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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

Why does a couple approaching the end stage of Ufe give up on a long

standing marriage? Divorce at earlier stages in the marital course may be 

easier to understand: a young couple whose disillusionment increases and 

commitment wanes after the honeymoon; a young family breaking under the 

weight of parenting; a middle-aged couple who, having launched their children, 

find themselves with an empty nest and empty marriage? The divorce scenario 

for a couple, both in their fifties, married for over 20 years, stands out as an 

anomaly. 

In 1981, DeShane and Brown-Wilson issued a call for research on the 

dimensions of divorce in later life. The call has not gone unheeded. Demographic 

surveys have established that divorce in later life is an increasing social 

phenomenon (Cain, 1988; DeShane & Wilson, 1982; Hammond & MuUer, 1992; 

Hennon, 1983; Kunz & England, 1989; Uhlenberg & Myers, 1981). Other 

research has focused on the psychological, social, and economic consequences 

of and adjustment to divorce in later years (e.g., Cain, 1988; Davis & Aron, 

1988; Deekert & Langelier, 1978; Gander, 1991; Gander & Jorgensen, 1990; 

Hagestad & Smyer, 1982; Hammond & Muller, 1992; Pett, Lang, & Gander, 

1992; Uhlenberg, Cooney, & Boyd, 1990; Uhlenberg & Myers, 1981). A few 

studies have highlighted the events and processes that predate the divorce 

decree (Cain, 1988; Davis & Aron, 1989; Deekert & LangeUer, 1978, 

Weingarten, 1988a, 1988b). Far from being exhaustive, these studies 



nonetheless have posited an intriguing and complex set of characteristics 

regarding those who divorce after long-term marriages. 

Demographic Influences on Late Divorce. Most research on divorce has 

quite naturally scrutinized the young, for it is the young who divorce most 

frequently. Older people do divorce, although the divorce rate for persons over 

65 is a minuscule 1.1% (Kunz & England, 1989) in comparison to the high 

divorce rate of 40% to 50% of aU marriages entered into today (National Center 

for Health Statistics, 1996). "Given the relatively low incidence and prevalence 

of divorce among the aged,...there may be some justification for the lack of 

attention given to this topic. However, if one is concerned about the future 

marital and familial experience of the elderly, it is important to inquire into how 

this situation is likely to change in coming years" (Uhlenberg & Myers, 1981, p. 

278). 

Both low mortality rates and low fertility rates have set the parameters 

for an aging population that is increasing as a proportion of the population 

(Hooyman & Kiyak, 1993). Although the divorce rate for the aged is low, there 

is a decidedly upward trend over the past ten years (Hammond & Muller, 1992; 

Uhlenberg, Cooney, & Boyd, 1990). Low mortality rates contribute to an 

increased lifespan as well as an unprecedented increase in the number of years 

lived beyond the parental and work stages of the marital course (Coward, 

Home, & Dwyer, 1992; Hooyman & Kiyak, 1993). As a result, more marriages 

may end by divorce decree rather than death of the spouse. 

Persons entering old age in the future may be more likely to divorce due 

to more accepting attitudes toward divorce and an increased exposure to 

divorce among family and peers (Cherlin, 1981; Holahan, 1984; Thornton, 

1985). The meaning of marriage has changed from one of economic 



interdependency to one based upon affection and emotional support (Gigy & 

Kelly, 1992; Goode, 1956; Kitson & Sussman, 1982; Thumher, Fenn, Melichar, 

& Chiriboga, 1983; Winch, Blumberg, Garcia, Gordon, & Kitson, 1977). Thus, 

as Kitson, Babri, and Roach (1985) contend, if "emotional support and 

gratification are the most fragile and easily disrupted aspects of a relationship" 

(p. 265), divorce may become a more frequent phenomenon for marriages built 

on these bases, if not a viable option for "incompatible couples [who] will have 

the prospect of decades of unhappy coexistence" (Cain, 1988, p. 563). 

As the social stigma attached to divorce wanes, economic and legal 

forces may bolster the propensity to divorce. More liberal and equitable divorce 

laws that permit no-fault divorce and protect the economic investments (i.e., 

pension rights) of husbands and wives may lessen the social and economic 

trauma that accompanies divorce for some couples. With more women 

entering the workforce and gaining access to economic independence, divorce 

may be less of a burden for both women and men. 

The social norm of "first and only marriage" is being replaced by the 

concept of multiple, sequential marriages. Remarriages, particularly in the 

early years, are more prone to end in divorce than are first marriages 

(Furstenberg, 1990). In the future one would anticipate a growing number of 

persons entering old age with second partners. "Among the married population 

over age 65 the divorce rate was at least 10 times greater for those who had 

been married more than once than for those in first marriages. Thus, the 

steady increase in higher order marriages among the elderly implies a steady 

increase in the frequency of divorce" (Uhlenberg & Myers, 1981, p. 278). 

Certainly the prediction that more and more aged will divorce has 

credence. The "baby boom" will soon become the "senior boom" with an 



anticipated increase in the number of "late divorces" occurring well into the 

marital career. Understanding the dynamics of those long-term marriages at 

risk, as well as the factors that influence the partners in these relationships to 

divorce, is a fundamental issue. 

Social Exchange Assumptions about Earlv and Late Divorce. Beyond 

the more obvious characteristic of marital duration, research into the 

antecedents of divorce for both short- and long-term marriage often yields 

impUcit and explicit assumptions that long-married couples who divorce will 

differ qualitatively from couples who divorce in the earlier years of marriage. 

The decision to divorce has been couched most often in terms of social 

exchange theory, including an analysis of the costs associated with remaining 

married, the barriers and external pressures to remain married, and the 

availability of attractive alternatives for meeting needs outside of marriage 

(Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Donovan & Jackon, 1990; Green & Sporakowski, 

1983; Levinger, 1976; Lund, 1985; Nye, 1979; Rusbult, 1983; SabateUi, 1984; 

Thibaut & KeUey, 1959; Udry, 1981). The standard assimiption is that late 

divorcing couples must overcome more formidable barriers to divorce than 

early divorcing couples (Hagestad & Smyer, 1982; Levinger, 1979; Lloyd & 

Zick, 1986; Rusbult, 1983). Dissolving a long-term marriage signals 

dismantiing the family home and other assets, establishing separate 

households (often on reduced income), readjusting a lifetime of kin and social 

networks, and surrendering daily shared routines. In terms of alternatives to 

marriage in later life, older persons may be faced with fewer options for 

replacing losses in income and support networks. Older women, in particular, 

may be disadvantaged by the scarcity of age-appropriate men in the 

remarriage market. 



With older persons facing such onerous consequences, the predivorce 

decision-making process may well be the most crucial and perhaps most 

stressful aspect of the divorce process (Donovan & Jackson, 1990; Frame, 

1985). For older couples, the decision to divorce would seem to be especially 

difficult, filled with ambivalence and apprehension at the prospect of ending a 

long-term marriage in exchange for a future life full of uncertainty. 

Gender Differences In Divorce. An extensive research history 

documents gender differences between partners' perception of both marriage 

and divorce (Bernard, 1982). Fletcher (1983) notes that when former husbands 

and wives describe their divorces, they often do not appear to be describing the 

same relationship. An adequate model of the divorce decision process must 

heed the fact that in a marital relationship "two separate personalities are 

interacting, two relatively heterogeneous value and need systems confront 

each other, and two different behavioral systems are present" (Edwards & 

Saunders, 1981, p. 381). In the early divorce accounts of both men and women, 

women make more complaints about marriage and are more likely to initiate 

divorce proceedings, lending credence to the notion that women are more 

sensitive to the perceived quality of marriage than men. Even in happy, stable 

long-term marriages, older wives tend to report less satisfaction with marriage 

than their husbands (Herman, 1988; MacKinnon, MacKinnon, & Franken, 

1989; Stinnett, Collins, & Montgomery, 1970; Troll, Miller, & Atchley, 1979; 

Weishaus & Field, 1988). 

Summary. What we know about long-term marriages that end in 

divorce is not entirely clear. Researchers have rarely compared the causes 

that differentiate late divorce fi*om early divorce, as well as other exchange 

components of the decision-making process. While accumulated social. 



emotional, and material investments may explain why unsatisfying marriages 

endure, this assertion does not explain how older couples overcome these and 

other barriers to divorce that favor maintaining the union, not terminating it. 

Nor have the differences between alternative attractions available to early 

and late divorcing men and women been fully explained. 

The purpose of this study is to explore the social exchange components 

of the divorce decision between early and late divorcing men and women. 

Specifically, the research questions that guide the study are: What do persons 

after long years of marriage say "caused" their divorce? Do these causes differ 

for persons who divorce much earHer in the marital course? Are the barriers 

different? Are the alternatives different? Are there gender differences in the 

types of causes, barriers, and alternatives? 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter will review the literature on social exchange theory and 

relate it to the decision to divorce. The chapter also presents an extensive 

review of the causes of divorce, barriers to divorce, and alternative attractions 

to marriage that have been documented for both early divorce and late divorce. 

Social Exchange Theory 

Divorce is a disruptive event with both positive and negative 

consequences. For the spouse who chooses to leave, there may be positive 

consequences: a more attractive partner or emotional and psychological 

freedom from an unsatisfactory relationship. For the person left, negative 

consequences may reign (at least at first). For example, emotional stability 

and self-esteem may be threatened. Even if a divorce accommodates both 

partners' wishes, disruptions in spousal and family roles and routines occur. 

Familial and social support networks are fractured. Economic resources are 

split and may be reduced. For the aged, negative consequences may be 

exacerbated due to the process of aging itself: physical decline, greater attrition 

of social support through death, reduced income in retirement, fewer 

alternative marriage partners, a long history of dependence on marriage for 

identity and support, and fewer "years left" for adjustment or "starting over." 

With the reality that fewer older people occupy the status of divorced, the 

newly divorced may feel stigmatized and isolated. In the face of such forbidding 

consequences, why and how do couples decide to divorce rather than remain 

married? 



Social exchange theory offers a useful framework for imderstanding the 

cognitive processes persons utilize to review satisfaction with marriage, and to 

determine whether to continue or terminate the marriage. Most human 

interactions involve the exchange of commodities-material, symbolic, or 

affectional-that create interdependence between spouses and attraction to a 

relationship (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Social exchange theory holds that 

humans will avoid costly and seek rewarding relationships (Nye, 1979). 

Rewards may include such valued outcomes as companionship, sexual 

enjoyment, love, status, services, or money. Costs, on the other hand, are 

defined as "any status, relationship, interaction, miUeu or feeling disliked by an 

individual" (Nye, 1979, p. 2). The costs of marriage maybe operationaUzed as 

events—physical or emotional abuse, infidelity, or conflicting lifestyles-that 

force an individual to occupy a position accompanied by repugnance, rejection, 

patronage, effort, embarrassment, anxiety, powerlessness, distrust, or 

persecution (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Nye, 1979,1982). Terminating a 

relationship also involves a second type of cost-"the anger of a spouse, the 

'prodding' of conscience, criticism of kin and friends, the opposition of a church, 

or increased financial costs" (Nye, p. 26)-what Levinger (1976) describes as 

termination costs or "barriers to divorce." 

As long as the ratio of rewards to costs is favorable, the marriage would 

tend to besatisfying and stable. If the relationship of rewards to costs is 

unfavorable, however, the marriage may be terminated. The simplicity of 

weighing rewards versus costs, however, belies the complexity of the processes 

involved in choosing to divorce or remain married. The outcomes of social 

relationships are not only a function of the reward-cost ratio but also depend on 

how one's relationship compares to past or peer relationships (comparison 
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level) and /or the perceived likelihood of alternatives (comparison level for 

alternatives) (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Alternatives are not limited to an 

actual or anticipated "new" partner, but may include the economic 

independence to lead a more rewarding single lifestyle or the option to escape 

an intolerable situation. Whereas the level of outcomes (rewards versus costs) 

relative to the comparison level defines how attracted an individual is to the 

relationship, the level of outcomes relative to the comparison level alternatives 

defines how dependent an individual is on the relationship (Thibaut & Kelley, 

1959). 

To explain marital cohesiveness and, consequentiy, relationship 

dissolution, Levinger (1966,1976) applied the terms "positive and negative 

attractions" to "rewards and costs" and "alternative attractions" to 

"comparison level alternatives," with similar meanings ascribed to both sets of 

terms. Although bearing resemblance to Nye's "termination costs" associated 

with leaving a relationship, Levinger (1982) emphasizes "barriers" as an 

"explicit new variable" to the divorce decision process. Since all marriages to 

some degree experience the vicissitudes of attraction and repulsion throughout 

the marital course, barriers act as restraining forces that "lessen the effect of 

temporary fluctuations in interpersonal attraction: even if attraction becomes 

negative, barriers act to continue the relationship" (Levinger, 1976, p. 26). 

Barriers may be external structural forces or internal psychological forces: 

"the emotional, reUgious and moral commitments that a partner feels toward 

his marriage or toward his children; the external pressures of kin and 

community, of the law, the church, and other associational memberships" 

(Lewin, 1951, p. 20). A significant barrier to dissolution is the spouses' 

investment of time, effort, emotions, and resources, that directiy connects to a 



strengthening rather than weakening of relationship commitment (Lund, 

1985). Of particular relevance to older couples, material, social, and 

psychological investment may be more extensive and formidable, "locking an 

individual into his or her relationship by increasing the costs of ending it-to a 

greater or lesser degree, to abandon a relationship is to sacrifice invested 

resources" (Rusbult, 1983, p. 103). 

Defining rewards, costs, barriers and alternatives. Social exchange 

models of relationship stabihty include attractions to the relationship, 

attractions to alternatives, and restraints on leaving the relationship with 

"subtie differences in perspective depending on which theorist is citing its 

components" (Donovan & Jackson, 1990, p. 25). These "subtle differences," 

however, can create problems of specificity and multiple classification. For 

example, Lewis and Spanier's (1979) "external pressures to remain married," 

Levinger's (1979) "barriers to divorce," and Nye's (1979) anticipated "costs" of 

terminating relationship are all structures that make exit from marriage more 

troublesome. It is also possible to interpret "the same empirical variables (e.g., 

home ownership or religious precept) as both a source of attraction and of 

barrier forces" (Levinger, 1976, p. 44). Over time, forces once constmed as an 

attraction to or reward of marriage (for example, financial security) may later 

be reinterpreted as barriers that restrain the partners from leaving once the 

relationship turns sour (Attridge, 1994). 

A lack of distinctiveness between the components of social exchange 

theory does not necessarily constitute an obstacle, if one is careful to define 

and operationaUze one's terms. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the connection and 

overlap between the nominal terms most commonly used in social exchange 

theory and the operational definitions most commonly identified in the personal 

10 
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accounts of divorce literature. Conceptually, a distinction emerges between the 

internally produced rewards and costs of marriage and the externally produced 

rewards and costs of divorce. Although highly dissatisfying marriages could 

have "rewarding" aspects, past research into the causes of divorce has not 

included "rewards of marriage" in the social exchange equation for divorce. A 

few studies (Lund, 1985; Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992; Rusbult, 1980; Rusbult & 

Buunk, 1993) have attempted to use all four components but their focus was 

prediction, not description. Certainly by excluding "rewards" the research 

design and analysis is simplified, buta need exists for more descriptive data 

about the other components as they apply to late divorce. To this end, the 

most parsimonious accounting of the decision factors considered in terminating 

a marriage can be subsumed under three relatively exclusive categories: costs 

of remaining married, barriers to divorce, and alternative attractions to 

marriage. 

"Causes of Divorce." Any number of events or situations—abuse, 

conflicting lifestyles, nonegalitarian gender roles, unfulfilled goals, unmet needs, 

sexual problems, infideUty, conflict, health problems, or lack of companionship, 

financial insecurity-may threaten one's faith, pleasure, or security in marriage 

and prove costly to one's self (psychologically, socially, or physically) if one 

remains married. Although theoretically, these events would be formally 

identified as "costs associated with remaining married," marital problems or 

complaints in a marriage are most frequentiy designated as the more familiar 

lay term, "causes of divorce" (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980). This more familiar lay 

term will be used throughout this paper and the reader should note that the 

term "cause" in no way implies causality. 

13 



Barriers to Divorce. According to Levinger (1976), barriers are 

particularly important for keeping long-term relationships intact. "The variety 

of ways in which individuals become bound to their relationships" (Rusbult & 

Buunk, 1993, p. 184) include moral and religious constraints, social 

disapproval, and the "lack of alternatives in either shorter or longer 

marriages. People in longer marriages are thought to be tied together by bonds 

of finance, home ownership, children, and community integration that increase 

the barriers to divorce (Becker, 1981; Booth, Johnson, White, & Edwards, 

1986; Heaton, Albrecht, & Martin, 1985; Levinger, 1976; South & Spitze, 

1986). Barriers more relevant to late marriages are investments-of time, 

emotional energy, personal identity, mutual friends, shared memories, and 

possessions. Such long-term investments explain why marriages that appear 

emotionally dead remain intact for decades. Strong barriers coupled with low 

attraction produce marriages that have been characterized as an "empty 

shell" (Goode, 1956), devitalized (Cuber & Harroff, 1965), disenchanted (Pineo, 

1961), "connubial endurance contests" (Lasswell & Peterson, 1981), or "stable 

negative" marriages in which "the couples clearly cared more about the 

appurtenances of marriage than about each other" (Weishaus & Field, 1988, p. 

769). 

While accumulated investments in long-term, imsatisfying marriages 

may explain why these marriages last, the role that investments (as barriers 

to divorce) play in marriages that end has not been fiilly explained. Although 

some studies have examined barriers to early divorce (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; 

Booth, Johnson, White, & Edwards, 1985; Cupach & Metts, 1986; Green & 

Sporakowski, 1983; SabatelU & Cecil-Pigo, 1985), a lack of empirical 
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justification concerning the barriers identified by late divorcers exists (Cain, 

1988; Deekert & Langeher, 1978; Lauer & Lauer, 1986; Weingarten, 1988b). 

Alternatives to Marriage. According to Rusbult (1994), dependence on a 

relationship refers to "the degree to which needs that are satisfied in a given 

relationship cannot be gratified elsewhere" (p. 118). When a spouse realizes 

that marriage no longer fulfills important needs and perceives that attractive 

alternatives are available, the decision to remain in the relationship maybe 

questioned. An individual may end the relationship to pursue a single best 

alternative or no particular alternative; the relationship may "simply fail to 

satisfy [enough] important needs in comparison with the broader social world" 

(Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992, p. 64). As stated previously, alternative 

attractions may include the opportunity for personal growth and fulfillment 

fi'om a single lifestyle or interactions with fiiends and relatives rather than a 

new romantic partner, as well as the desire to escape bad situation. Marital 

alternatives have received some attention in the divorce decision literature 

(Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Booth et al., 1985; Green & Sporakowski, 1983; Pettit 

& Bloom, 1984), but little is known about the perceived alternatives in later 

life. 

Assimiptions about Differences between Earlv and Late Divorce. 

The paucity of empirical research comparing the events defined as costs, 

barriers, and alternatives between early and late divorce has not deterred 

theoretical speculation about these differences. Assuming that individual and 

marital circumstances change both as one ages and the marriage matures, 

marriage at different stages is believed to exhibit "differing exchange relations, 

differing rates of exchange, and differing normative standards" (Edwards & 

15 



Saunders, 1981, p. 380). The following discussion highlights these assumed 

differences. 

Several costs of marriage have been associated with long-term 

marriages. Becker (1981), for example, speculates that marriages in the early 

divorce-prone years quickly succumb to disenchantment because of a rapid 

acquisition of previously overlooked information, while persons married longer 

are more likely to divorce in response to a major unforeseen change in traits 

(e.g., infidelity) or unanticipated life event (e.g., declining health). Other sources 

of dissatisfaction maybe specific to aging partners and their marriages. The 

potential for conflict in later life marriages may occur as personaUties and 

gender traits of individuals change over the life span, as older men become 

more expressive and older women more instrumental (Gutmann, 1987; Troll, 

Miller, & Atchley, 1979; Zube, 1982). While society connects the 

attractiveness of older men less stringentiy to appearance and youth, old age 

heralds a decUne in ph3^ical attractiveness and sexual appeal for older women 

(Sontag, 1979), possibly decreasing the husband's attraction to his long-term 

mate. As Glenn (1989) elaborates, "The valued characteristics each spouse 

brings to the marriage, and on which the initial marital exchange is based, are 

likely to change as the spouses grow older and if the changes in husband and 

wife are not synchronized, the equity of the exchange is likely to be disrupted" 

(p. 6). 

Demographic reality and societal expectations place constraints on the 

alternatives to marriage for older persons. Women over 65 outnumber men 

100 to 68 (Coward et al., 1992), so that older men have a much greater 

selection of marriage partners than older women. Barriers too may differ. 

Marriage for older persons is often deemed more difficult to exit because of the 

16 



partners' membership in more conservative, less divorce-prone birth and 

marriage cohorts (Booth et al., 1986). As has been proposed earlier, for older 

marriages ending in divorce, the investment of personal and material assets in 

a long-term marriage poses formidable barriers to dissolution. 

Summarv. Most marriages that last continue to last. Restrained by 

strong barriers and fewer alternatives, explaining why long-term marriages, 

even of unsatisfactory quality, endure rather than cease is easier. At a basic 

level, social exchange theory "provides a useful model for categorizing and 

testing data that were previously loosely organized" (Kitson & Raschke, 1981, 

p. 3), as well as comparing the differences, if any, between divorce occurring 

both early and late in the marital course. 

Exchange Characteristics of Earlv Divorce 

Of the social exchange components presented, the vast majority of 

research has concentrated on the causes of divorce early in marriage (average 

length of marriage ranging from 4.3 to 13.3 years). Over the past 40 years, 

former spouses' personal accounts of the breakup of their marriages have 

indicated that such causes are multiple, diverse, and complex. 

Causes of Divorce. Beginning with Groode's (1956) classic study of 425 

young and middle-aged women surveyed in 1948, the major reasons for divorce 

were objective behaviors that ex-wives attributed to their spouses: 

nonsupport; a combination of heavy drinking, gambling, and running around 

with other women; excessive authority, personality problems, and personal 

incompatibility. A decade later, expanding upon Goode's classification scheme 

as well as including men in the sample, Levinger (1966), interviewing 600 

couples applying for divorce, encountered similar attributions listed by female 
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respondents: physical and verbal abuse, financial problems, mental cruelty, 

neglect of home and children, and lack of love. Husbands, on the other hand, 

were more likely to cite in-law trouble and sexual incompatibility. 

The decade of the eighties witnessed an increase in the personal account 

divorce literature as well as statistical efforts to reduce the myriad causes of 

divorce to a set of underlying processes through multivariate techniques such 

as factor analysis. Using social exchange theory and directly connecting costs 

in a relationship to major problems in the relationship, Albrecht and Kunz 

(1980) asked 500 divorced respondents to identify and rank the major reasons 

why they felt that the marriage had failed, with nearly all respondents listing 

more than one problem. Adultery ranked first and "no longer loved each other" 

ranked second, for a combined variance of 55% of the reasons for marital 

failure. Emotional, financial, and sexual problems~and especially for wives, 

phj^ical abuse-were other frequently mentioned costs associated with 

maintaining the relationship. 

From responses to the question "What caused your marriage to break 

up?," Kitson and Sussman (1982) coded marital complaints of 209 divorced 

respondents in two ways. Utilizing Goode's (1956) original 18-item marital 

complaint coding scheme, husbands were found significantiy more likely to 

mention wife's infidelity and complaints about relatives; wives were more likely 

to cite complaints about personality, authority, drinking, "being out with the 

boys," sex problems, non-support, husband's infideHty, and money 

management. In order to capture finer distinctions in causes, responses were 

receded into 52 categories. In terms of frequency, the highest percentage of 

husbands (26%) and wives (32%) for the total sample mentioned "lack of 

communication/understanding" as the cause of divorce. Gender differences 
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indicated that overcommitment to work and external events (such as death in 

the family, job change, or third party) were more significant for the causal 

attributions of husbands, as was their tendency to cite "I'm not sure what 

happened" as their third most frequent reply. Wives tended to emphasize 

extramarital sex, untrustworthiness or immaturity, "being out with the bo)^," 

drinking, financial and employment problems, and emotional and personality 

problems on the part of their spouses. The high fi-equency with which 

responses concerning joint and internal conflict over gender roles (35% of the 

men and 41% of the women) were mentioned "suggests that married couples 

today are struggling with issues involving the desire for self-growth and the 

development and allocation of roles within the family" (Kitson & Sussman, 

1982, p. 92). 

From a sample of 199 women and 134 men, Thumher et al. (1983) 

examined stated reasons for divorce and coded into an updated, 25-category 

version of Goode's (1956) classification. Chief marital complaints were 

conflicting lifestyles (19.5%), spouse involved with other person (12.3%), 

financial problems (12.0%), and sexual problems (10.2%). Although gender 

differences were not extensive, women were significantiy more prone to cite 

spousal violence, drinking, and infidelity, while men stated that they "wanted 

more freedom." 

Bums (1984) found sexual incompatibility, listed by 56% of the 102 men 

and 40% of the 233 women in their sample, to be the number one cause for 

divorce, followed closely by lack of common interests and lack of 

communication. In terms of gender differences, women tended to attribute 

divorce to spouse's lack of time at home, adultery, cruelty and drinking; men 

tended to attribute it to wife's adultery and in-law friction. 
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In a frequency analysis of multiple ranked perceived causes of divorce 

from an 18-item checklist, Cleek and Pearson (1985) found that both men (n = 

275) and women (n = 336) cited communication problems foremost, followed by 

basic unhappiness and incompatibility. When broken down by gender, women 

were more likely to list basic unhappiness, incompatibifity, spousal physical, 

emotional, and alcohol abuse, and infidelity, whereas men chose alcohol abuse 

(self) and women's lib. In the same year and using nearly identical checkUsts, 

Bloom, Niles, and Tatcher (1985) found somewhat similar marital complaints 

among 153 divorced respondents and their perceptions of their spouses' 

complaints. Sources of marital dissatisfaction tended to cluster around 

personal incompatibihty, including communication difficulties, value conflicts, 

boredom, verbal abuse, and sexual difficulties. In contrast to the notion that 

each member of a couple often offer entirely different perspectives on the 

cause of divorce, women were more likely to name spouse physical abuse, 

drinking, and drug abuse, while in parallel fashion men selected their own 

actions of physical abuse, drinking, and drug abuse 

Pettit and Bloom (1984), contrasting divorce initiators from 

noninitiators (n = 144) on adjustment to divorce, hypothesized that initiators 

would be more aware of dissatisfactions in the marriage and hence more likely 

to cite more causes of divorce than "unsuspecting" spouses. They found men 

and women in both groups reporting communication difficulties, lack of love, 

and value conflicts as major marital complaints. 

Cupach and Metts (1986) asked 100 marital and non-marital 

respondents to tell the story of their divorce or breakup. The divorced sample 

(n = 50) alone generated 402 problem statements, which were sorted into six 

broad categories. Results from a content analysis indicated the most frequent 
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factor, accounting for 36% of the problem statements, was problems related to 

"individual (partner or self) attitudes, attributes, and behaviors" (e.g., feeling 

trapped, alcohoUsm, possessiveness, lack of respect) in the relationship. The 

next highest frequency (19%) was references to "relational cohesion and 

intimacy" (e.g., relational incompatibilities and a lackof mutuafity, sharedness, 

"we-ness" and emotional bonds). Two other factors accounted for 14% of the 

nature of complaints each: "regulation of interaction" (e.g., attempts and 

failures at communication between partners, physical aggression, and 

beUttling and damaging communication about one or both partners with 

external actors) and third party involvements (e.g., affairs, children, 

counselors). The most pronounced difference between men and women were 

men citing events external to the relationship, such as losing a job or 

relocation, and women making more references to third-party interference, 

such as affairs. 

More recently, Gigy and Kelly (1992) conducted fi*equency and factor 

analyses of the responses of 437 men and women on a 27-item checklist. 

Unmet emotional needs/growing apart, loss of closeness, not feeling loved and 

appreciated, sexual intimacy problems and serious differences in Ufestyle or 

values were more frequentiy identified as reasons for divorcing. Much less 

frequently checked categories for the entire sample were extramarital affairs, 

conflict over children, substance abuse problems, and violence. Women were 

significantly more likely to include not feeUng loved; feeUng put down or 

belittied; role conflicts; and their spouses' unreUabiUty, extramarital affairs, 

alcohol and drug abuse, and violence. Men corroborated the women's 

perceptions by identifying their own extramarital affairs and alcohol abuse as 

major contributors to marital termination. 
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Ponzetti, Zvonkovic, Cate, and Huston (1992) investigated the extent of 

agreement and disagreement between 14 matched marital couples on reported 

reasons for divorce. When asked to explain in their own words why their 

marriages dissolved, 30% of the responses were coded as dyadic, followed by 

circumstantial (28.3%), individual (27%), and social network (14.7%). Dyadic 

conditions included behaviors such as conflict, abuse, sexual relations, 

communication and conditions such as differences in standards or 

expectations, adaptability, cohesion, and companionship. Circumstantial 

events were related to children, physical separation, financial issues, legal 

action, health related issues, work, residence change, while individual reasons 

included cognitions, behaviors, and emotions, such as spouse's immaturity or 

drinking, self s unhappiness, or desire for freedom. As for gender differences, 

men reported proportionately more circumstantial and dyadic conditions and 

fewer individual reasons. Couple agreement on causes was particularly salient 

for recollection of concrete, easily remembered behaviors, such as physical 

separation, health problems, violations of marital expectations, and specific 

behaviors of spouse or self. In contrast, dyadic behaviors were among the least 

likely reasons to be agreed upon. The authors conclude, reminiscent of 

Rasmussen and Ferraro (1979), that individual behaviors maybe remembered 

because of their significance in escalating the divorce process, while the 

infi-equency of dyadic behaviors as causal agents reflects an inabihty of 

partners to concur about relational behaviors that promoted relationship 

breakdown. 

As these several studies indicate, the causes of divorce are not easily 

reduced to any simple or global categories. Conclusions about the reasons 

given for terminating a marriage are also confounded by differences in sample 
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size and composition, as well as the types of measurement instruments and 

terminology used. Table 1 illustrates the array of the most frequently cited 

causes of divorce early in marriage, categorized by total sample and gender. 

Cross-sectional studies over the past 40 years seem to indicate that 

divorce today more commonly results from a variety of interpersonal, 

affective, emotional, sexual, and communicative aspects of marriage rather 

than concrete issues of economic support (Gigy & Kelly, 1992; Goode, 1956; 

Kelly, 1982, Kitson & Sussman, 1982; Thumher et al., 1983). Many of the 

marital complaints of women today still center on the physical, psychological, 

and substance abuse, as well as adulterous, behaviors of their spouses. Men, 

on the other hand, cite their own "bad" behavior and other external events as 

causative. Ex-wives tend to exceed ex-husbands in the number and severity of 

marital complaints and are more likely to initiate a divorce. 

Number of Complaints/Initiator Status. Several studies have included 

data on the nimiber of complaints about the marriage and initiator status by 

gender. Women repeatedly listed more problems with the marriage (Cleek & 

Pearson, 1985; Gigy & Kelly, 1992; Kitson & Sussman, 1982; Levinger, 1966), 

although two studies found no significant differences in number of complaints 

by gender (Bloom et al., 1985; Pettit & Bloom, 1984). Women also tended to 

initiate divorce proceedings more often (Cupach & Metts, 1986; Pettit & 

Bloom, 1984; Ponzetti et al., 1992; Thompson & Spanier, 1983). 

Barriers to Divorce. Less attention has been devoted to the barrier and 

alternative components of social exchange theory. Albrecht and Kunz (1980) 

found that important barriers to divorce for women were financial concerns, 

while men were more likely to cite their children as an important barriers. The 

second most frequently cited barrier for both men and women was personal 
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Table 1 

Frequency Count of Stated Causes for Early and Late Divorce by (render 

Causes 

Sexual problems 

Physical, emotional, verbal 
abuse 

Adultery/carousing around 

Financial/money problems 
Unmet emotional needs, 
lack of love 

Lack of common interests, 
values, lifestyle 

Emotional problems (cold, 
jealous,critical, angry) 

Alcohol/substance abuse 

Career/role conflict, rigid 
role performance, women's 
Kb 

Lack of communication 
Basic unhappiness/boredom 

In-law problems 
Conflict over children 

Overcomittment to work 

Wants more freedom 

Don't know the cause 

Lack of shared time 
Neglect of home/children 

Severe illness 

Gambling 

Religion 

Recreation 

TOTAL 

Earlv divorce 
M/F 

6 

5 

5 

5 
4 

7 

1 

2 

2 

5 

3 

3 
2 
— 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

1 

1 

52 

M 

7 

2 

5 
~ 

~ 

~ 

1 

5 
2 

~ 

— 

~ 

~ 

1 

1 

1 
— 

~ 

~ 

~ 

25 

F 

2 

8 

3 

5 
4 

~ 

5 

— 

3 

1 

3 
— 

~ 

— 

~ 

~ 

1 

1 
~ 

~ 

36 

Total 

15 

15 

13 
10 

8 

7 

7 

7 

7 

6 

6 
3 
2 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

113 

Late divorce 

M/F 

3 
2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

3 

1 
2 

2 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

24 

M 

~ 

~ 

— 

~ 

" 

1 

1 

— 

~" 

~ 

~ 

~ 

" 

— 

~ 

2 

F Total 

1 4 

1 3 

4 6 
1 2 

1 2 

3 

1 5 

3 4 
2 

2 4 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

14 40 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Note. "M/F" represents studies in which there was no breakdown by gender. 
"Total "is the sum of M/F responses, male responses, and females responses 
for major causes of divorce. 
Note. Sources: Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Bloom et al., 1986; Bums, 1984; Cain, 
1988; Cleek & Pearson, 1985; Cupach & Metts, 1986; Gigy & Kelly, 1992; 
Davis & Aron, 1989; Kitson & Sussman, 1982; Levenson et al., 1993; Cole, 
1985; Deekert & Langelier, 1979; Herman, 1994; Lauer & Lauer, 1986; Pettit 
& Bloom, 1984; Ponzetti et al., 1992; Rasmussen & Ferraro, 1979; Thumher 
et al., 1983; Weingarten, 1988b. 
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religious beliefs. Respondents identified the nimiber one factor in overcoming 

these barriers to seeking a divorce was personal unhappiness and a desire to 

escape a bad situation. Not surprisingly, removal of financial barriers for 

women and the availability alternative sources of emotional and sexual 

gratification were important incentives for both sexes. 

Cupach and Metts (1986) examined reasons impeding divorce, described 

as "events, attitudes, or situations [offered]... as reasons for avoiding, 

denying, delaying, or otherwise resisting movement toward termination" (p. 

313). The three most frequentiy cited barriers to divorce were: "enacting 

termination" (32%), such as the inability to confront a partner with the 

termination decision or to maintain resolve to accompfish termination ("I knew 

I wanted out but I didn't know how to say it"); "symbolic costs" (22%), such as 

commitment to idealized marital or parental role or marriage as an institution 

or reUgious beUefs; and "affectional costs" (22%), such as lingering concern for 

partner, concern for dependent children, fear of loneliness, and fear of hurting 

others. "Material costs" (12%), "lack of avaflable altematives" (6%), and 

"social pressure" (6%) were less often cited as barriers to the breakup. These 

findings support the influence of both formal and famihal obUgations as 

barriers to divorce over material economic barriers at least among short-term 

marriages. 

Additional information about barriers is evident in the research on intact 

but unstable marriages. Measuring frequency of thoughts and actions about 

divorce over a three-year period for a national sample, Booth et al. (1985) 

discemed that barriers to divorce, as indicated by religious beliefs, attitudes 

toward divorce, and economic factors were important in keeping marriages 

intact. According to Sabatelli and Cecil-Pigo (1985), reUgion, marital duration, 
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and the number and presence of children significantiy predicted relationship 

commitment, and thus marital stability, for a random sample of men in intact 

marriages. Only reUgious beUefs were related to barriers for women. Whereas 

"a husband may perceive the loss of regular contact with his children as the 

most obvious and significant barrier to ending the relationship" (p. 937), a wife 

considering dissolution may in fact be responding to more global losses (e.g., 

economic, property, status). 

Altematives to Marriage. Pettit and Bloom (1984) foxind divorce 

initiators were more likely to identify an earUer awareness of unspecified 

benefits to marital dissolution and were more open to the advantages of a new 

lifestyle. Bloom et al. (1985) asked respondents to assess benefits experienced 

as a result of marital disruption, with most respondents, particularly women, 

identifying personal growth, increased happiness, increased independence, and 

reUef from conflict as altematives to the dissatisfaction in their marriages. 

In comparison to causes of early divorce, barriers to divorce and 

alternative attractions to marriage have received Uttle empirical attention in 

this population. While barriers center on specific situations such as finances, 

children, reUgion, and commitment to marital vows, a generalized liberation 

from the distress associated with marital complaints figured as altematives to 

marriage. 

Exchange Characteristics of Late Divorce 

Relative to research into early divorce, there are fewer studies devoted 

to divorce among the long-married. Noticeably lacking in the Uterature is a 

comparison of the costs associated with marriage by older men and women 

divorced after 20 to 50 years of marriageand younger couples married for 
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shorter periods. The littie information that exists reveals a variety of causes of 

late life divorce similar to early divorce, an inconclusive determination of gender 

differences due to predominately female samples, and, as with early divorce, 

little data on barriers to divorce and alternative attractions to marriage. 

Causes of divorce. An early study by Deekert and LangeUer (1978) 

addressed the causes of divorce in a sample of 229 Canadians married at least 

20 years. Multiple causes (a composite of adultery, sexual problems, in-law 

problems, alcoholism and mental cruelty, in descending order) was the most 

frequent category checked by 23.1% of the respondents with 22.7% checking 

the single item of adultery next in frequency. In addition, 75% of the divorced 

respondents reported a history of long-term marital unhappiness, a condition 

similar to Cuber and HaroflTs (1965) conflict-habituated or devitaUzed 

marriage type, characterized by spouses who are "entrapped, embittered, 

resentful people, Uving Uves of dupUcity in an atmosphere of hatred and 

despair" (p. 141). Differences in gender role ideology were noted in a comparison 

of intact long-marrieds, 60% of whom perceived their marriages as 

companionate (defined as interchangeable sex roles and emphasis on affective 

aspects of the relationships) and the divorced group, 80% of whom defined their 

marriages as traditional in sex role expectations. This finding suggests that 

older divorcing persons, of a cohort historicaUy seen as more conservative and 

traditional, may be cognizant of more "modem" values. Although the study did 

not examine other types of barriers to divorce, neither reUgion nor the presence 

or absence of children delayed the divorce decision. 

Weingarten (1988b) postulated that the decision to divorce or remain 

married by older persons would be prompted by life review, a process of 

surveying and reintegrating revived experiences and conflicts (Butier, 1963). 
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Weingarten's sample was drawn mainly fi-om a Divorce after Sixty support 

group (40 women, 3 men), whose marriages had lasted from 30 to 50 years. 

Using participant observation methodology, she found no evidence to support a 

correlation between Ufe review processes and the decision to divorce, but was 

able to identify spousal infideUty, the empty aftermath of launching children, 

and relaxed social norms toward divorce as important influences in the marital 

dissolution decision. Women complained of their partners' long-term lack of 

emotional and instrumental support and a refusal to communicate. Children 

were identified not as barriers but as important influences in the decision to 

divorce, either through their support of the decision (i.e., an alternate source of 

needs satisfaction) or as a source of conflict between former spouses (i.e., a 

cost-producing aspect of marriage). One-third of the women also reported that 

they were the initiators of the divorce process. 

Davis and Aron's (1989) study of 54 midUfe divorced women, married an 

average of 19.7 years, selected "husband abused me," "husband's extramarital 

affairs," and "husband desires independence" more often than chance as chief 

marital complaints. Communication problems also figured fi'equentiy in the 

constellation of complaints. Although this study concentrated on middle-age 

subjects, the older the respondent the more likely she was to check "husband's 

alcohol or drug abuse" and "my feeUngs of sexual dissatisfaction," while those 

women who had been married longer were more likely to check "husband's 

alcohol and drug abuse." 

Cain's (1988) sample of 30 women who divorced after the age of 60 (and 

after at least 30 years of marriage) was categorically opposed to and surprised 

by divorce proceedings most often initiated by their husbands. However, ftdly 

one-third of the sample reported chronically turbident marriages-disturbed by 
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infidelity, alcoholism, and tyrannicaUy controUing husbands-yet these women 

had not considered divorce as a plausible alternative. Two-thirds of the women 

described their marriages as traditional in terms of clearly defined sex roles, 

indicating a greater dependency on marriage. This traditional gender structure 

may then have operated as barrier to divorce. Attributions by these women as 

to the causes of marital breakup were either tied to the husband's decision to 

divorce to "recapture the thriUs of youth" or to the wife's self-blame for "lacking 

the allure of youth." 

The effect of duration of marriage on the causes of divorce can be found 

in two studies that made comparisons between short and long marriages. 

According to Bums (1984), for marriages of more than 11 years, "other 

woman" and "husband's drinking" peaked as significant causes associated with 

marital breakdown. Women perceived the breakdown beginning earlier in 

marriage than men, yet most couples did not separate until much later. "The 

patience of wives is particularly notable: although half of the women considered 

the breakdown to have occurred within two years of marriage, the great 

majority stayed with their husbands for a further 5 to 26 years" (Bums, 1984, 

p. 558). Bloom et al. (1985) concur that spousal infidelity was significantly 

correlated with length of marriage (fi*om 6 months to 32 years) in their sample, 

putting "older married persons. . . [and persons] more often married for longer 

periods of time . . . at special risk of having spouses who are unfaithftd" (p. 

370). 

Complaints in Long-term Intact Marriages. Due to the sparcity of 

research on late divorce, it could be useful to examine research included 

comparisons of happy and unhappy long-term marriages. Several studies 

propose that an inflated view of happiness in long-term marriages may exist. 
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Friedman (1981) speculates that unhappy marriages exist in midlife and that 

spouses may withdraw into self, work, or extramarital affairs rather than seek 

a divorce. Long-term happy marriages include such factors as commitment to 

marriage as an institution as well as to the spouse as a person, 

companionship, strong religious and famfly values, shared interests, caring and 

consideration, physical and sexual affection, and a high degree of congruence in 

perception between spouses (Copeland, Bughaighis, & Schum, 1989; FenneU, 

1993; Lauer & Lauer 1986; Lauer, Lauer, & Kerr, 1990; Levenson, 

Carstensen, & Gottman, 1993; Weishaus & Field, 1988). 

As a note of caution, one cannot assume a one-to-one correspondence 

between the social exchange component ratios that characterize long-term 

unhappy marriages that end in divorce and long-term unhappy marriages that 

do not terminate. Although both types of marriages may be unsatisfying, there 

stabiUty outcomes are obviously different. A review of dissatisfaction in long-

term "stable" marriages is presented only to provide additional information 

about the types of complaints, as well as shedding Ught on the barriers that 

preclude these marriages from terminating. 

Levenson, Carstensen, and Gottman (1993) found differences in sources 

of conflict for middle-aged (40-50 years old) and old-aged (60-70 years old) 

samples of long marrieds. IMiddle-age couples ranked money, reUgion, 

recreation, and children as more salient sources of disagreement as opposed to 

the older sample. Higher rankings for conflict in the older sample occurred for 

communication and recreation. "With the children away from home and social 

networks possibly beginning to shrink, the prominence of spousal 

communication for old couples is easy to understand" (p. 310), as is the effect 

of retirement and reduced parental responsibiUties on increased leisure time. 
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The authors believe that unsatisfactory resolution of important issues plays a 

major role in the erosion of marital stability over time. In contrast, habituation 

and increasing tolerance may lead to the stabiUty of long-term dissatisfied 

marriages. 

Cole (1985) examined the relationship dynamics of 12 troubled and 16 

high quality marriages of 40 or more years, encountered in therapy. Low 

quality marriages spewed forth horror stories of immet emotional and sexual 

needs, covert power stmggles, rigid role performance and division of labor, 

destructive conflict management, discontent and disiUusionment, incompatible 

values, intolerance of differences, possessiveness, and disrespect. Herman 

(1994) in a study of 168 married men and women married an average of 41.3 

years found dissatisfaction ("when it was reported") to occur most often in the 

area of sexual relations, communication, and time spent together. 

Lauer and Lauer (1986) examined happy and unhappy marriages of at 

least 15 years' duration. Of the 351 couples, both spouses in 5% of the 

marriages and one spouse in 19% of the marriages reported unhappiness with 

the marriage. Happy spouses listed personal attributes of the other spouse 

(he's my best friend; I like her as a person) and a belief in marriage as a long-

term commitment as reasons for their enduring marriages. Unhappy marrieds 

admitted that they stayed together "for the children" and because of family 

and social values. Even more interesting was that some unhappy marrieds stiU 

considered their spouse as a best friend and liked them, but were "unable to 

construct a satisfying relationship" (p. 388). 

In summary, long-lived unhappy marriages reflect lack of 

communication, sexual problems, and numerous unsatisfied emotional needs 

similar to the marital complaints of late divorce subjects. Unhappy marrieds 
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echoed the sentiment of late divorcers in terms of barriers: staying together for 

the children, reUgious and social obUgations, and habituation to the problems in 

marriage. 

Initiator Status. In contrast to early divorce, men seem to be more 

likely to initiate divorce in the later stages of marriage. In a study of 93 middle-

aged men and women, divorced after an average 25 years of marriage, 

Hagestad and Smyer (1982) documented differences between men and women 

and the decision process. Men more than women (65% vs. 58%) reported that 

they had total control over the divorce process, from first desiring the divorce 

to actually filing for divorce. More men than women (22% vs. 6%), however, 

reported no control over the divorce process. When asked at what point they 

first reaUzed marriages might not "work out," 68% of the women and 54% of 

the men said nine years or more before the divorce decree, suggesting that 

women were aware of troubled relationships earUer than men. Although not 

dealing directly with causation or initiator status, men and women over 50 

were "clearly the most maladapted group" in Chiriboga 's (1982) compgirative 

study of post divorce adjustment for older and younger subjects. Men were 

often less aware of marital problems preceding divorce. Results of a lifespan 

evaluation of their marriages indicated that the balance of satisfactions and 

dissatisfactions shifted toward dissatisfaction only 2 years prior to separation 

for men in general, but as far back as 5 years for women in all age groups, 

particularly for those over 50. 

Gander's (1991) predominantly female sample obtained from pubUc 

divorce records (n = 111, average years married = 30) reported that spouse 

rather than self were initiators of divorce. There was also a greater Ukelihood of 

older respondents perceiving no forewarning of an impending divorce from their 
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partners. Comparing this lack of forewarning to the results fi-om a younger 

sample pubUshed in Pett (1979), Gander points out a puzzUng curiosity: 

Younger respondents were more likely to foresee an impending divorce. "The 

older group, with more time in the marital relationship and, ostensibly, more 

opportunity either directiy and personaUy or indirectiy and from others to 

acquire knowledge about their spouse's behavior, had less forewarning that 

divorce was impending" (p. 187). 

Caution should be exercised, however, in concluding that men more 

frequently initiate late divorce. Results may be biased due to the 

predominately femaleand/or support group convenience samples reviewed. 

Summarv. Knowledge about the various factors in the divorce decision 

for persons in long-term marriages is far from complete and heavily biased by 

sample characteristics. Although a coherent portrait of causes, barriers, and 

altematives is tentative at best, a similarity between the reasons cited for 

early and late divorce does exist. In contrast to the early divorce, men seem to 

be more likely to initiate divorce, although women appear to be just as 

cognizant of trouble in the relationship but less willing to terminate it. 

Assumptions about older populations leads one to beUeve that older couples 

face formidable barriers and fewer alternatives. Few studies on barriers and no 

studies on altematives decry a need to test exchange assumptions about these 

constructs for the population involved in late divorce. 

Hvpotheses 

Considerable speculation exists that late divorce should differ from early 

divorce. The particular characteristics of long-term marriages and persons of 

mature years, as well as the social expectations associated with members of 
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this population, seem to support the expectation of differences. The literature, 

however, lacks enough comparative descriptive evidence for discriminating 

causes, barriers, and altematives of early and late divorce. 

Causes of Divorce. Evidence seems to verify a multiple array of causes 

of early divorce, as well as consistent gender differences in the types and 

number of complaints proffered by husbands and wives. Studies of late divorce, 

too, indicate a variety of causes, yet conclusions about gender differences are 

severely limited by the paucity of data and a notable bias in sample 

composition. A reasonable expectation is that gender differences in late divorce 

will parallel those in early divorce. Consistent with the findings that yoimger 

women cite more complaints about marriage than younger men, older women 

do acknowledge the presence of problems in their marriages, some of a long

standing and severe nature. Additional evidence indicates that throughout the 

marital career, report less satisfaction than men (VaiUant & Vaillant, 1993). It 

is therefore expected that: 

Hypothesis 1. There will be no difference in the types of causes that 

distinguish early and late divorce. 

Hypothesis 2. Women in both late and early divorce will cite different 

marital complaints than men. 

Hypothesis 3. Women in both late and early divorce will cite more 

complaints about their marriages than men. 

Barriers to Divorce. A paucity of data is available to draw definite 

conclusions about types of barriers that differentiate early and late divorce. 

The theoretical assumption is that barriers are more potent obstacles in late 

divorce than in early divorce. Although it is tempting to hypothesize about 

gender differences in barriers, no hypothesis wiU be offered due to inadequate 
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evidence. Therefore, the next hypothesis will test the assumption that barriers 

to late and early divorce wiU differ: 

Hypothesis 4. In late divorce, there wiU be a greater number of barriers 

to divorce than in early divorce. 

Altematives to Marriage. Women's greater sensitivity to relationship 

quality forms the basis for the previous hypothesis that women wiU recount 

more complaints about marriage than men. Younger women's tendency to 

initiate divorce has also been amply documented. Late divorce evidence-albeit 

based on the responses of very few men-favors husbands as initiators. Older 

women may perceive fewer available alternatives to dissatisfying marriages 

and be less willing to risk the consequences of late divorce than older men. A 

general hypothesis concerning fewer altematives in late divorce and two 

specific hypotheses concerning a gender difference in perceived altematives 

are offered. 

Hypothesis 5. In late divorce, there will be fewer perceived altematives 

to marriage than in early divorce. 

Hypothesis 6. In late divorce, women wiU identify fewer altematives 

than men. 

Hypothesis 7. Therefore, in late divorce, women wiU be less Ukely to 

initiate divorce than men. 

In conclusion, late divorce wiU share some characteristics with early 

divorce in regard to costs of marriage and gender (causes of divorce, gender 

differences in types of complaints, and the propensity for women to identify 

more marital problems). On the other hand, late divorce and early divorce wiU 

differ in the number of barriers and altematives with late divorcing persons 

perceiving more barriers and fewer altematives. In addition, although no 
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hypotheses are offered, descriptions of the differences in kinds of barriers and 

altematives for men and women, early and late divorce, will be documented for 

reference in future research endeavors. 
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CHAPTER III 

IVIETHODOLOGY 

Sample 

Two comparison samples of early and late divorced individuals were 

obtained from public divorce records filed from January 1,1994, to December 

31,1995, in the District Court of Lubbock County, TX, a mid-sized 

metropolitan county. Petitions to divorce, rather than final divorce decrees, 

were sampled based upon evidence that the marital complaints of spouses who 

withdraw their divorce petitions do not differ significantiy from those who 

complete the divorce process (Kitson, Holmes, & Sussman, 1983). 

Criteria for inclusion in each sample were based on the ages of both 

spouses and the date of marriage recorded in a divorce petition. Both spouses 

were selected unless the exceptions noted below were found. 

Criteria for inclusion in the "late divorce" sample were that the ages of 

both spouses were listed or calculated to be at least 50 years old and the date 

of marriage had occurred at least 20 years prior to the petition date. For the 

"early divorce" sample, the ages of both spouses were calculated or listed to be 

less than 35 years old and length of marriage was less than 10 years prior to 

petition. Criteria for the late sample were chosen to maximize the late sample 

size, whereas criteria for the early sample were based on the nationalmedian 

spousal age (men, 36, and women, 33) and marital duration (7 years) for early 

divorce (Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1996). 

Due to the anticipated small number of late divorces, a 100% sampling 

of all petitions that met the criteria for inclusion in the late divorcing sample 

was drawn. A computer-generated list of random case nimibers was used to 
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obtain a numerically comparable sample of early divorce. Files were examined 

for the most current addresses, preferably those listed on the final divorce 

notification, and were cross referenced for accuracy with both area and 

computer phone directories. 

The age of both spouses determined any individual's eUgibiUty, and both 

spouses were included in the sample pool. If, according to the file records, a 

spouse had died during proceedings, was incarcerated, living out of the country, 

or whose address was Usted as unknown or could not be verified, the remaining 

spouse was selected. Twenty individuals in the sample were thus eliminated. 

The initial sample pool resulted in 201 late divorce subjects and 223 

early divorce subjects. 

Procedure. AU subjects were mailed a survey packet including a cover 

letter requesting their cooperation and assuring confidentiality and a self-

maiUng 12-page questionnaire booklet with no return postage required. 

Identification numbers on the questionnaires were used to track 

nonrespondents for foUow-up. After the initial mailing, and over the next three 

months, nonresponding subjects were foUowed up with three additional 

mailings: a postcard reminder, a second complete survey packet, and a final 

postcard reminder. Examples of all materials used in the four mailings are 

reproduced and attached in Appendix A. 

Sample Return Results. Of the 424 questionnaires sent out initiaUy, 40 

questionnaires were returned by the late sample and 43 for the early sample 

for a total of 83 questionnaires. Nine subjects phoned, wrote, or returned the 

questionnaire, requesting to be removed from the study. Of those refusing to 

participate, there was a roughly equal division between early and late, male 

and female refusals, with most citing divorce as a personal, private, and often 
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painful matter they did not wish to discuss. One questionnaire was returned 

due to the death of the subject, another subject reported that she did not meet 

the eUgibility criteria of being divorced, and another the subject had moved 

according to the ciurent addressee. One questionnaire was returned by the 

post office as "unknown" addressee. 

Based on above figures, a response rate of 22.3% (94/422) was 

generated, a rate weU below the general 50% return rate reported in the 

literature among younger populations (Kitson & Sussman, 1982). Although the 

notion that older divorcing people might be less willing to disclose personal Ufe 

events could have accounted for the lower return rate, the equivalent refusals 

recorded for the early and late sample did not bear this out. It is also possible 

that the lower return reflected the characteristics of the extremely 

conservative social, poUtical, and religious climate of the particular 

geographical area sampled. Unfortimately, the major reason for a low return 

rate may have been a result of postal regulations prohibiting the forwarding of 

any private, non-profit bulk permit mail. This methodological fault in mailing 

procedures was discovered after the fact. If a forwarding order existed for any 

subject, the questionnaire was discarded by the post office. Since the basic 

nature of a divorcing population is the relocation of at least one if not both 

spouses, it is likely that a substantial number of subjects were not covered in 

any of the mailings in spite of attempts to validate names and addresses as 

stated above. 

Thus, it is not possible to know how many of the initial and subsequent 

mailings failed to reach the intended subjects. However, some research does 

report the post office return rate for studies conducted from pubUc divorce 

records ranging from 10 to 35% (Green & Sporakowski, 1983; Kitson & 
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Sussman, 1982). If using a conservative average post office return rate of 

25%, it may have been possible to raise the return rate to 30%, with an 

increase in sample size of 98. 

Sample Characteristics. Twelve of the 83 final subjects were matched 

as six husband-and-wife couples. PreUminary comparative analyses indicated 

considerable variations in results due to the presence of correlated data. One 

spouse from each couple-one early and two late divorce males, one early and 

two late divorce females-was therefore randomly excluded fi-om the sample. Of 

the remaining 77 usable questionnaires, 36 were late divorces and 41 were 

early divorces. For the late sample, there were 12 men and 24 women, with a 

mean age of 58.1 (range = 50-87) and mean number of years married of 32.7 

years (range = 22 to 49). For the early divorces, 18 were male and 23 were 

female with a mean age of 26.7 years (range = 20-35) and mean number of 

years married of 3.6 (range = 2 weeks to 10 years). Table 2 summarizes 

demographic characteristics of the sample by timing of divorce and gender. 

Both samples were predominately middle income (65.7% had incomes between 

$10,000 and $50,000), white (89.3%), with at least some coUege education 

(72.8%). Compared to the yoimger sample, the older sample was significantiy 

more likely to own their own home (77.8% vs. 30.0%), more Ukely to rate their 

health prior to divorce as fair or poor (25.0% vs. 2.4%), and more Ukely to 

describe their religious beUefs as very strong (44.4% vs. 19.5%). In terms of 

significant gender differences, 20% of the women had incomes below $5000 

prior to divorce (no men were reported in this category) and women were more 

likely to rate their health prior to divorce as fair or poor (36.2% vs. 13.3%) 

before the divorce was filed. 
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Table 2 
Demographic and Gender Characteristics of Early and Late Divorce 

Characteristics 

Age (in years) 
Mean 

Standard deviation 

Range 
Gender 

Race 
Caucasian 

Hispanic 
African American 

Asian 

Other 

Education 
Less than high school 

High school graduate 

Some college 

College graduate 

Level of religious belief 

Very religious 

Moderately religious 

Not at all religious 

Employment 

Full time 

Parttime 
Unemployed 
Homemaker 

Retired 

Timing of divorce 

Late 

n=36 

58.1 

8.1 

50-87 
12 m / 24 f 

88.2 

2.9 

5.9 
0.0 

2.9 

8.3 

25.0 

36.1 
30.6 

44.4 

50.0 

5.6 

62.5(71.4) 

15.6(11.4) 

9.4 ( 0.0) 

6.3(17.1) 

6.3 ( 0.0) 

Early 

n = 41 

26.7 
4.4 

20 -35 

18 m / 2 3 f 

90.2 

7.3 

0.0 
0.0 

42.4 

0.0 
22.0 
43.9 

34.1 

19.5 
68.3 
12.2 

89.2(77.5) 

5.4(12.5) 

2.7 ( 2.5) 

2.7 ( 7.5) 

0.0 ( 0.0) 

Gender 

Male 

n=30 

40.1 
17.0 
20 -75 

90.0 
6.7 

0.0 
0.0 
3.3 

3.3 
20.0 
30.0 

46.7 

26.7 

63.3 

10.0 

85.2 (96.6a) 

3.7 ( 3.4) 

3.7 ( 0.0) 

0.0 ( 0.0) 

7.4 ( 0.0) 

Female 

n=47 

42.2 

17.1 
20-87 

88.9 
4.4 
4.4 

0.0 
4.3 

4.3 

25.5 

46.8 

23.4 

34.0 

57.4 

8.5 

71.4(60.9) 

14.3(17.4) 

7.1 ( 2.2) 

7.1(19.6) 

0.0 ( 0.0) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Timing of divorce Gender 
Characteristics Late Early Male Female 

Income 

Less than $5000 11.8 (15.2) 12.8 (18.4) O.Ob (3.7) 20.0 (25.0) 

$5000-$9,999 14.7(12.1) 10.3(18.4) 10.7(14.8) 13.3(15.9) 

$10,000-$24,999 26.5(27.3) 51.3(42.1) 39.3(29.6) 40.0(38.6) 

$25,000-$49,999 32.4(30.3) 20.5(18.4) 32.1(37.0) 22.2(15.9) 

Over $50,000 14.7 (15.2) 5.1 ( 2.6) 17.9 (14.8) 4.4 ( 4.5) 
Living arrangements 

Own home 77.8 (88.9) 30.0^ (293^ 46.7 (56.7) 56.5 (57.4) 

Rent 16.7 ( 8.3) 50.0 (65.9) 40.0 (40.0) 30.4 (38.3) 
Live with relatives 5.6(2.8) 20.0(4.9) 13.3(3.3) 13.0(4.3) 
/friends 

Health status 

Good - excellent 75.0(72.2) 97.6^(78.0) 86.7(93.3) 87.2 (63.8^) 

Fair-poor 25.0(27.8) 2.4(22.0) 13.3(6.7) 12.8(36.2) 
Stress level 

High - moderate 85.7(83.3) 75.6(92.3) 80.0(86.7) 80.4(88.9) 

Low - none 14.3(16.7) 24.4 ( 7.7) 20.0(13.3) 19.6(11.1) 

Note. All chi squares are calculated with empty cells eliminated. 

Note. Percentages in parentheses represent variable status prior to divorce. 

a x2 (1, 65) = 4.75, p < .05. b x2 (4, 71) = 10.10, p < .05. c x2 (2, 76) = 17.38, p 
< .001. d x2 (2, 28.42) = 27.45, p < .001. e x2 (1, 77) = 8.63, p < .01. f x2 (1, 77) 
= 8.58, p < .01. 
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The marital histories of each sample are shown in Table 3. Present 

marital status was significantly different for the early and late divorce. The 

late divorced (25.0%) were more Ukely than the early divorced (9.8%) to be 

separated/divorce pending and to be Uving with their spouse/divorce pending 

(8.3% vs. 0.0%). None of the respondents had reconciled. The majority of 

subjects (86.8%) were in their first marriage. Early divorce was also 

significantly associated with the realization that the marriage wouldn't work 

out in the early stages of marriage as opposed to later stages. The only other 

significant difference was a history of parental divorce for men (46.9%) over 

women (21.3%). 

Definitions and Measures 

The dependent variable was whether the participant was classsified as 

divorcing early or late in the marital course. Independent variables 

hypothesized to be related to the decision to divorce were "costs of remaining 

married," "barriers to divorce," and "altematives to marriage." The measures 

used in this study were developed based on both theoretical and methodological 

indicators described in other research. 

Causes of divorce. Although costs of marriage are a popular topic in the 

literature, there are no standardized or validated measures available. A 

"causes of divorce" checklist was compiled from several sources: either original 

checklists administered directly to subjects or checklists that researchers 

derived from coding free response interview items (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; 

Bloom et al., 1985; Burns, 1984; Cleek & Pearson, 1985; Davis & Aron, 1988; 

Gigy & Kelly, 1992; Goode, 1956; Kelly, 1982; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Kitson & 
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Table 3 
Marital History by Timing of Divorce and Gender 

Characteristics 

Years married 
Mean 

Standard deviation 

Range (years) 

Marital status 

Divorce finaUzed 

Separated, divorce pending 

Living with, divorce pending 

Reconciled 

Who first filed for divorce? 

Self 

Spouse 

Mutual 
First to seriously consider 
divorce 

Setf 

Spouse 
Mutual 

Point realized marriage 
wouldn't work out 

Early in the marriage 

Late in the marriage 

% in first marriage 

% separated before 

% filed before 
% divorced before 

% with divorced parents 

% with divorced siblings 

Divorce Timing 

Late 

n = 36 

32.7 

7.1 

22-49 

66.7 

25.0 

8.3 
0.0 

63.9 

33.3 
2.8 

47.2 

44.4 

8.3 

27.3 
36.4 

83.3 

27.8 

17.6 

19.4 

30.6 

47.2 

Early 

n = 41 

3.6 
2.4 

1-10 

90.0a 

9.8 
0.0 

0.0 

50.0 
37.5 
12.5 

46.2 

38.5 
15.4 

54.1C 

10.8 

90.0 

22.5 

10.0 

7.5 

30.0 

22.5 

Gender 

Male 

n = 30 

14.7 

14.7 

1-49 

83.3 

16.7 
0.0 
0.0 

37.9 
55.2 

6.9 

34.5 
48.3 
17.2 

61.3 
35.7 

93.1 

20.7 

14.3 

6.9 

44.8 

24.1 

Female 

n = 47 

18.8 

16.0 

1-46 

76.6 
17.0 

6.4 

0.0 

68. lb 

23.4 

8.5 

54.3 
37.0 

8.7 

64.5 

35.5 

83.0 

27.7 

13.0 

17.0 
21.3d 

40.4 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Characteristics 

% with divorced children 

% with children 

Number of children 

Age of children 

Mean number of children 

Note. All chi squares are 

Timing of divorce 

Late 

41.7 

94.4 

1-5 

17-50 

2.6 

Early 

0.0 

51.2 

1-3 
1-17 

.81 

Gender 

Male 

6.7 

63.3 
1-4 

2 - 4 8 

calculated with empty ceUs eliminated. 

Female 

27.7 

76.6 

1-5 
1-50 

a x2 (1, 74) = 3.87, p < .05. b x2 (2, 76) = 8.04, p < .05. c x2 (1, 70) = 5.16, p < 
.05. d x 2 (1, 76) = 4.71, p < .05. 
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Sussman, 1982; Levinger, 1966,1982; Lloyd & Zick, 1986; Pettit & Bloom; 

1984; Rasmussen & Ferraro, 1979; Thompson & Spanier, 1983; Thurnher et 

al., 1983). Global items with vague, but similar meanings (e.g., spouse unwilUng 

to meet basic needs) were retained verbatim from several different sources to 

offer respondents various semantic choices in describing the causes of divorce. 

Items obviously similar in meaning were combined to form single items (e.g. 

spouse's affair and spouse's adultery). Often the causes of divorce were not 

discrete events, but sweeping generalizations of dissatisfaction (e.g., basic 

unhappiness, basic incompatibility). As a result, 41 "causes of divorce" were 

extracted. Respondents were asked to check each item as "not a factor," "a 

contributing factor," or "one of the most important factors" in the divorce 

decision (Bloom, Niles, & Tatcher, 1985). Respondents could check any 

number of factors that did or did not apply on a 3-point scale (3 = one of the 

most important factors, 2 = a contributing factor, and 1 = not a factor). 

Reliability for this new checklist was indicated by a coefficient alpha of .79. 

Barriers to Divorce. Like the "causes of divorce" instrument 

development above, the items that appeared on the barrier checkUst relied on 

a combination of theoretical and methodological indicators from various 

sources (Albrecht & Kunz, 1980; Booth et al., 1985; Cupach & Metts, 1986; 

Green & Sporakowski, 1983; Kitson, Holmes, & Sussman, 1983; Lloyd & Zick, 

1986; SabatelU & Cecil-Pigo, 1985). The same scaling terminology was used for 

responding to each of 21 barriers as (3) "one of the most important barriers," 

(2) "a contributing barrier," and (1) "not a barrier." The reUability estimate for 

the sample of early and late divorced respondents was .75. 

Alternatives to Marriage. Udry's (1981) Marital Alternatives Scale was 

modified to measure altematives in this study. The original scale was tested on 
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a random sample of married, not divorced, couples in order to explain marital 

stability over time and had a split-half reliability of .70. Respondents in the 

present study were asked to determine the Ukelihood of the eight perceived 

alternatives available to them as either (3) "certain," (2) "possible but not 

likely," or (1) "impossible." Cronbach's alpha was calculated at .68. 

Divorce Initiator. Divorce initiator was determined by the response to a 

single item "Who first filed for divorce?": self, spouse, or mutual (Pettit & 

Bloom, 1984). 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Univariate Results 

Hvpothesis 1. Causes of Divorce (Earlv versus Late). Frequency 

distributions were calculated and rank ordered for the percentage of 

respondents checking each of 41 causes of divorce as either "one of the most 

important factors" or "a contributing factor" (Table 4). Similarities and 

differences between the percentage rank ordering of the social exchange 

components for early and late divorce, as well as gender, were estimated using 

the Spearman rank order correlation coefficient (see Appendix B for 

computations). 

The top 20 complaints in the marriage for both early and late divorcing 

persons were remarkably similar, as verified by rs = -52, p < .05. Every person 

in the late sample and 89.7% of the early divorce respondents selected lack of 

communication as a cause of divorce in their marriages. With only a slight 

difference in ordering, the majority of respondents chose the next four 

complaints: basic unhappiness (90.6% late, 81.6% early), emotional problems 

of the spouse (87.9% late, 81.6% early), gradual sense of growing apart (82.9 % 

late, 78.7% early), and not feeling loved/appreciated by spouse (82.4% late, 

82.1% early). The remainder of the top 10 causes were also comparable in 

content: lack of companionship (76.5% late, 65.8% early), spouse not 

able/willing to meet major needs (67.6% late, 71.8% early), basic 

incompatibility (62.5% late, 71.1% early), serious differences in lifestyle (61.8% 

late, 71.8% early), and feeUng put down or belittled by spouse (61.8% late, 

61.5% early). 
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Table 4 
Causes of Divorce: Percentages and Ranking for Late and Early Divorce 

Cause 

Late divorce 

% 

100.0 

90.6 

87.9 

82.9 

82.4 

76.5 

67.6 

62.5 

61.8 

61.8 

61.8 

60.6 

56.3 

50.0 

50.0 

45.5 

43.8 

42.4 

41.2 

40.0 

38.7 

38.2 

37.5 

35.5 

33.3 

29.4 

Rank 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(9) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 
(12) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

(23) 

Earlv divorce 

% 

89.7 

81.6 

81.6 

78.7 

82.1 

65..8 

71.8 

71.1 

71.8 

61.5 

48.7 

60.5 

25.6 

47.4 

68.4 

60.5 

28.2 

52.5 

62.5 

48.7 

50.0 

18.4 

36.8 

34.2 

26.3 

28.9 

Rank 

(1) 

(3) 

(3) 

(4) 

(2) 

(8) 

(5) 

(6) 

(5) 

(10) 

(15) 

(11) 
(23) 

(17) 

(7) 

(11) 
(21) 

(14) 

(9) 

(16) 

(15) 

(27) 

(18) 

(19) 

(22) 

(20) 

Lack of communication 

Basic unhappiness 

Emotional problems of spouse 

Gradual sense of growing apart 

Not feeling loved /appreciated by spouse 

Lack of companionship 

Spouse not able/willing to meet major needs 

Basic incompatibility 

Serious differences in lifestyle 

FeeUng put down or beUttied by spouse 

Spouse's sexual intimacy problems 

Spouse's psychological/emotional abuse 

Your psychological/emotional abuse a 

Spouse's boredom with you/marriage 

Employment/job difficulties 

Spouse's jealousy of you/your activities 

Your sexual intimacy problems 

Serious financial problems 

Spouse wanted freedom 

Spouse's extramarital affair 

Emotional problems of self 

Severe or chronic illness (you, spouse, 
family) 

Violence between you and spouse 
Your boredom with spouse/marriage 
Disagreements over childrearing, discipline 
You wanted freedom 
Spouse's overcommitment to work 
Don't know what the cause was 

28.6 (24) 17.9 (28) 

28.1 (25) 22.2 (24) 
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Table 4 (continued) 

Cause 

Conflict over household roles ^ 

You/spouse too dependent on own family c 

Opportune time for spouse. 

Spouse's alcohol/drug abuse ^ 

Your overcommitment to work 

Opportune time for you. 

Spouse's physical appearance 

Spouse's retirement 

Your jealousy of spouse/spouse's activities 

Your retirement 

Your extramarital affair 

Your physical appearance 

Your alcohol/di^ug abuse 

ilyc 

ities 

Late divorce 

% 

26.5 
24.2 

21.9 
21.2 

20.6 

20.6 
18.2 

14.7 
12.1 

11.8 

11.8 
6 1 
6.1 

Rank 

(26) 

(27) 

(28) 

(29) 
(30) 

(30) 

(31) 
(32) 

(33) 
(34) 

(34) 

(35) 
(35) 

Earlv divorce 

% 

53.3 

59.5 
16.2 

50.0 
36.8 
16.2 

21.6 
0.0 

21.6 
0.0 

8.1 
18.9 

8.1 

Rank 

(13) 

(12) 
(29) 

(15) 

(18) 
(29) 

(25) 

(31) 
(25) 

(31) 
(30) 

(26) 
(30) 

Note. Percentages calculated from number of times each of 41 variables was 
checked as either "one of the most important factors" or "a contributing 
factor." 

Note. Spearman rho correlation coefficient (is) = -52, p < .05 for the top 20 
causes; is = .72, p < .05 for the top 10 causes: is =.85, p< .05 for aU 41 causes. 

a x2 (1, 71) = 6.90, p < .01. b x2 (1, 73) = 5.62, p < .05. c x2 (1, 70) = 8.83, p < 
.01. d x 2 ( l , 73) = 6.43,p<.05. 
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Unique to the early divorced's top 10 selection were employment 

difficulties (ranked 7 by the early sample, 12 by the late) and spouse wanted 

ft-eedom (ranked 9 early and 16 late). The late sample included spouse's sex 

problems (ranked 9 by the late sample and 15 by the early) and spouse's 

psychological abuse (ranked 10 by the late sample, 11 by the early). None of 

these differences were significant. 

Significant variation between the two samples, however, did occur 

among those variables that were less often selected. Only four out of the 41 

initial causes were significantly different for early and late divorce. Persons in 

the late sample were significantly more likely to cite "your psychological/-

emotional abuse" as a cause than the young sample (x2 (1, 71) = 6.90, p < 

.01). The younger sample was more likely than the older sample to cite conflict 

over household roles/chores (x2 (1, 73) = 5.62, p < .05), "you or your spouse too 

dependent on own family/in-law problems" (X2 (1, 70) = 8.83, p < .01) and 

spouse's alcohol /drug abuse (X2 (1, 73) = 6.43, p < .05) as reasons for 

divorcing. 

Hvpothesis 2: Differences in Causes bv Gander. Contrary to hypothesis 

2, that causes of divorce would differ by gender, the major types of complaints 

made by men and women in their defunct marriages were not significant (is = 

.17, ns) (Table 5). Over 90% of each group citing lack of communication their 

single most frequent complaint. For the remaining top 10 causes of divorce, 

men listed emotional problems of spouse (89.3%), basic unhappiness (88.5%), 

gradual sense of growing apart (85.2%), not feeUng loved or appreciated by 

spouse (82.1%), lack of companionship (77.8%), spouse not able/willing to meet 

major needs (67.9%), basic incompatibility (66.7%), serious differences in 

lifestyle (63.0%), and employment/job difficulties (59.3%). In comparison, 
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Table 5 

Causes of Divorce: Percentages and Ranking for Gender 

Male Female 
Cause % 

92.9 

89.3 

88.5 

85.2 

82.1 

77.8 

67.9 

66.7 

63.0 

59.3 

55.6 

55.2 

53.6 

53.6 

51.9 

50.0 

44.4 

39.3 

39.3 

39.3 

39.3 

35.7 

33.3 

28.6 

28.6 

28.6 

27.6 

25.9 

25.9 

Rank 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 
(12) 

(13) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

(17) 

(17) 

(17) 

(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

(20) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

(22) 

% 

95.7 

81.4 

84.1 

73.9 

82.2 

66.7 

71.1 

67.4 

69.6 

60.0 

44.2 

51.1 

44.2 

55.6 

40.5 

55.8 

41.9 

42.2 

75.6 

74.4 

47.8 

25.0 

43.2 

27.3 

42.9 

39.5 

43.2 

40.5 

31.8 

Rank 

(1) 

(4) 

(2) 

(7) 

(3) 

(11) 
(8) 

(10) 

(9) 

(12) 

(17) 

(15) 

(17) 

(14) 

(22) 

(13) 

(21) 

(20) 

(5) 

(6) 

(16) 

(28) 

(18) 

(27) 

(19) 

(23) 

(18) 

(22) 

(25) 

Lack of communication 

Emotional problems of spouse 

Basic unhappiness 

Gradual sense of growing apart 

Not feeling loved /appreciated by spouse 

Lack of companionship 

Spouse not able/willing to meet major needs 

Basic incompatibility 

Serious differences in lifestyle 

Employment/job difficulties 

Spouse's boredom with you/marriage 

Spouse wanted freedom 

Serious financial problems 

Spouse's sexual intimacy problems 

Emotional problems of self 

Spouse's jealousy of you/your activities 

You/spouse too dependent on own family 

Conflict over household roles 

Feeling put down or belittled by spousea 

Spouse's psychological/emotional abuse " 

Spouse's extramarital affair 

Your overcommitment to work 

Your psychological/emotional abuse 

Severe or chronic illness 

Violence between you and spouse 

Your sexual intimacy problems 

Spouse's alcohol/drug abuse 

Your boredom with spouse/marriage 

Disagreements over childrearing, discipline 
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Table 5. (continued) 

Cause 

Spouse's overcommitment to work 

Your jealousy of spouse/spouse's activities 
Opportune time for spouse 
You wanted freedom. 

Don't know what the cause was 

Spouse's physical appearance 

Your physical appearance 

Opportune time for you 

Your extramarital affair 

Spouse's retirement 

Your alcohol/drug abuse 

Your retirement 

Male 
% 

25.0 
24.1 

22.2 

21.4 

18.5 
14.8 
14.8 
11.1 
7.4 

7.1 
7.1 
0.0 

Rank 

(23) 

(24) 

(25) 

(26) 

(27) 
(28) 
(28) 

(29) 
(30) 

(31) 
(31) 
(32) 

Female 
% 

21.7 

12.2 

16.7 
34.1 

29.3 

23.3 
11.6 
22.7 
11.4 

6.8 

7.1 
9.1 

Rank 

(31) 

(33) 
(32) 

(24) 

(26) 

(29) 
(34) 

(30) 

(35) 
(38) 

(37) 
(36) 

Note. Percentages calculated from nimiber of times each of 20 variables was 
checked as either "one of the most important factors" or "a contributing 
factor." 

Note. Spearman rho correlation coefficient (is) = .5dl, p < .05 for the top 20 
causes; is = .68, p < .05 for the top 10 causes: is =.91, p < .05 for all 41 causes. 

a x2 (1, 73) = 9.60, p < .01. b x2 (1, 71) = 8.76, p < .01. 
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women also selected basic unhappiness (84.1%), not feeling loved/appreciated 

(82.2%), emotional problems of spouse (81.4%), gradual sense of growing apart 

(73.9%), spouse not able/wilUng to meet major needs (71.1%), serious 

differences in lifestyle (69.6%), and basic incompatibility (67.4%). Women, 

however, were significantly more Ukely to cite "frequently felt put down or 

belittled by spouse" (x2 (1, 73) = 9.60, p < .01) and spouse's 

psychological/emotional abuse (x2 (1, 71) = 8.76, p < .01). Women ranked 

these items fifth and sixth, whereas men ranked them in a tie for 17th place. 

In general, however, each of the four groups-late divorce, early divorce, 

male, female-were remarkably similar in the types of complaints they had 

about their marriages. Across groups, lack of communication was rated as the 

number one cause, followed by basic unhappiness (ranked 2, 3, 3, 2, 

respectively), and emotional problems of spouse (ranked 3, 3, 2, 4), gradual 

sense of growing apart (ranked 4, 4, 4, 7), and not feeUng loved or appreciated 

(ranked 5, 2, 4, 3). 

Hvpothesis 3: Differences in Number of Complaints bv Gander. Women, 

as predicted in hypothesis 3, cited more complaints (M = 9.3, p < .001) (items 

checked as "one of the most important causes of divorce") than men (M = 6.8, 

p < .001). Early divorcers (M = 8.7) cited more complaints than late divorcers 

(M_= 7.9), but the difference was not significant (Table 6). 

Hvpothesis 4: Differences in Number of Barriers . It was predicted that 

persons involved in late divorce would cite significantly more barriers to divorce 

than persons in early divorce. Frequency distributions (Table 6) indicated that 

late divorcers identify more barriers than early divorcers (M = 3.6 versus M = 

2.5, respectively) but the difference was not significant. Thus, hypothesis 4 

was not supported. Additionally, no significant gender differences were noted. 

55 



Table 6 

Frequency Counts and Means for Causes, Barriers, and Alternatives 

Components 

Causes a 

Barriers 

Alternatives ^ 

Late divorce 

f 

285 

128 

129 

M 

7.9 

3.6 

3.6 

Earlv divorce 

f 

356 

103 

225 

M 

8.7 

2.5 

5.5 

f 

205 

81 

152 

Male 

M 

6.8 

2.7 

5.1 

Female 

f M 

436 9.3 

150 3.2 

202 4.3 

a t (75) = -2.11, p < .05 for gender. 

" t (75) = - 3.93, p < .001 for early versus late divorce. 

Hvpothesis 5: Differences in Number of Altematives. Hypothesis 5 was 

supported; late divorcers identified significantly fewer altematives to marriage 

than early divorcers (Table 6). Late divorcers tallied a total of 129 altematives 

(M = 3.6) and early divorcers tallied 225 alternatives (M_= 5.5) (t (75) = 7.71, p 

< .05). There were no significant differences in alternatives by gender. 

Hvpothesis 6: Altematives in Late Divorce bv Gender. Hypothesis 6 

stated that women in late divorce would identify fewer altematives than men 

in late divorce. This hypothesis was not supported (Table 7). 

Table 7 

Frequency Counts and Means for Altematives to Marriage by Gender for Late 
Divorce 

Late Divorce 

Alternativesa 
f 

54 

Male 

n 

12 

M f 

4.5 75 

Female 
n 

24 

M 

3.1 

a t (34) = 1.85, p = .07 (ns) 
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Hvpothesis 7: Late Divorce Initiators. The hypothesis that late 

divorcing women would be less Ukely to initiate divorce than late divorcing men 

was not supported (Table 8). FuUy 75% of the late divorcing women as opposed 

to 41.7% of the late divorcing men initiated divorce, but the difference was not 

significant. Although it was not hypothesized, women across the entire sample 

were significantiy more Ukely to initiate divorce than men (Table 9). 

Table 8 

Divorce Initiator by Gander for Late Divorce 

Who filed first? 

SeU* 

Spouse 

Mutual 

X2 (1, 35) = 2.92, p = 

Table 9 

Late Divorce 

Male 
% n 

41.7 
50.8 
8.3 

=.09 (ns). 

(5) 

(6) 

(1) 

Female 
% n 

75.0 (6) 
25.0 (10) 
0.0 (1) 

Divorce Initiators by Timing of Divorce and Gender 

Who filed first? 

Self 

Spouse 

Mutual 

Timing of divorce 

Late divorce 

% 

63.9 

33.3 

2.8 

n 

(23) 

(12) 

(1) 

Earlv divorce 

% 

50.0 

37.5 

12.5 

n 

(20) 

(15) 

(5) 

Gender 

Male 

% 

37.9 

55.2 

6.9 

n 

(17) 

(16) 

(3) 

Female 

% n 

68.1 (18) 

23.4 (15) 

8.5 (6) 

X2 (2, 76) = 8.03, p < .01 for gender. 
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Types of Barriers to Divorce. No predictions were made about the types 

of barriers or altematives differentiating between late and early divorce or men 

and women. Tables 10 and 11 describe differences found between frequency 

percentages and rankings for barriers by timing of divorce and gender. 

Spearman rho correlation coefficients for ordinal rankings and significance 

levels are also presented. 

The first and second most common barrier to divorce chosen by late 

divorce, early divorce, males, and females was obligation to marital vows and 

strong reUgious/moral beliefs against divorce. Other barriers to divorce were 

listed much less frequentiy. The late divorced were consistent in perceiving 

more barriers than early divorce in all but three instances: parents would 

disapprove, financial obligations to young children, and afraid of the difficulty in 

finding another spouse. Late divorces were significantly more concerned about 

barriers such as financial concerns about splitting up assets/home ownership 

(X2 (1, 72) = 4.50, p < .05) and their children's disapproval (X2 (1, 74) = 5.40, p 

< .05). In terms of ranks, the greatest disparity was for "afraid it would be 

difficult finding another spouse"; the late divorce ranked this item last (12), 

whereas the early divorce ranked it sixth. 

The Spearman rank-differences correlation coefficient (rs = -98, p < .05) 

indicated that a strong correlation existed between the top six barriers selected 

by early and late divorces. 

Both men and women cited obligation to marital vows (85.7% vs. 76.6%) 

and strong reUgious/moral beliefs against divorce (58.6% versus 60.0%) as 

major barriers to divorce. Men more often mentioned concerns about loss of 

shared activities, memories, and daily routines (57.1%) and loss of invested 
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Table 10 

Barriers to Divorce: Percentages and Ranking for Late and Early Divorce 

Barriers 

Late divorce 

% 

82.9 

62.9 
51.5 

51.4 

47.1 

47.1 
41.2 
41.2 

Rank 

(D) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 
(5) 

(5) 
(6) 
(6) 

Earlv divorce 
% 

77.5 
56.4 

30.8 

43.6 
39.5 
43.6 
30.0 
18.4 

Rank 

(1) 
(2) 

(8) 

(3) 
(4) 
(3) 

(9) 
(13) 

Obligation to marital vows 

Strong reUgious/moral beliefs 

Loss of invested resources of time, 
emotion, possessions 

Negative impact on children 

Emotional ties to children 

Loss of shared activities, memories, routines 

Financial concerns about loss of income 
Financial concerns about splitting assets / 

home ownership a 
Afraid you couldn't earn a living/support 

yourself 
Spouse did not want a divorce 

Children would disapprove ^ 
Financial costs of divorce (lawyers, court) 
Loss of mutual friends/family connections 

Financial concerns about setting up two 
households 

Too much trouble 
Friends would disapprove 
Parents would disapprove 
Financial obligations to young children 

Financial obligations to adult children 
Fear of difficulty in finding another spouse 

41.2 (6) 33.3 (7) 

40.6 
35.3 
33.3 

33.3 
32.4 

32.4 

20.6 

20.6 

20.6 

20.6 

17.6 

(7) 
(8) 
(9) 
(9) 
(10) 

(10) 

(11) 

(11) 

(11) 
(11) 
(12) 

35.9 
12.5 
23.7 

38.5 
25.6 

17.9 
7.7 

30.0 

28.2 

0.0 

35.9 

(6) 
(15) 
(12) 

(5) 

(11) 

(14) 
(16) 

(9) 

(10) 

(17) 

(6) 

Note. Percentages calculated from number of times 20 variables checked as 
either "one of the most important factors" or "a contributing factor." 

Note. Spearman rho correlation coefficient (rg) = .98, p < .05 for the top 6 
barriers; is =.68, p < .05) for aU 20 barriers. 

a x2 (1, 72) = 4.50, p < .05. b x2 (1, 74) = 5.40, p < .05. 
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Table 11 
Barriers to Divorce: Percentages and Ranking for Gender 

Barriers 

Obligation to marital vows 

Strong reUgious/moral beliefs 

Loss of shared activities, memories, routines 

Loss of invested resources: time, emotion. 
joint possessions 

Negative impact on children 

Emotional ties to children 

Spouse did not want a divorce 
Financial costs of divorce (lawyers, court) 

Financial concerns about splitting assets/ 
home ownership 

Fear of difficulty in finding another spouse 

Parents would disapprove 

Children would disapprove 
Financial concerns about loss of income 

Loss of mutual friends/family connections 

Financial concerns about setting up 
two households 

Financial obUgations to young children 

Too much trouble 
Friends/coUeagues would disapprove 

Financial obligations to adult children 

Afraid you couldn't eam a Uving/support 
ymirsplf or children a 

Male 

% 

85.7 

58.6 

57.1 

53.6 

46.4 

42.9 

33.3 
32.1 
28.6 

25.0 

25.0 
21.4 

21.4 
21.4 

17.9 

17.9 

17.9 

14.3 

7.1 

7.1 

k 

Rank 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 
(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(10) 
(10) 

(11) 

(11) 
(11) 
(12) 

(12) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(14) 

Female 

% 

76.6 

60.0 

37.8 

31.8 

47.8 
43.2 

40.9 
38.6 
29.5 

28.9 

26.1 

23.9 

43.5 
32.6 

35.6 

28.9 

28.9 

13.3 

11.1 

55.6 

Rank 

(1) 
(2) 

(9) 
(12) 

(4) 
(6) 
(7) 

(8) 
(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(5) 

(11) 
(10) 

(14) 

(14) 

(17) 

(18) 

(3) 

Note. Percentages calculated fi-om nimaber of times 20 variables checked as 
either "one of the most important factors" or ' 

Note. Spearman rho correlation coefficient (iv 

a contributing factor. 

j) = .93, p < .05 for the top 6 

barriers; is =.44 (ns) for all 20 barriers. 

a x2 (1, 73) = 17.36, p < .001. 
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resources of time, emotions, and possessions (53.6%) than did women (37.8% 

vs. 31.8%). As shown in Table 11, more women than men chose each item as a 

barrier for aU the remaining barriers. The only significant difference, however, 

was for "afraid you couldn't earn a living or support yourself and/or your 

children," with 55.6% of the women versus 7.1% of the men (X2 (1, 73) = 17.36, 

p < .001). A significant relationship between the top six rated barriers for 

gender was also indicated (is = .93, p < .05) 

Types of Alternative to Marriage. Late and early divorcers both 

identified "being able to take care of yourself' as their most available 

alternative. However, when Spearman rho coefficients were calculated 

between separate group rankings on all eight alternatives, no relationship was 

indicated (is = .55, ns). 

As indicated by the higher percentages for early divorce in Table 12, 

alternatives to marriage in early divorce were more frequently identified than 

the same options for late divorce. More early than late divorcers said that they 

could support themselves at the same level (X2 (2, 72) = 9.05, p < .05) or would 

be able to live as well as they did before the divorce (X2 (2, 69) = 13.42, p < 

.001). The least attractive alternative perceived by early divorcers was "you 

would be quite satisfied without another spouse" at 27.5%. Interestingly, the 

late divorcers ranked this variable considerably higher at 41.9%. The least 

attractive alternative in late divorce -"you could get another spouse better 

than or as good as your present/former one"~was a significantly less likely 

altemative than in early divorce (X2 (2, 65) = 10.69, p < .01). In general, early 

divorcers perceived their financial altematives more positively than late 

divorcers, whereas late divorcers were more likely to perceive their relationship 
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Table 12 

Alternatives to Marriage: Percentages and Ranking for Late and Early Divorce 

Altematives 

You would be able to take care of yourself. 

Your prospects for a happier future would 

Late divorce 

% Rank 

87.0 (1) 

60.6 (2) 

Early divorce 
% Rank 

94.6 (1) 

82.5 (3) 
be improved. 

There would be many other people (family, 60.0 (3) 84.2 (2) 

friends) you could be happy with. 

You would be better off economicaUy. 43.8 (4) 69.4 (7) 

You would be quite satisfied without 41.9 (5) 27.5 (8) 
another spouse. 

You could support yourself at the same level 39.4 (6) 74.4 (6) 
as before the divorce, a 

You would be able to live as weU as you did 38.7 (7) 81.6 (4) 
before the divorce.^ 

You could get another spouse better than 37.0 (8) 76.3 (5) 
or as good as your present/former one.^ 

Note. Percentages calculated from number of times the likelihood of 8 
alternatives was checked as "certain." 

Note. Spearman rho correlation coefficient (is) = .55 (ns) for all 8 altematives. 

a x2 (2, 72) = 9.05, p < .05. b x2 (2, 69) = 13.42, p < .001. c x2 (2, 65) = 10.69, 
p < . 0 1 . 
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alternatives (there would be many other people you could be happy with, your 

prospects for a happier future would be improved) more favorably. 

Both men (93.3%) and women (90.0%) (Table 13).perceived their 

number one alternative as "being able to take care of yourself" The Spearman 

rank-difference coefficient (is = .36, ns) indicated that men and women were 

different in their perceptions of the availability of all eight altematives. In 

terms of gender differences, men more frequently perceived financial 

altematives than women. For example, the only significant difference between 

men (76.7%) and women ('45.2%) was "you could support yourself at the same 

level before the divorce" (X2 (2, 72) = 7.71, p < .05). Women, however, tended to 

be optimistic about satisfaction derived from other relationships and their 

prospects for happier futures. In fact, men's least perceived altemative was 

being "quite satisfied without another spouse" (27.6%), while women's least 

likely alternative was to "live as well as you did before the divorce" (17.9%). 

Multivariate Results 

Univariate analyses of causes, barriers and altematives-although 

helpful in summarizing the characteristics of a sample-belie the complexity 

involved in the decision to divorce. Multivariate analyses of variance offer 

another perspective on the complex interrelationships among variables, in this 

case, the causes of divorce, barriers to divorce, and altematives to marriage for 

late and early divorce samples. 

Factor Analysis. Factor analyses of the social exchange concepts were 

performed to determine if the total set of variables for each concept could be 

summarized into an underlying set of meaningful dimensions or factors. 

Initially, all 41 causes of divorce, 20 barriers to divorce, and eight alternatives 
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Table 13 

Altematives to Marriage: Percentages and Ranking for Gender 

Male Female 
Altematives % Rank % Rank 

You would be able to take care of yourself. 93.3 (1) 90.0 (1) 

You could support yourself at the same 76.7 (2) 45.2 (6) 
level as before the divorce.a 

You would be able to live as well as you did 66.7 (3) 17.9 (8) 
before the divorce. 

You would be better off*economically. 66.7 (4) 51.2 (5) 

Your prospects for a happier future would 66.7 (5) 76.7 (3) 
be improved. 

There would be many other people (family, 66.7 (6) 78.0 (2) 
friends) you could be happy with. 

You could get another spouse better than 60.7 (7) 59.5 (4) 
or as good as your present/former one. 

You would be quite satisfied without 27.6 (8) 38.1 (7) 
another spouse. 

Note. Percentages calculated from number of times the likelihood of 8 
altematives was checked as "certain." 

Note. Spearman rho correlation coefficient (is) = -36 (ns) for all 8 altematives. 

a x2 (2, 72) = 7.71, p < .05. 
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to marriage were entered into separate principal components analysis with 

varimax rotation. Results from the Kaiser-Meyer-OUdn Measure of Sampling 

Adequacy for each concept were examined to determine if the number of 

variables in relation to the relatively small sample size (n = 77) could 

adequately be factor analyzed. Based on Kaiser-Meyer-OUdn Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy of .62 for barriers and .78 for alternatives, it was 

concluded that factor analysis could be performed for these two concepts. The 

initial measure of sampUng adequacy for all 41 causes, however, was .42, a 

value characterized as unacceptable for factor analysis by Kaiser (1974). It 

was decided to split the causes into two categories: those the majority of 

respondents agreed were major causes and those the majority of respondents 

agreed were not causes of divorce. To reduce the number of variables in the 

analysis, it was decided to include any variables for which over 50% of the 

sample (either by gender or by timing of divorce) acknowledged were "one of the 

most important causes." The subsequent factor analysis on these 22 variables 

increased the measure of sampling adequacy to .64. Although this value has 

been termed mediocre by Kaiser, examination of the factor solution for causes 

(and barriers, as well) were meaningful. In order to support the 50% criterion 

for reducing the number of "cause" variables, the factor analysis of the total 

sample was compared with a factor analysis of a portion of the sample. Both 

analyses were comparable as to the number of factors extracted, the variable 

loadings on each factor, and factor interpretation to warrant the 50% criterion. 

In addition, a comparison of oblique and orthogonal rotation techniques 

indicated that, due to the similarity in factor solutions, an orthogonal rotation 

was preferable to an oblique rotation. 
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Cause of Divorce Factors. Having improved the appropriateness of 

factor analysis in this manner, a principal components analysis with varimax 

rotation was then performed on the 22 items measuring reasons to divorce for 

the entire sample. Initial analysis indicated there were eight factors above 

eigenvalue of 1. Based on evidence fi-om the scree plot, however, a subsequent 

analysis was run requesting three factors. Table 14 presents the item loadings 

of aU 22 variables for each of the three factors extracted. Factor 1, accounting 

for 21% of the variance, indicates a global dissatisfaction/emotional isolation 

within marriage as indicated by the items basic unhappiness, lack of 

communication, not feeling loved, basic incompatibiUty, gradual growing apart, 

and lack of companionship. Spousal blame appears as a salient characteristic 

in factor 2, reflecting general emotional oppression (feeling put down or belittied 

by spouse). The marker variable for this factor, alcohoVdrug abuse, indicates a 

definite behavioral circumstance with overtones of both blame and emotional 

withdrawal. Factor 3 is less interpretable than the first two factors, offering up 

a conglomeration of specific conflicts over sexual intimacy problems 

of the spouse, household roles, and serious financial problems. This factor, too, 

contained an element of spousal blaming, one more akin to conciliation to the 

spouse's dissatisfaction. The factors were thus determined to represent "global 

dissatisfaction," "spousal emotional oppression," and "general conflict and 

conciUation." 

It should be noted that on the complete factor matrix, not shown, there 

were several instances in which relatively high variable loadings across rows 

(which define variables vis-a-vis factors) indicated complex variables, reflecting 

the influences of more than one factor. The adequacy of the factor structure 

was not compromised, although factor interpretation of the meanings was less 
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Table 14 
Factor Loadings and Percents of Variance: Causes of Divorce (N = 77) 

Causes Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Basic unhappiness .733 

Lack of communication .691 

Not feeling loved or appreciated . 660 

Basic incompatibility .617 

Gradual growing apart .571 

Lack of companionship .546 

Emotional problems of spouse (cold, angry) .412 

Your psychological/emotional problems .403 

Emotional problems of self .354 

Serious differences in lifestyles/values .313 

Alcohol/drug abuse (spouse) .734 

Put down or belittled by spouse .629 

PsychologicaL/emotional abuse (spouse) .627 

Spouse not meet major needs .600 

Too dependent on family/in-law problems . 520 
(spouse/self) 

Employment/job-related difficulties .329 

Boredom with you/marriage (spouse) .764 

Spouse wanted freedom .646 

Sexual intimacy problems (spouse) .543 

Conflict over household roles -533 

Serious financial problems -531 

Spouse's jealousy of you/your activities .341 

Percent of variancea ^ 21.2 H-O ^-^ 

Note. The original 41 causes of divorce variables were reduced to 22 by 
including only those variables Usted as a cause for over 50% of the sample. 

Note. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .64. 

a Total variance = 41.2%. 
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distinct. On a theoretical level, it was not surprising that reasons for divorce 

were highly interrelated and multidetermined. 

Barrier to Divorce Factors. Seven factors with eigenvalues greater than 

1 were extracted from 20 items measuring barriers to divorce. Four factors, as 

observed on a scree plot, were subsequently analyzed. The first factor can be 

simply interpreted as "financial barriers" (Table 15). Concerns about the 

"effects on children" was clearly the main indicator for factor 2, while the 

"effects on social /family network" seemed to emerge in factor 3. Factor 4 is a 

dual interpretation of "marital obligation" (obUgation to marital vows, strong 

religious/moral beliefs against divorce, and spouse did not want divorce) and 

"forfeiture of personal investments" (of invested resources, time, emotions, 

possessions, shared activities, memories, and daily routines). 

Alternatives to Marriage Factors. Using the same extraction and 

rotation techniques as above, three factors were extracted from the eight 

variables associated with alternatives to marriage. All three factors had 

eigenvalues above 1 and were confirmed through examination of the scree plot 

(Table 16). Factor 1, with able to take care of oneself, live as weU as before, be 

better off economically, and support yourself at the same level, indicates an 

optimism about the availability of adequate economic/lifestyle support after 

the divorce. Alternatives available in factor 2 indicated the availability to 

replace relationships by getting another spouse as good as, being happy with 

other people (family/friends), as well as improved prospects for a happier 

future. Only one variable loaded on factor 3, "you would be quite satisfied 

without another spouse." Almost 70% of the variance was accounted for by 

these three factors. 

68 



Table 15 
Factor Loadings and Percents of Variance: Barriers to Divorce (N = 77) 

Barriers Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor3 Factor4 

Financial concerns: spUtting up assets, .772 
home ownership 

Financial concerns: setting up separate .689 
households 

Financial costs of getting divorce .648 

Financial concerns: loss of income .571 

Afraid you couldn't eam a Uving/support .565 

yourself 

Financial obligations to adult children .454 

Afraid it would be too difficult to find .330 

another spouse 

Negative impact of divorce on children . 8 60 

Emotional ties to children .792 

Financial obligations to yoimg children .750 

Children would disapprove .578 

Friends and coUeagues would disapprove .747 

Too much trouble .641 

Concerns about loss of friendships, family . 620 
connections 

Parents would disapprove -360 
Loss of invested resources, time, emotion, .709 

possessions 
Obligation to marital vows -686 
Concerns about loss of shared activities, .620 

memories, disruption of daily routines 
Strong reUgious/moral beliefs against -482 

divorce 
Spouse did not want divorce -420 
Percent of variance a 19.7 13.8 9.2 SA 

Note. Kaiser-Meyer-OUdn Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .62. 

a Total variance = 51.1%. 
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Table 16 

Factor Loadings and Percents of Variance: Alternatives to Marriage (N = 77) 

Alternatives Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

You would be able to take care of yourself. .779 
You would be able to live as well as you .766 

did before the divorce. 

You would be better off economically. .761 

You could support yourself at the same .696 
level before the divorce. 

You could get another spouse better than / .790 
as good as present/former. 

There would be many other people (family, .697 
friends) you could be happy with. 

Your prospects for a happier future would .609 
be improved. 

You would be quite satisfied without another .892 
spouse. 

Percent of variancea 40.1 15.2 13.1 

Note. Kaiser-Meyer-OUdn Measure of Sampling Adequacy = .78. 

a Total variance= 68.4%. 

Invariance of Factor Structure across Groups. A comparison of factor 

structure to determine the differences in factors accounting for early and late 

divorce, as well as men and women, was not possible. When the subgroups 

were created to perform these comparison, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measures of 

Sampling Adequacy were less than .20 in each case, indicating that the sample 

sizes were inappropriate for analysis. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance. In order to ascertain how the new 

variables (Table 17) generated from the factor analysis differentiated between 

early and late divorce, as well as male and female, perceptions of the factor 

influences on the decision to divorce, a multivariate analysis of variance was 
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performed using factor scores generated from each of the factor analyses for 

causes, barriers, and alternatives. 

Table 17 

Labels Assigned to Factors 

Exchange Variables 

Causes of divorce 

Barriers to divorce 

Factor Label 

1 Global emotional dissatisfaction 
2 Spousal emotional blame 

3 General conflict and conciliation 

1 Financial barriers 

2 Effects of children 

3 Effects on social/family networks 

4 Marital obligation/forfeiture of personal 
investments 

Alternatives to 
marriage 

1 Financial optimism 

2 Relationship replacement 

3 Happy with no spouse 

An omnibus F test revealed a significant difference for causes of divorce 

for both early/late (F [3, 53)]= 4.76, p < .01) and gender (F [3,53)]= 5.08, p < 

.01) (Table 18). Univariate tests indicated main effects for factor 2, spousal 

emotional blame. An examination of the means indicated that persons in early 

divorce and women both were more Ukely to cite spousal emotional blame as a 

major complaint in marriage. Although the overall test for the effects of the 

four barrier factors was not significant (F (3,61) = 2.48, p = .07), a main effect 

for gender indicated a significant difference between men and women for 

financial barriers (Table 19). Women were more likely to cite financial barriers 
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than men, according to mean scores. Alternatives were also significantly 

different for early and late divorce, with a significant omnibus F (3,62) = 4.12, 

p < .01. Mean differences indicated that relationship replacement was seen as 

a more likely alternative for early divorce than late divorce (Table 20). 

These multivariate results are important for teasing out the different 

types of causes, alternatives, and barriers involved in divorce. An isomorphic 

comparison of univariate and multivariate results cannot be made directly, 

because the multivariate results take into consideration a composite of 

variables, not single variables. In the case of alternatives, persons who divorce 

early believed they had more opportunities to replace relationships (a larger of 

pool of eligible mates, for example). For barriers, women perceived heavier 

financial constraints than men, as corroborated by the univariate results. And, 

as for causes, it is reasonable to expect that spousal emotional blame may be 

a more salient characteristic of early years of marriage and for women. 

Table 18 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Spousal Emotional Blame (Cause) 

Source 

Early/Latea 

Gender^ 

Early/Late x Gender 

error 

total 

SS 

8.25 

10.78 

.01 

df 

1 

1 

1 

216 

MS 

8.25 

10.78 

.01 

.70 

F 

11.83 
15.47 

.02 

P 
.001 
.001 

ns 

a M = -.45 (late), .31 (early), b M = -.51 (male), .37 (female). 
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Table 19 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Financial Barriers (Barriers) 

Source SS df MS 

Early/Late 
Gendera 

Early/Late x Gender 
error 

total 

2.17 
4.90 

.09 

1 
1 

1 

248 

2.17 
4.90 

.09 

.91 

2.36 
5.35 

.09 

ns 
.05 

ns 

a M = -.36 (male), .23 (female). 

Table 20 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Relationship Replacement (Altematives) 

Source 
Early/Latea 

Gender 

Early/Late x 

error 

total 

Gander 

SS 

9.88 

.49 
2.01 

df 

1 

1 

1 
252 

255 

MS 

9.80 

.49 
2.01 

.81 

F 

12.16 

.60 
2.48 

P 
.001 

ns 
ns 

a M = -.47 (late), .40 (early). 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

One important premise of this study was that a social exchange 

analysis of marital instability and divorce would account for differences in the 

types and frequencies of the costs of marriage, barriers to divorce, and 

alternatives to marriage perceived or experienced by persons who divorce late 

rather than early in marriage. Individual characteristics and societal 

structures generally do discriminate quantitatively and qualitatively between 

older and younger populations and are often linked to different types of causes, 

barriers, and alternatives facing each group. In terms of frequencies or relative 

magnitude, several propositions have been suggested in the literature that 

would differentiate late from early divorce; for example, persons contemplating 

divorce late in the marital career would encounter a greater number of barriers 

to overcome and fewer alternatives available than persons in early divorce. 

Another goal of the study was to identify the types of causes, barriers, and 

altematives identified by persons in late and early divorce, as well as by men 

and women. 

Early versus Late Divorce 

The data reported here support the similarity of causes for early and 

late divorce. As hypothesized, persons in early and late divorce do not differ in 

the types of complaints cited. The most often cited single cause of divorce for 

each group was lack of communication, foUowed in similar order by basic 

unhappiness, emotional problems of spouse, a gradual sense of growing apart, 

not feeling loved or appreciated by spouse, and lack of companionship. These 
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results corroborate the continuing historical trend for the causes of divorce to 

center on general interpersonal relationship issues rather than more concrete 

issues of adultery, financial support, violence, or substance abuse (Bloom 

Niles, & Tatcher, 1985; Cleek & Pearson, 1985; Gigy & Kelly, 1992; Kitson & 

Sussman, 1982, Levenson, Carstensen, & Gottman, 1993; Ponzetti et al., 

1992). Although subordinate to major complaints of emotional dissatisfaction, 

at least 40% of both groups cited sexual intimacy problems of selfi^spouse or 

spouse's extramarital affairs as contributing to the divorce decision, an 

indication that sexuality may continue to be an important aspect of marital 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction well in the later years. 

Significant differences did occur among the less frequently selected 

causes of late versus early divorce. Late life divorcers were significantly more 

likely to cite "your psychological/emotional abuse" as a complaint, while in 

early divorce, spouse's dependence on family (in-laws), spouses' drug/alcohol 

abuse, and conflict over household roles were significant and rather specific 

complaints. For late divorce, it is not known what respondents had in mind 

when responding to the phrase "your psychological/emotional abuse," whether 

such "abuse" was distinctly different from other offenses such as "feeling put 

down." Future research is warranted in determining what differences between 

early and late divorce are masked by such global or ambiguous complaints as 

"lack of communication" and "your psychological/emotional abuse." Thus, 

eliminating "lack of communication" as a catchall phrase and substituting 

more precise measurements of communication processes would greatly 

enhance the pinpointing of marital complaints-as well as points for 

therapeutic intervention in later life. 
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Previous research has documented the barriers to divorce imposed by 

commitment both to marital and parental roles and religious values (Cupach & 

Metts, 1986; Deekert & LangeUer, 1978; Lauer & Lauer, 1986) and these were 

ranked similarly as important barriers in this study for both late and early 

divorce. The only significant differences in the perceptions of barriers was the 

late divorceds' financial concerns about splitting up assets/home ownership 

and children's disapproval, a proposition often touted by exchange theorists. 

Contrary to the hypothesis that more barriers to late divorce would 

exist than to early divorce, there were no differences found. However, a greater 

percentage of the late divorced saw every measure as a barrier, except for 

barriers that obviously related to younger population (parents disapprove, 

financial obligations to young children, and optimism about finding another 

spouse). This does suggest that late divorcers may have a different orientation 

toward barriers than early divorces. As utilized in this study, the magnitude of 

causes, barriers, and altematives was measured by frequency counts of 

barriers, alternatives, and causes identified in each group. Frequency counts, 

however, do not take into consideration the salience or importance attached to 

any one variable or to a combination of variables. Loss of assets (such as the 

family home) may be the most important barrier that overrides other barriers, 

such as children's disapproval or social stigma. Therefore, measures of the 

salience of social exchange components (causes, barriers, altematives) rather 

than counts may be warranted for future research. 

Whereas late divorcers selected nearly all items as a barrier, they also 

perceived each alternative as less available to them than did the early divorce. 

The late divorced also identified significantly fewer alternatives to marriage 

than early divorcers. In describing alternatives, both groups were confident of 
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being able to take care of themselves after the divorce, the most frequently 

selected alternative, although it is not entirely clear whether "taking care" was 

interpreted as financially, socially, or emotionally. According to the rank-

difference calculations, other types of alternatives were perceived differentiy in 

late and early divorce. Significant differences in altematives were apparent for 

the late divorce, who felt less able to support themselves at the same level as 

before the divorce, to live as well as they did before the divorce, and less able to 

get another spouse as better than or as good as the former spouse. Late 

divorcers seemed less sure of their financial altematives than their 

relationship opportunities, while early divorcers were reasonably optimistic 

about both. In only one case were late divorcers more optimistic than early 

divorcers; over 40% stated that they would be quite satisfied without another 

spouse (versus 27.5% for early divorce). 

Gender 

Several gender issues were explored in this study. Women who divorce 

list significantly more marital complaints than men (Cleek & Pearson, 1985; 

Gigy & Kelly, 1992; Levinger, 1966) and the women in this study were no 

exception. The number of barriers and alternatives on the other hand were not 

significantly different, although men tended to identify more altematives and 

fewer barriers than women. 

There were no differences in the rankings of causes by men and women, 

contrary to our prediction. In terms of descriptive content for causes of divorce, 

lack of communication was the number one complaint for men and women, as 

it was for early and late divorce. Again, the top tier of causes cited by both 

sexes dealt with emotional relationship issues. The degree of emotional 
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oppression by their spouses appeared to be a unique difference for women; both 

"feeUng put down or belittled" and spouse's psychological/emotional abuse were 

significant. 

Due to a lack of previous research attention, no hypotheses were offered 

about the descriptive features by gender of either barriers or alternatives. The 

results, however, are informative. In Une with previous research (Albrecht & 

Kunz, 1980; SabateUi & Cecil-Pigo, 1985), men and women both chose 

obligation to marital vows and strong religious/moral beliefs against divorce as 

the most frequent barriers to divorce, foUowed by consequences of divorce for 

any children involved. The only significant barrier difference was for women 

who were afraid they could not earn a living or support themselves or their 

children. Other financial constraints were not significant but were in the 

direction of women's financial insecurity. 

Both women and men overwhelmingly stated that their number one 

alternative was "being able to take care of yourself" Significant differences in 

the rankings of the remaining altematives, however, indicated that men and 

women do perceive alternatives differentiy. Men were significantly more 

confident of being able to support themselves at the same level as before the 

divorce than women. Although not significant, women were more optimistic 

than men about improved prospects of a happier future and satisfying 

relationships with other family members and friends. 

Due to the smaU sample size, factor analyses were only performed for 

the sample as a whole. Factor 1 for the entire sample for causes of divorce was 

global dissatisfaction. The items included in this factor were nearly identical to 

the univariate frequency distribution for the entire sample: lack of 

communication, basic unhappiness, spouse's emotional problems, not feeling 
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loved and appreciated, and a gradual sense of growing apart. As for 

alternatives, the greatest variance was accounted for by the factor "financial 

optimism"; univariate results for the entire sample indicate that being able to 

live as well as before the divorce and to take care of yourself reflect this same 

financial confidence. On the other hand, the factor accoimting for the most 

variance in barriers to divorce was financial concerns. This factor does not 

correspond to the imivariate frequencies and rankings for the sample as a 

whole: obligation to marital vows and strong moral or religious beUefs. 

The interpretation of the multivariate results and its correspondence to 

the univariate results must be interpreted with caution, not only because of 

sample size considerations but also because of the "quality" of the measures 

used. The problems of specification in operationally defining costs, barriers, and 

alternatives unfortunately remain, especially when one encounters the overlap 

for the barrier factor "financial barriers" and the altemative factor "financial 

optimism." Improvements in the measurement instruments beyond simple 

checklists may promote finer distinctions in meaning and eliminate confusion 

about the definitions conceptuaUy and empiricaUy. 

Divorce Initiators. Previous research has indicated that women in 

general tend to initiate divorce more often than men and this was corroborated 

by the data in the present study. Evidence from the few studies of late divorce 

indicated that older women were not the initiators. It was hypothesized that an 

interaction of timing of divorce, gender, and exchange components would lead to 

the related hypotheses that older women would identify fewer altematives to 

marriage and would therefore be less likely to initiate divorce than older men. 

Neither hypothesis was supported, in spite of the fact that nearly 70% of the 

women versus less than 40% of the men stated they initiated divorce . 
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Examination of the interaction effects between timing of divorce, gender, and 

the social exchange components is an important goal for future analyses. 

Strengths and Limitations of the Study 

Direct comparisons between early and late divorce from a social 

exchange perspective are an important departure from previous literature and 

a major strength of this study of early and late divorce. The inclusion of a 

balanced number of men and women in each sample has helped inform our 

ideas about gender differences, particularly in late divorce. The random 

sampling procedures used herein overcame many of the weaknesses 

associated with convenience samples, i.e., post-divorce adjustment support 

groups. The conclusions drawn from relatively small sample sizes, however, 

must be interpreted with caution. Additionally, larger sample sizes are needed 

in order to apply multivariate techniques and to make factor comparisons of 

subgroups. The use of multivariate techniques would help illuminate complex 

effects and interactions. While this study utUized two contrasting groups, early 

and late, future researchers would do weU to include a sample of mid-marriage 

divorce to detect variations along the course of marriage. 

Other Measurement Limitations. Rewards were not included in the 

social exchange model of divorce herein, although future efforts to include this 

dimension are warranted. Because our research focused on those variables 

most often theorized and researched as "causes of divorce," the variable of 

rewards, or satisfaction with marriage, was not included. The decision to 

measure costs of marriage rather than attractions to marriage was based on 

the assumption that a divorced population would in retrospect attend to costs 

rather than rewards. A fiiUer picture of the marital satisfaction/dissatisfaction 
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over the length of the marriage would indicate the presence or preeminence of 

important needs that were being fulfiUed or that compensated for other 

undesirable attributes of the marriage. In other words, the decision to avoid or 

resist termination in the face of incurred costs in the marriage rests not only 

on the barriers to divorce and the lack of altematives, but on the still extant 

abiUty of the marriage to fulfill important needs. 

The Role of Social Exchange Theory and Divorce 

Divorce is a complex phenomenon and the history of social exchange 

research is replete with an examination of costs/causes, barriers, and 

alternatives as used here, as well as additional constructs such as rewards, 

commitment, investments, and satisfaction. In addition, the question of which 

exchange constructs are ultimately operative in precipitating the decision to 

divorce, especially in long-term relationships, is equaUy difficult to ascertain. 

Much of the research has focused on marital stability in either shorter-

term marriages or noncommitted romantic relationships with the predominant 

research question being why these relationships persist rather than desist. 

Theoretically, social exchange concepts have been used most often to explain 

why these marriages remain stable. In this study we have examined a 

particular group of once marrieds whose marriages would have most certainly 

been described as highly stable at least up until some point, at which either the 

balance of rewards and costs inside the marriage and barriers and altematives 

external to the marriage have shifted. 

Based upon short-term marital and romantic unions, other studies 

contend that constraints (i.e., barriers) are a major predictor of relationship 

stability than measures of relationship satisfactions and attractions (Lund, 
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1985; Stanley & Markham, 1992). According to our results (notwithstanding 

the limitations of this study related earlier), neither costs of marriage nor 

barriers to divorce yielded significance differences in frequency or content 

between early and late divorcing persons. 

The most obvious inference we can make about the discriminating role 

of costs, barriers, and alternatives in deciding to divorce early or late in the 

marital course centers on altematives to marriage. Several exchange theorists 

have remarked on the role of altematives in the divorce decision. The work of 

Rusbult and colleagues (Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992; Rusbult, 1983; Rusbult & 

Buunk, 1993) has indicated that satisfaction and alternative quaUty accounted 

for most of the variance in stay-leave decision among their sample of romantic 

relationships followed for one year. The leavers reported less satisfaction and 

more attractive alternatives than stayers. For Udry (1981), marital 

alternatives predicted disruption independently of the contribution to 

explaining disruptions made by marital satisfaction. 

Another way of looking at marital dissolution is in terms of the 

dependency of the parties involved on each other or marriage as an institution. 

Dependency and alternatives are related concepts. The degree of dependence 

on a relationship is contingent on the availabiUty of other alternatives to fulfill 

important needs in the marriage (Lewis & Spanier, 1979; SabateUi, 1988; 

SabatelU & Cecil-Pigo, 1985; Thibaut & KeUey, 1959).. In other words, if 

important needs - financial, psychological, social- can only be satisfied in the 

marital relationship, that partner is dependent on that relationship. As 

SabatelU and Ceci-Pigo state, "Dissatisfying as the relationship maybe, it 

nevertheless fulfills important needs that cannot be gratified elsewhere in 

alternative relationships" (p. 933). 
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Late divorcers in this study did report fewer altematives than early 

divorcers. This would indicate a reluctance to divorce, bringing us back to the 

core question of the study, why do older people divorce? The answer may yet Ue 

in future research on alternatives to divorce. It may be that late divorcers wait 

until a single distinct altemative becomes available, such as a new partner, or 

a combination of multiple altematives. Or it could be, as Albrecht and Kunz 

(1980) found, that the most important factors involved in the decision to go 

ahead with the divorce were individual personal unhappiness and the desire to 

escape a bad situation. In this situation, the altemative to an unbearable 

marriage would correspond with "improved prospects for a happier future" as 

indicated in the present study. 

The construct of commitment has often been cited as important for the 

success of long-term marriages (FenneU, 1993;; Lauer, Lauer, & Kerr, 1990; 

Swensen & Trahaug, 1985; Weishaus & Field, 1988) and may act as an 

intervening variable in the decision to continue or terminate a marriage. 

Commitment-like alternatives to marriage-represents a dependency 

construct: a subjective, internal, global summarization of the factors that 

underlie stay-leave decisions, resulting from a combined impact of the degree of 

satisfaction, the quality of alternatives, and the magnitude of investments 

(friends, energy, time) (Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992). Here again we may propose 

that in the decision-making process during late divorce, the quality of 

alternatives has serendipitously improved (a new mate, a financial windfall) or 

that one partner has decided that "a more satisfying life is possible, whatever 

the short-term discomfort involved in seeking that new Ufe" (Thompson & 

Spanier, 1983, p. 104). Once an alternative attraction to marriage is perceived 

and engaged, commitment, even in long-standing marriages, may be broken. 
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Conclusion. It is still difficult to explain what combination of exchange 

factors prompt couples in long-term marriages to divorce. Social exchange 

theory can be a helpful tool in describing the differences that characterize early 

and late divorce. The older, divorced women in Hagestad and Smyer's (1982) 

study maintained that the most difficult point in the process of marital 

dissolution was before the final decree, reflecting the uncertainty, if not agony, 

in weighing the balance of rewards, costs, barriers, and altematives in their 

marriages. Perhaps this inquiry will assist professionals and individuals alike to 

more fully understand the complexities of late divorce. 
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C<J Ĉ l C<l <N ( N 

00 CO CO 
( N <N rH 

05 Oi CO 
• • • 

t > I> ^ 

lO 
lO 

t> t -

® ' P ' m S •rt 1H ™ ' ^ 

«J be o p 
. ^ g cn cn 
-73 P CO CO 
^ h P P 

CO 
p 
p 
CO 
CO 
p 
OO 
CO 
p 
P H 

p 
p 

^ P 
CD 

ch
il 

ild
r 

p 
p 

4-3 

o CO 
PH 

a 
• (-H 

p 
> 'ft 

-M 
CO 
be 
p 

M 
CJ 
P 

-*-• 
CO 
p 

••^3 
^ H ^ 

CO 

P 
u '1-^ 

•+-> 

a 
.Jz;w 

r H ( > q C O T t < l O C O t ^ O O O i 

P U 
CO p 
P CO CO 

o P P 
Pn-rH 'rH 

C/3 [ZH (^ CO t> 00 Oi o 
T H rH rH rH ( N 

98 



IP 

P 

CO 

CD u 
o 
> 

CD 

CO 

P 
CO 

^ 

CO 

w 
$-H 

p 
be 
CO 

•c 
CO 

CO 

> 

03 

P 

(4-H 

p 
CO 
be 
P 

p 
CO 

P5 
P 
CD 
P 

B 
p 

P 
p 

;-! 
P 

p 

P5 

a 
CO 
P 
P H 

Q 

CO CO 

WP^ 

C D . ^ 
*^ P 
• ^ CO 

^ P 5 

^ CO 

p 
^ ^ 

CO 
CD 
> 

CO 

P 
P 

CO 

CD 
cn 
%^ 
P 

C4-1 

P 
(D 
; H 
CO 

p 

B 
p 

p 

(N 

O CD 
• • 

l > O 
00 CD 

T3 
3 
P 

CD 

I 
p 

•rH 
P H 
P H 
CO 

CO 
; H 

. p 

0 3 CO 

CJ5 CJi 

CO CO 

<N t > 00 CD 

CO ^ i n CD 

O 
CO 

00 p 
C O y-^ <3i 

CO 

p g 
PH ^ 

p — 

M-H 

CD 

P -5 a; •ti 
PH ^ 

•s S .̂  
O CO 
^ . - ^ 
p p 
CO Xi 

a:^ 
p ^ 

^ p 
13 " 

p 

p ^ 
o O P 

3 g 
i ̂  
•^ CO 

a; '^ 

rP 

P 
o 

•rH 

a 
p 
p 
o 
p 
p 
;H 
p t̂  

^ p 
p 

T3 

P 
P 

1 3 
CD 

tP 
CO 

••§ 

cn 

CT' cn 

<Ji 

CO 

00 
C O 

p 

T3 

p 
p 
PH 
CO 

p 
p 

p 
p 

3 ^ 
5 p 

p o 
p f3 

>H P 

(N CO Tl̂  IP 

CD 
> 

r2 
<D 

P 
72 

P 
rP 

- M 

P 
' P 

CO 

O CD 

>^ ^ 
t^ P 
P H T 3 

& CD 

O sin 
O P 

^ ^ 
o cn 

>H P 

CO 

-p 

p 

cn 
P 

cji 

CO 

10 

CO 

p 
Gi 

p 
CO 

<N 

00 

'^. 

d 
CO 

p ^ p 
y-^ 

00 

CO 
CD 

CO 

p 
p 

^ 
CD 

-H 0) S 
p 

CO 
p 
p 
> 

o P 
r ^ CJ 

P P 
P •in 

^ 13 
' ^ P 

p a 
O P 

>H ^ 

^a 
R «=! 
CO 35 
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