negative religious coping and depression, it did not explore potential 

mediators of this relationship. Some scholars have begun to consider mediational 

analyses when examining the relationship between religious coping and psychological 

outcomes. For example, Ai, et al. (2007) found that lack of social support and feelings of 

hopelessness mediated the relationship between negative religious coping and 

postoperative distress among cardiac surgery patients. Future studies of religious coping 

in the context of divorce should examine similar potential mediators such as social 

support, religious support, guilt, or forgiveness.  

Additionally, future work in this area should examine possible predictors of 

religious coping with divorce. There is substantial research to indicate that positive and 

negative religious coping represent two distinct approaches to coping with stress, 

however, less is known about what factors influence greater use of each strategy. 

Particularly from a therapeutic perspective, it would be important to understand whether 
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particular characteristics of the marriage or divorce were predictive of positive or 

negative religious coping strategies.  

Given that this study is one of the few to examine religious coping in the context 

of divorce, there remain many unanswered questions. As such, this topic seems well-

suited for the use of other research approaches, particularly qualitative methods. The 

meaning and effects of religious beliefs are notoriously difficult to measure; therefore 

qualitative methods may be able to shed light on issues and processes at work that are not 

easily captured through quantitative analysis. Additionally, while this study took a 

variable-oriented approach to understanding the role of religious coping in the divorce 

process, a person-oriented approach might be valuable in studying this topic. Instead of 

examining whether particular theoretical constructs, such as religious coping or appraisal, 

are related, a person-oriented approach would enable the researcher to examine whether a 

particular combination of characteristics (both secular and religious) puts some 

individuals at higher risk for depression following divorce (Bergman & Magnusson, 

1997). Using this approach it may be possible to better understand why some individuals 

adapt well to divorce while others struggle with depressive symptoms for years. 

Conclusion 

This study adds to the growing body of literature illustrating the link between 

religious coping and psychological functioning. Much of this previous work has focused 

on severe trauma or life-threatening illness, however this study examines a more common 

life stressor—divorce. The results of this study provide evidence of a relationship 

between religious coping, particularly negative religious coping, and post-divorce 
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depression. Beyond this, the findings presented here also point to influence of religious 

coping on changes in individuals’ level of religiosity. This study also illustrates the 

importance of considering the role of appraisal in the relationship between religious 

coping and depression. At a broader level, this study demonstrates the value of examining 

often-overlooked religious variables in the study of family transitions. Hopefully, this 

study, and others like it, will encourage further examination of the role of religion in the 

context of other family transitions such as parenthood and remarriage. 
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Table 1. Times of assessment for each measure 

Measure Baseline 6-month 12-month 

Divorce appraisal X X X 
Positive religious coping  X  
Negative religious coping  X  
Religiosity X  X 
Depression X X X 

 
 
Table 2. Attrition statistics at 6-month assessment 

Completed Baseline 319 
Dropped out after baseline 17 
Ineligible after baseline 10 
Completed 6 m assessment 279 
6 month compliance rate (excluding ineligible) 90.3% 

 
 

Table 3. Attrition statistics at 12-month assessment 

No 6 m assessment, 12 m assessment completed 13 
Dropped out after 6 m assessment 22 
Ineligible after 6 m assessment 5 
Completed 12 m assessment 265 
12 m compliance rate (excluding ineligible) 87.2% 
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  Table 4. Analysis of variance for attrition groups  

 Complete  
(any follow-up) Dropped out Ineligible  

  

 
Mean (SD) 

N =265 
Mean (SD) 

N = 39 
Mean (SD) 

N = 15 F-value P 

      
Education 8.2a 

(2.5) 
7.6 

(3.3) 
6.5a 
(3.6) 

3.35* .04 

      
Income 11.0 

(5.4) 
9.8 

(5.4) 
9.3 

(6.2) 
1.26 .28 

      
Age 37.1 

(6.6) 
35.4 
(6.0) 

35.4 
(6.7) 

1.44 .24 

      
Length of 
separation 

14.0 
(17.3) 

19.8 
(26.7) 

12.4 
(11.5) 

1.76 .17 

      
Depression 15.5 

(9.7) 
15.5 

(10.4) 
16.2 
(8.5) 

.041 .96 

      
Antisocial 
behavior 

4.3 
(2.9) 

4.3 
(2.4) 

4.1 
(3.4) 

.048 .95 

      
Religiosity .02 

(.81) 
-.01 
(.80) 

-.40 
(.83) 

1.20 .14 

      
Divorce 
appraisal 

1.8 
(.94) 

1.5 
(.83) 

1.8 
(.79) 

1.03 .36 

Note: Means with the same subscripts differ at p < .05. 
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  Table 5. Attrition groups by ethnicity 

 Complete  
(any follow-up) Dropped out Ineligible  

 
Number (%) 

N =265 
Number (%) 

N = 39 
Number (%) 

N = 15 

    
African American 28 (10.6) 1 (2.6) 1 (6.7) 

Hispanic 69 (26.0) 10 (25.6) 6 (40.0) 

Caucasian 168 (63.4) 28 (71.8) 8 (53.3) 

 

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for primary variables 

 
N Mean 

Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Depression (baseline) 318 16.4 10.2 0.0 52.6 
Religiosity (baseline) 318 .00 .81 -2.3 1.1 
Divorce appraisal (baseline) 319 1.7 .92 1.0 5.0 
Depression (6-month) 245 13.9 10.1 0.0 49.5 
Positive religious coping 208 2.8 .73 1.0 4.0 
Negative religious coping 208 1.5 .46 1.0 3.3 
Divorce appraisal (6-month) 247 1.5 .79 1.0 5.0 
Depression (12-month) 235 12.3 9.7 0.0 44.2 
Religiosity (12-month) 258 .00 .83 -1.9 1.3 
Divorce appraisal (12-month) 258 1.4 .69 1.0 5.0 

 
 
 
Table 7. Correlations among primary variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 1.Depression (baseline)          
 2. Religiosity (baseline) .05         
 3. Divorce appraisal (baseline) .37** .13*        
 4. Depression (6-month) .51** .09 .15*       
 5. Positive religious coping (6-month) .03 .51** .05 -.08      
 6. Negative religious coping (6-month) .38** .11 .38** .40** -.11     
 7. Divorce appraisal (6-month) .43** .06 .77** .25** .03 .48**    
 8. Depression (12-month) .59** .06 .16* .62** -.06 .36** .33**   
 9. Religiosity (12-month) .04 .80** .10 .00 .67** -.06 .08 .01  
10. Divorce appraisal (12-month) .46** .04 .65* .21** .04 .41** .73** .34** .03 
*p < .05, **p < .01 
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Table 8. Model 1 predicting depression 

  Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept 14.52*** 

(.492) 
16.32*** 

(.552) 
15.69*** 

(.527) 
15.72*** 

(.502) 
Education     -.256 

(.191) 
Financial strain     .595*** 

(.134) 
Religiosity     .039 

(.621) 
Rate of change 

(time) 
Intercept  -.344*** 

(.047) 
-.233*** 

(.049) 
-.245** 
(.048) 

Education     .026 
(.020) 

Financial strain     .015 
(.013) 

Religiosity     -.014 
(.062) 

Rate of change 

(appraisal) 
   3.49*** 

(.452) 
3.21*** 
(.455) 

Education     .451* 
(.178) 

Financial strain     .344** 
(.119) 

Religiosity     -1.45* 
(.587) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person 48.10 42.37 
 

41.70 
 

40.84 
 

Level 2 In initial status 55.70*** 
 

61.68*** 
 

49.30*** 
 

41.42*** 
 

 In rate of change  .017 
 

.007 
 

.006 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 5723.2 5672.5 5582.1 5533.5 
 AIC 5729.2 5684.5 5596.1 5565.5 
 BIC 5740.5 5707.0 5622.4 5625.6 
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Table 9. Model 2 predicting divorce appraisal 

  Model A Model B Model C 

Fixed Effects     
Initial Status Intercept 1.56*** 

(.042) 
1.74*** 
(.052) 

1.74*** 
(.046) 

Rate of change 

(time) 
Intercept  -.032*** 

(.003) 
-.032*** 

(.004) 

Rate of change 

(religiosity) 
   .052 

(.038) 
Variance 

Components 

    

Level 1 Within-person .249 
 

.144 
 

.261 
 

Level 2 In initial status .441*** 
 

.714*** 
 

.418*** 
 

 In rate of change  .001*** 
 

 

Goodness of fit     
 Deviance 1714.6 1558.5 1280.3 
 AIC 1720.6 1570.5 1290.3 
 BIC 1731.9 1593.0 1309.1 
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Table 10. Model 3 predicting depression (positive religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C 

Fixed Effects     
Initial Status Intercept 14.22*** 

(.554) 
16.35*** 

(.651) 
16.35*** 

(.652) 
Positive 
religious coping 

   .111 
(.887) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.377*** 
(.055) 

-.377*** 
(.056) 

Positive 
religious coping 

   -.110 
(.076) 

Variance 

Components 

    

Level 1 Within-person 47.18 
 

41.58 
 

41.37 
 

Level 2 In initial status 45.62*** 
 

51.69*** 
 

52.16*** 
 

 In rate of change  .005 
 

.005 
 

Goodness of fit     
 Deviance 4099.4 4055.2 4052.5 
 AIC 4015.4 4067.2 4068.5 
 BIC 4115.4 4087.1 4095.1 
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Table 11. Model 3 predicting depression (negative religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept 14.22*** 

(.554) 
16.35*** 

(.651) 
16.38*** 

(.591) 
17.19*** 

(.641) 
Negative 
religious coping 

   8.51*** 
(1.28) 

7.49*** 
(1.24) 

Ex-spouse 
conflict 

    1.71** 
(.615) 

Hispanic     -3.23** 
(1.28) 

Financial strain     .522** 
(.159) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.377*** 
(.055) 

-.381*** 
(.055) 

-.426*** 
(.057) 

Negative 
religious coping 

   -.123 
(.114) 

-.139 
(.138) 

Ex-spouse 
conflict 

    -.099* 
(.050) 

Hispanic     .174 
(.126) 

Financial strain     .002 
(.020) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person 47.18 
 

41.58 
 

41.55 
 

41.17 
 

Level 2 In initial status 45.62*** 
 

51.69*** 
 

36.46*** 
 

28.38*** 
 

 In rate of change  .005 
 

.003 
 

.003 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 4099.4 4055.2 4007.2 3974.9 
 AIC 4015.4 4067.2 4023.2 4002.9 
 BIC 4115.4 4087.1 4049.8 4049.4 
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Table 12. Model 4 predicting appraisal (positive religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C 

Fixed Effects     
Initial Status Intercept 1.58*** 

(.053) 
1.79*** 
(.065) 

1.79*** 
(.065) 

Positive 
religious coping 

   .046 
(.089) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.034*** 
(.004) 

-.034*** 
(.004) 

Positive 
religious coping 

   -.001 
(.005) 

Variance 

Components 

    

Level 1 Within-person .244 
 

.155 
 

.155 
 

Level 2 In initial status .487*** 
 

.746*** 
 

.745*** 
 

 In rate of change  .001*** 
 

.001*** 
 

Goodness of fit     
 Deviance 1238.4 1125.4 1125.1 
 AIC 1244.4 1137.4 1141.1 
 BIC 1254.4 1157.3 1167.7 
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Table 13. Model 4 predicting appraisal (negative religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept 1.58*** 

(.053) 
1.79*** 
(.065) 

1.79* 
(.060) 

1.88*** 
(.088) 

Negative 
religious coping 

   .807*** 
(.130) 

.738*** 
(.123) 

Repartner     -.164 
(.125) 

Length of 
separation 

    -.002 
(.003) 

Ex-spouse 
conflict 

    .104+ 
(.063) 

Investment     .176*** 
(.043) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.034*** 
(.004) 

-.035*** 
(.004) 

-.043*** 
(.006) 

Negative 
religious coping 

   -.008 
(.009) 

-.004 
(.008) 

Repartner     .015+ 
(.009) 

Length of 
separation 

    .000 
(.000) 

Ex-spouse 
conflict 

    -.008+ 
(.004) 

Investment     -.004 
(.003) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person .244 
 

.155 
 

.154 
 

.154 
 

Level 2 In initial status .487*** 
 

.746*** 
 

.609*** 
 

.520*** 
 

 In rate of change  .001*** 
 

.001*** 
 

.001*** 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 1238.4 1125.4 1073.0 1039.9 
 AIC 1244.4 1137.4 1089.0 1071.9 
 BIC 1254.4 1157.3 1115.6 1125.1 
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Table 14. Model 5a predicting religiosity (positive religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept .216*** 

(.054) 
.230*** 
(.058) 

.230*** 
(.047) 

.267*** 
(.075) 

Positive 
religious coping 

   .552*** 
(.063) 

.484*** 
(.062) 

Protestant     .253* 
(.100) 

Repartner     -.264** 
(.089) 

African 
American 

    .181 
(.156) 

Financial strain     .025* 
(.012) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.003 
(.004) 

-.002 
(.004) 

-.056** 
(.016) 

Positive 
religious coping 

   .021*** 
(.005) 

.020*** 
(.005) 

Protestant     .000 
(.001) 

Repartner     .002 
(.007) 

African 
American 

    .017 
(.013) 

Financial strain     -.001 
(.001) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person .210 
 

.210 
 

.190 
 

.186 
 

Level 2 In initial status .485*** 
 

.485*** 
 

.256*** 
 

.208*** 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 838.0 837.6 715.1 679.4 
 AIC 844.0 845.6 727.1 707.4 
 BIC 854.0 858.9 747.0 753.9 
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Table 15. Model 5a predicting religiosity (negative religious coping) 

  Model 
A 

Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept .216*** 

(.054) 
.230*** 
(.058) 

.230*** 
(.058) 

-.102 
(.077) 

Negative religious 
coping 

   .188 
(.125) 

.190 
(.117) 

Protestant     .526*** 
(.124) 

Nondenominational     .583*** 
(.141) 

Ex-spouse conflict     -.028 
(.058) 

African American     .345+ 
(.184) 

Financial strain     .031* 
(.015) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.003 
(.004) 

-.002 
(.004) 

-.003 
(.005) 

Negative religious 
coping 

   -.022** 
(.008) 

-.019* 
(.008) 

Protestant     -.002 
(.009) 

Nondenominational     -.007 
(.010) 

Ex-spouse conflict     .009* 
(.004) 

African American     .027* 
(.013) 

Financial strain     -.000 
(.001) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person .210 
 

.210 
 

.202 
 

.193 
 

Level 2 In initial status .485*** 
 

.485*** 
 

.487*** 
 

.360*** 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 838.0 837.6 829.6 770.5 
 AIC 844.0 845.6 841.6 802.5 
 BIC 854.0 858.9 861.5 855.7 
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Table 16. Model 5b predicting depression 

  Model A Model B Model C 

Fixed Effects     
Initial Status Intercept 14.52*** 

(.492) 
16.32*** 

(.552) 
16.35*** 

(.563) 
Rate of change 

(time) 
Intercept  -.344*** 

(.047) 
-.338*** 

(.047) 
Rate of change 

(religiosity) 
   -.005 

(.471) 
Variance 

Components 

    

Level 1 Within-person 48.10 
 

43.05 
 

40.82 
 

Level 2 In initial status 55.70*** 
 

58.41*** 
 

59.25*** 
 

Goodness of fit     
 Deviance 5723.2 5672.7 3950.9 
 AIC 5729.2 5680.7 3960.9 
 BIC 5740.5 5695.7 3979.7 
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of religious coping with divorce. 
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Figure 2. Illustration of the hypotheses tested in the study 
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Figure 3. Model 3 negative religious coping predicting depression 
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Figure 4. Model 4 negative religious coping predicting divorce appraisal. 
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Figure 5. Model 5a positive religious coping predicting religiosity. 
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Figure 6. Model 5a positive religious coping predicting religiosity among Protestants and 
non-Protestants. 
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Figure 7. Model 5a negative religious coping predicting religiosity. 
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Figure 8. Model 5a negative religious coping predicting religiosity among African 
Americans and non-African Americans. 
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APPENDIX 

Table 17. Religious affiliation 
Religious Affiliation Number Percent 

Baptista 39 12.2 
Bible Literalista 1 .3 
Buddhism 1 .3 
Catholic-Buddhist 1 .3 
Catholic 74 23.2 
Christian 18 5.6 
Christian Bible Churcha 1 .3 
Christian non-denominational/Hindu 
education 1 .3 
Church of Christa 3 .9 
Episcopal 9 2.8 
Greek Orthodox 2 .6 
Heathen 1 .3 
Jehovah Witness 3 .9 
Judaism 3 .9 
Lutheranb 13 4.1 
Methodist 13 4.1 
Methodist/Lutheran 1 .3 
Miracle of Love 1 .3 
Mormon 4 1.3 
Mormon and Catholic 1 .3 
Non-denominational 35 11.0 
Pentecostala 5 1.6 
Presbyterian 6 1.9 
Protestant 1 .3 
Seventh Day Adventista 2 .6 
Southern Baptista 3 .9 
Unitarian Universalist 2 .6 
Unity Church 1 .3 
Wican 1 .3 
No affiliation 73 22.9 

Total 319 100.0 
 a. 

Categorized as Evangelical Protestant 

 b. 
Only those identifying as Missouri-Synod categorized as Evangelical Protestant 
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Table 18. Analysis of variance for attrition groups (6-month) 

 
Complete 

Dropped out 
after baseline 

Ineligible 
after baseline 

No 6 m, 12m 
complete 

  

 
Mean (SD) 

N =279 
Mean (SD) 

N = 17 
Mean (SD) 

N = 10 
Mean (SD) 

N = 13 F-value p 

       
Education 8.1  

(2.6) 
6.9  

(3.3) 
7.8  

(3.3) 
8.2 

(2.2) 
1.04 .37 

       
Income 10.9a 

(5.3) 
8.0ab 
(5.3) 

9.7 
(5.6) 

12.6b 
(6.1) 

2.16+ .09 

       
Age 37.1a 

(6.6) 
33.5a 
(5.8) 

36.0 
(5.4) 

34.0 
(5.4) 

2.52+ .06 

       
Length of 
separation 

14.6 
(18.2) 

21.2 
(28.8) 

13.1 
(12.5) 

8.7 
(8.8) 

1.19 .31 

       
Depression 15.4 

(9.5) 
16.0 

(13.1) 
13.5 
(7.5) 

18.7 
(10.4) 

.637 .59 

       
Antisocial 
behavior 

4.3 
(2.8) 

4.4 
(2.8) 

3.2 
(2.7) 

5.3 
(3.0) 

.965 .41 

       
Religiosity .00 

(.81) 
.09 

(.77) 
-.39 
(1.0) 

.07 
(.60) 

.877 .45 

       
Divorce 
appraisal 

1.7 
(.90) 

1.7 
(1.1) 

1.8 
(.83) 

2.0 
(1.1) 

.439 .72 

Note: Means with the same subscripts differ at p < .10. 

 
 

Table 19. Attrition groups by ethnicity (6-month) 

 
Complete 

Dropped out 
after baseline 

Ineligible 
after baseline 

No 6 m, 12m 
complete 

 
Number (%) 

N =279 
Number (%) 

N = 17 
Number (%) 

N = 10 
Number (%) 

N = 13 

     
African 
American 

25 (9.0) 1 (5.9) 1 (10.0) 3 (23.1) 

Hispanic 69 (24.7) 6 (35.3) 5 (50.0) 5 (38.5) 

Caucasian 185 (66.3) 10 (58.8) 4 (40.0) 5 (38.5) 
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Table 20. Model 3 (imputed) predicting depression (positive religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept 14.52*** 

(.492) 
16.32*** 

(.559) 
16.33*** 

(.560) 
16.00*** 

(.700) 
Positive religious 
coping 

   .062 
(.534) 

.049 
(.520) 

Catholic     2.28+ 
(1.33) 

Nondenominational     -1.02 
(1.46) 

Financial strain     .693*** 
(.143) 

Education     -.051 
(.205) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.343*** 
(.047) 

-.333*** 
(.047) 

-.336*** 
(.061) 

Positive religious 
coping 

   -.082+ 
(.046) 

-.093* 
(.046) 

Catholic     -.058 
(.115) 

Nondenominational     .111 
(.129) 

Financial strain     .007 
(.013) 

Education     .005 
(.019) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person 48.10 
 

42.37 
 

42.25 
 

42.37 
 

Level 2 In initial status 55.70*** 
 

61.68*** 
 

62.01*** 
 

53.94*** 
 

 In rate of 
change 

 .017 
 

.014 
 

.012 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 5723.2 5672.5 5668.6 5631.2 
 AIC 5729.2 5684.5 5684.6 5663.2 
 BIC 5740.5 5707.0 5714.6 5723.3 
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Table 21. Model 3 (imputed) predicting depression (negative religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept 14.52*** 

(.492) 
16.32*** 

(.559) 
16.29*** 

(.538) 
16.48*** 

(.604) 
Negative 
religious coping 

   5.87*** 
(1.19) 

5.14*** 
(1.15) 

Ex conflict     1.35* 
(.567) 

Financial strain     .546*** 
(.140) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.343*** 
(.047) 

-.348*** 
(.047) 

-.345*** 
(.055) 

Negative 
religious coping 

   -.133 
(.099) 

-.152 
(.100) 

Ex conflict     -.063 
(.051) 

Financial strain     .011 
(.013) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person 48.10 
 

42.37 
 

42.50 
 

42.56 
 

Level 2 In initial status 55.70*** 
 

61.68*** 
 

54.27*** 
 

47.51*** 
 

 In rate of change  .017 
 

.014 
 

.011 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 5723.2 5672.5 5647.7 5614.2 
 AIC 5729.2 5684.5 5663.7 5642.2 
 BIC 5740.5 5707.0 5693.8 5694.8 
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Table 22. Model 4 (imputed) predicting appraisal (positive religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C 

Fixed Effects     
Initial Status Intercept 1.56*** 

(.042) 
1.74*** 
(.052) 

1.74*** 
(.051) 

Positive 
religious coping 

   .069 
(.049) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.032*** 
(.003) 

-.032*** 
(.003) 

Positive 
religious coping 

   -.002 
(.003) 

Variance 

Components 

    

Level 1 Within-person .249 
 

.144 
 

.144 
 

Level 2 In initial status .441*** 
 

.714*** 
 

.708*** 
 

 In rate of change  .001*** 
 

.001*** 
 

Goodness of fit     
 Deviance 1714.8 1558.6 1556.5 
 AIC 1720.8 1570.6 1572.5 
 BIC 1732.1 1593.1 1602.5 
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Table 23. Model 4 (imputed) predicting appraisal (negative religious coping) 

  Model A Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept 1.56*** 

(.042) 
1.74*** 
(.052) 

.1.74*** 
(.049) 

1.78*** 
(.080) 

Negative 
religious coping 

   .635*** 
(.108) 

.602*** 
(.104) 

Evangelical     .334** 
(.125) 

Repartner     -.170+ 
(.103) 

Length of 
separation 

    -.002 
(.003) 

Investment     .152*** 
(.036) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.032*** 
(.003) 

-.033*** 
(.003) 

-.036*** 
(.006) 

Negative 
religious coping 

   -.007 
(.007) 

-.006 
(.007) 

Evangelical     -.019* 
(.009) 

Repartner     .011 
(.007) 

Length of 
separation 

    .000 
(.000) 

Investment     -.004 
(.003) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person .249 
 

.144 
 

.145 
 

.145 
 

Level 2 In initial status .441*** 
 

.714*** 
 

.631*** 
 

.561*** 
 

 In rate of change  .001*** 
 

.001*** 
 

.001*** 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 1714.8 1558.6 1509.7 1474.5 
 AIC 1720.8 1570.6 1525.7 1506.5 
 BIC 1732.1 1593.1 1555.7 1566.6 
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Table 24. Model 5a (imputed) predicting religiosity (positive religious coping) 

  Model 
A 

Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept -.004 

(.054) 
.002 

(.056) 
.002 

(.049) 
.219* 
(.088) 

Positive religious coping    .419*** 
(.047) 

.320*** 
(.044) 

Protestant     .649*** 
(.110) 

Nondenominational     .614*** 
(.125) 

Repartner     -.195* 
(.093) 

African American     .290+ 
(.161) 

Financial strain     .026* 
(.012) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.001 
(.003) 

-.003* 
(.003) 

-.004* 
(.006) 

Positive religious coping    .007* 
(.003) 

.008** 
(.003) 

Protestant     -.005 
(.008) 

Nondenominational     -.014 
(.009) 

Repartner     .006 
(.006) 

African American     .014 
(.011) 

Financial strain     -.001 
(.001) 

Variance Components      
Level 1 Within-

person 
.197 

 
.197 

 
.195 

 
.191 

 
Level 2 In initial 

status 
.797*** 

 
.797*** 

 
.563*** 

 
.427*** 

 
Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 1356.4 1356.2 1259.5 1181.9 
 AIC 1362.4 1364.2 1271.5 1213.9 
 BIC 1373.7 1379.2 1294.0 1274.0 
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Table 25. Model 5a (imputed) predicting religiosity (negative religious coping) 

  Model 
A 

Model B Model C Model D 

Fixed Effects      
Initial Status Intercept -.004 

(.054) 
.002 

(.056) 
.002 

(.055) 
-.303** 
(.100) 

Negative religious 
coping 

   .515*** 
(.121) 

.463*** 
(.108) 

Protestant     .766*** 
(.119) 

Nondenominational     .772*** 
(.134) 

African American     .443* 
(.176) 

Repartner     -.185+ 
(.101) 

Rate of change Intercept  -.001 
(.003) 

-.001 
(.003) 

-.002 
(.006) 

Negative religious 
coping 

   -.018** 
(.007) 

-.016* 
(.007) 

Protestant     -.001 
(.008) 

Nondenominational     -.010 
(.009) 

African American     .013 
(.011) 

Repartner     .003 
(.006) 

Variance 

Components 

     

Level 1 Within-person .197 
 

.197 
 

.192 
 

.189 
 

Level 2 In initial status .797*** 
 

.797*** 
 

.763*** 
 

.547*** 
 

Goodness of fit      
 Deviance 1356.4 1356.2 1336.2 1242.8 
 AIC 1362.4 1364.2 1348.2 1270.8 
 BIC 1373.7 1379.2 1370.7 1323.4 
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Measures 

 
Divorce Appraisal 

People may have a variety of reactions to the experience of divorce. For each statement 
below, circle the number that best describes how true these statements are for you and 
your situation: (1) Not at all (2) A little (3) Somewhat (4) Often (5) Very  
 

1. Sometimes I can't believe that we're getting a divorce 
2. I feel I will never get over the divorce 
3. I feel as if this is all a horrible mistake 
4. I'm going ahead with the divorce only because it's what my ex-spouse wants 
5. I feel as if I've been dumped 
6. Perhaps with all things considered, we should have tried longer 

 
Positive Religious Coping 

Please circle the number that best describes the extent to which each of the following 
statements have been true for you since the physical separation: (1) Not at all, (2) A little, 
(3) Somewhat, (4) A great deal 
 
1. Since the physical separation, I have found a stronger spiritual connection in my life 
2. I trust that God has a plan for me even in this part of my life 
3. Prayer has been a comfort to me since the separation 
4. I have found strength, support, or guidance through my faith 
5. I feel many people in my religious or spiritual community understand what I am going 
through 
6. I have found a spiritual lesson in the divorce 
7. I have sought the advice of a spiritual counselor, minister, or clergy for help during my 
separation 
8. My spiritual/religious life has become deeper or more important to me since the 
separation 
 
Negative Religious Coping 

Please circle the number that best describes the extent to which each of the following 
statements have been true for you since the physical separation: (1) Not at all, (2) A little, 
(3) Somewhat, (4) A great deal 
 
1. I feel some people in my religious or spiritual community would judge me because of 
my divorce 
2. The breakup of my marriage has led me to question my spiritual or religious beliefs 
3. I disagree with what my religious or spiritual community has wanted me to do or 
believe 
4. I feel abandoned by my faith 
5. The breakup of my marriage has been a test of faith for me 
6. I have struggled unsuccessfully to find a higher meaning to the divorce 
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7. I have felt that my religious/spiritual perspective does not have answers to my situation 
8. I feel forsaken my God/a higher power because of the divorce 
9. It has been difficult for me to pray since the breakup of my marriage 
10. I have changed religious or spiritual paths since my separation 
 

Religiosity 

1. In general, how important are religious or spiritual beliefs in your daily life? 
 (1) Very important 
 (2) Somewhat important 
 (3) Not very important 
 (4) Not at all important 
 
2. How important are your religious or spiritual beliefs in helping you cope with 
problems or difficulties in your family, work, or personal life? 
 (1) Very important 
 (2) Somewhat important 
 (3) Not very important 
 (4) Not at all important 
   
3. How often do you usually attend religious services? 
 (1) More than once a week 
 (2) About once a week 
 (3) 1-3 times a month 
 (4) Less than once a month 
 (5) Only on special occasions 
 (6) Never 
 
4. How often do you usually attend other activities your church, synagogue, religious 
group may offer? 

(1) More than once a week 
 (2) About once a week 
 (3) 1-3 times a month 
 (4) Less than once a month 
 (5) Only on special occasions 
 (6) Never 
 
5. How frequently do you pray or meditate? 

(1) About once or more a day 
(2) Several times per week 
(3) About once a week 
(4) 1-3 times a month 
(5) Less than once a month 
(6) Only on special occasions 
(7) Never 
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