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ABSTRACT 

A survey study was conducted in Addis Ababa to study the pertinent 
contributing factors to divorce and perceived "reasons" of divorce among 
tile residents. A sample of 100 male and 100 female divorcees, 10 males 
and I Ofemilies ji'om each of the sub cities, filled out questionnaires and a 
group of professionals were interviewed. Percentages, descriptive statistics, 
Pearson corre/ations, t - values and spearman rank difference correlations 
were used to analyses the collected data. From the result, seven groups of 
pertinent contributi~g factors i.e. "Affective", "cognitive", "behavioral", 
"familial", "social", "economic", and "addictive" factors were identified. 
111 addition, ten demographic factors were found to be pertinent 
contributing factors to divorce. Significance of difference was found 
between males and females for some of the factors. Suggestions are made 
on how to reduce the rate of dissolution of marriages. 
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C~TERONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Peop le who have witnessed the di vorce of their parents and suffered from the 
co nsequences and those who have undergone the painful process of divorce themselves 
know what di vorce is rea ll y like. The researcher and writer of this paper had witnessed 
di vorce in hi s own family in times of hi s childhood and truly understand how di sturbing 
di vorce is . The etfect of divorce can be devastating and it has long term sequel. Divorce is 
not a delightfu l experience either to the spouses or their children. 

Divorce or disso lut ion of marriage is the ending of marriage before the death of 
e ither spouse (Wikipedia, 2005) . Much attention is being given world wide to the danger of 
th e di s integratio n of marriage and its harmful consequences. Divorce rate has increased 
marked ly in th e deve loped countries during the twentieth century (Wikipedia, 2005). 
A1I1ong the countri es where di vorce has become common phenomena are the United Sates, 
IllC l11bc l'S of" th e Eu ropean Union and Korea. Japan reta ined a markedly lower di vorce rate 
lho uglit it has increased in recent yea rs. If one considers di vorce stati st ics of the United 
States, it ca n be see n that di vorce rate more than doubled in the IS year period fi'om 1963 
to 1978 (Goodman, 1983). It is important to note that the only information that di vorce 
s tati sti cs provides is to inform us how many marriages were legally dissolved in a given 
period of time (Guttmann , 1993). There are , however, other divorces which are di sso lved 
trad i ti ona lly. 

Ethi op ia is not exempted from the di vorce problem. Among the social problems that 
haunt the population of Addi s Ababa, capita l c ity of Ethiopia, is Di vorce. According to the 
Addi s Ababa C ity Gove rnm ent Acts and Documentation office (AACGADO, 2006), in the 
yea l' 1907 Fe (2004-2005) 9, 170 co upl es were certified to be married whi le 1,294 
indi v idua ls took di vorce certificate makin g the divorce to marri age rati o 0.141. Thi s is 
s ig ni ticantl y hi gher when co mpared to the ratio in 1987 EC (1994-1995) which was 0.027 . 



Divorce is known to ha ve negative consequences on the divorcees and their ch ildren 
(Gottmann, 1994) . Its effects on chi ldren include depression, withdrawal, poor s0cia l 
competence, health problems, poor academ ic performance and a variety of conduct re lated 
difficulties. On the di vorcees, the negative effects include increased incidence of physical 
illness, suicide, v io lence, homi cide, and mortality from various diseases. 

Researchers suggest that one of the contributing factors for the increasing divorce 
rate is the change in family laws in different countries (Crouch, 2005). In most of the states 
in USA where "No fault" divorce law was implemented, divorce rate increased 
substantiall y. Revision of the fam il y law has occurred in Ethi opia. The revised family 
code of Ethiop ia enacted on Jul y 4th

, 2000 has done away with the necess ity to prov ide 
reason for divorce (Wo ldegiorgi s, 2005). The effect of thi s revi sed code on di vorce rate is 
not yet known. 

There are different "causes" of divorce or contributing factors suggested by different 
studies. Some of these factors include communication problems, basic unhappiness, 
incompatihi lity , emotional abuse , financ ia l problems, sexual problems, a lcoho l abuse, 
infidelit y. physica l abuse, in- laws, di sagreement over children, religious differences, 
men l:l l illness , drug ab use etc (C leek & Pearson, 1985). There are a lso demographic factors 
like e~lrl y :Ige at marriage, premarital pregnancy, cohabi tation, race, previous di vorce, 
pal'e ll tai di vorce, occupation , income, number of ch ildren etc whi ch contribute to di vorce 
in a s ignili c<lnt manner (Ronham & Balswick, 1980). 

There a re some movements in the world to day such as "the di vorce reform 
1ll0V";ll1l'lll" wh ich believes that divo rces can be prevented (CroLlch , 2005). In order to 
prevent di vorce and its grave consequences, it is very important to know what the pertinent 
co ntr ibutin g factors a re. 

2 
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1.l.l THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

1.1.1. A - AN OVERVIEW OF DIVORCE 

A.1. WHAT IS DIVORCE? 

Divorce is a process . It is a psychological and social process that occurs over a long 
period of time (Guttmann, 1993). This process begins with serious and consistent thought 
of di vo rce followed by proceedings leading to permanent separation and ending w ith the 
poss ibility of rebuilding a productive and comfol1able life. According to Guttmann (1993) 
divorce is a process in which a couple experience a personal crisis, with unique 
characteri zations and exclusive opportunities for growth and deve lopment. 

Divorce is an effect , not a cause. It is a symptom, not the disease (Lichtenberger, 
193 I). Lichrnberger argues that divorce never broke up a single marriage. It is adultery, 
c rue lty, dese rtion, drunkenness, incompatibility, the decay or transfer of affection, and the 
like , that destroy marriage. Di vorce never occurs until after the marriage has been 
compl ete ly wrecked. It is only when every other marriage tie has been severed, after the 
parties have di scontinued their marital relations and have gone their separate ways, when 
the marriage actually has no longer any existence that persons resol1 to the divorce court in 
order that the I·emai ning art iti cial bond , created by the law, may be di ssolved also . Di vorce 
th en Illay be delincd as the readjustlllent ol'the lega l states of persons formerly married but 
between whom marital relations already have ceased to exist (Lichtenberger, 1931). 

Divorce can be v iewed from different angles. It can be viewed both as a problem and 
as a so lution (Adams, 1986). For some, divorcees are people who have not achieved a good 
marriage and who would not settle for a bad one. Divorce is considered as a solution for an 
individual in unhappy marriage. For some others, divorce is a problem. It is a very painful 
and disorienting experience (Kammeyer, 1987). A first year high school student chose to 
write a term paper on divorce. He explained in his introduction, "I was interested in 
di vo rce because my mother and father had a divorce and I had a vague idea what was 
go ing on, but did not full y understand and now I do. " He concluded the introduction to hi s 
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l1larket place with a rope or halter around her neck, The rope would then be handed over to 
lhc preai'l'anged buyer. The money wou ld be paid in public for all to see, Since al l thi s was 
done in publ ic, the members of the community understood, that the two people, former 
husband and wi fe, were no longer married, The woman was now the wife of the man who 
had purchased her, and the husband was free to remarry, 

It was in 1857 that the English changed their divorce laws, This was done to make 
lega l divorce more accessible to the majority of the people, Divorce became possible on 
the ground of adultery. extreme cruelty by the husband and desertion for at least two years 

When ','it' co nsider the c1ivorcelaw of the United States, we can see that through the 
.::i:'ly twen\icti i CCli IU :'y the "'the big three" grou nds for divorce were desertion ,. adulte ry, 
,md crue lly (r\ dams, 1906), 13y the 1950s, sOlTle 60% divorces were granted on the basi s of 
cruel:y, orten 111 (; 1I1a l cruelty. During the 1970s however, no-fault divorce spread like wild 
tire , It was il' 1970 that Ihe " Di vorce re\'OIUlion" took place when California 's state 
i 2 ; ~.i'il:l; l! :' :; ~'iI · :Cl.C(: tllc Ilo·faul! divorce law (Guttmann, 199:3 ). This no- fault divorce law 
"";.1' :.1.,101'1 : ·,.1 "',i !h "(-'Il l, :, v :lI'iZ! ti l" l ~ throll;;h out the SO :,tates of' the United States except 
:)pulh Ua \-: oL: . 

The no-hull di vo rce! law conditioned divorce on ly upon one paltner' s assertion that 
"irreco!1c i labl e d i flcl'e;lc.:.s have caused the irremediable bre?kdow!1 of the marriage" , This 
I " ~ j'()r m in d i I'lI " (' I' cmana[t,'c! ll'!)m trends such as the women's movement, women's greate l' 
pR ,'lici pa li on iIi i.he I"bor force, greater sexual freedom" and the increase in divorce rate , 

The 11',ai ,', purposes served by the reform of the divorce law are the elimination of the 
need tIll' hy poCi' isy. periury. and coll us ion often required by the fauit system and the 
red uctioil 01' \h( ~ levels or bitlcl'IlCSS and sullering that are part of the divorce process and 
ass istance given to reach a fa irer and more rationed financial settlement (Guttmann, 199:l ) 

'!'i1 l~ !' C :lrc four most important characteri st ics of th e no-fault law. These are: 
l. The ne w la w e liminates the "fault-based" ground for divorce, 

:l.The ',ew law I'emoves aciversarial confrontation from divorce proceedings, 
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3. Under the reformed law, the division of property and the financial settlement 
are based on equality, and the economic needs of the former partners. 

4.The no- fault divorce law redefined the traditional gender based family and 
parental responsibility. 

Th is di vorce law has been widely accepted and implemented. Although some argue 
that "No-fault" di vo rce opens the door to increase in rate of divorce, research showed that 
it did not (Guttmann, 1993). 

Coming to African countries, Kenya has four types of divorce law (FIDA Kenya, 
1990). The tirst is civil or statutory law under which divorce is possible for reasons of 
adu ltery, desertion, cruelty and insanity. The second type is the African customary law 
under which each case is considered by the elders or the District magistrate's Court. The 
common grounds are: - refusal of sexual intercourse without just cause, witchcraft, 
repeated theft , desertion , incest and excess ive physical abuse. The third type is the Muslim 
di vorce law, which operates in Kadhi's court or the High Court. The common grou nds for 
divorce under this law are : - desertion (5 years), no support (3year), impri sonment (7 
years), im pote ncy, mental illness, crue lty, adu ltery and giving up the reli gion Islam. The 
lourth type of law is the Hindu divorce law. The common grounds for divorce under this 
law are ad ultery, desertion (3 years), cruelty, mental illness (5 years), rape, sodomy, 
bestiality and g iving up the re li gion Hindu. 

When we come to the Ethiopian situation, the federal family code (revised) enacted 
on July 4th, 2000 as proclamation 2 13/2000 has made the following changes 
(Woldegio rgis,2005); 

(I) It made age at marriage 18 years for both sexes. 

(2) It has done away with betrothal. 

(3) It has embodied the concept of consent and equality in marriage across the board 
in a co mprehens ive way . 

(4) A ll owed divorce to be pronounced by the mutual consent of the parties. 
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(5) Made the cou rts the custodians of all marriage di sputes and di vorce as opposed 
to famil y arbi trators. 

(6) It has done away with the deci sion powers of the family arbitrators and limited 
their activity to that of conciliation. 

(7) Erased the provi sion of reasons for divorce. Providing reasons for divorce has 
impacted negati ve ly on wo men especiall y in the di vision of property. 

(8) Rccognizcd an irregul ar union (to li ve as man and wife with out conc luding 
marriage) as a union worthy of common property if the uni on stays for more 
than 3 years. 

t9) Provi ded condi tiuns on who should have the use of temporary shelter unti l the 
adjudicat ion of the case. 

(HI) Improved (though very sli ghtly) paternity proof procedures. 

A.3. MODELS OF DIVORCE PROCESS. 

:\ s divorce is ::l very compl ex phenomenon , different models have been used 
to e:-;p laill it. Fo r thi s paper, two of the di ffe rent model s, the model of "stat ions of Divorce" 
iilH! "d ivorce a~ a psychologica l process" are considered. 

Ifi hen we consider the model "stat ions of divorce" we find six stat ions of di vorce 
(KaIIl I1 1:.:ycr, 10))7). 

L THE EMOTIONAL DIVORCE: - the recognition that the emotional relationship with 
fl spo Li se is deteri orating and the marriage is ending. In thi s station, at least one partner 
reduce :> hi s or her emoti ona l investment in the rel ationship. The family may function 
normal or even beller in a ca lmer and relax ing fashion. 

2. TI-I E LEGAL DIVORCE: - the process of meeting the requirement for divorce that 
have been establi shed by the state . Thi s process has become easier today. However, 
mi shandling of the situation can comp li cate di vorce. 

3. THE I<: CONOM IC DIVORCE: - the di vision of money and property and 
dLlcrillinmilin of the le ve l of continuing economic support (e.g. alimony or 
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maintenance award). Every tinancial gain and property is considered joint property 
and it is di vided accord ing to the law of the country. 

4. THE CO-PARENTAL DIVORCE: - the determination of the custody of ch ildren and 
vis itation ri ghts. Thi s is the most painful station of divorce because only one of the 
parents is granted the ri ght of custody. The other parent' s ri ght in usually limited to prearranged visit. 

5. THE COMMUNITY DIVORCE: - the changes necessary in dealing with friend s, 
re lati ves, and assoc iates during and after di vorce. The divorcees may enter a new 
commun ity as they may fee l uncomfortable when around old friends. 

6. THE PSYCHIC DIVORCE: - the process of regaining an indi vidual identity and 
autonomy. It is th e se paration of se lf from the personality and the intluence of the ex­
spouse. Psych ic di vorce is usually considered the most important and potentially 
constructi ve element of the di vorce process. 

Accordin g to the second model, "Di vorce as a psychological process", di vorce 
has seven emotional stages (Guttmann, 1993). 

l. DISILLUSIONMENT. 

Disillusionment occurs when the early romantic blindness wears off and when differences and difficulties are discovered. The unwillingness to deal w ith these problems ca uses pa rtners to focu s and dwell on the negative aspects of the relation ship. At first, di s illus ionment is in co nsistent. It di sa ppears from consciousness with ease. But with time, awa reness and fo cus on th e negat ive becomes more concentrated. 

2. EROSION 

Eros ion follow s a di s illusionment that was not dealt with properly. The fru stration and anger that was repressed in the previous stage are now expressed outward ly. Verbal and non verbal , overt or covert behaviors are common ways to hurt, ignore and avoid one anoth er 
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3. DETACHEMENT 

Thi s is a s ign ifi cant reduction of in vestment of time, energy & money in the 
marriage. There is a growing di s in terest. The joy of life, the excitement, the patience and 
the wi ll to g ive and share that were once a part of the couples life are now repressed or 
chann eled in to work, houbi es, or substitutes. Usually one of the spo uses experience 
detac hm ent first. 

4. PHYSICAL SEPARATION 

This can be the most traumatic aspect of the divorce process. The two individuals 
face their fee lings of loneliness, anxiety and confusion and the ir need to build a new 
identi ty. The spouse who ini tiated the process suffers from guilt, fa ilure and anger whi le 
the other spouse suffers from feel ings of being rejected. 

5. MOURN ING 

Thi s stage is characterized by depress ion and anger. Both spouses try to free 
themse lves from the psycho logical presence of the other. Pleasant and unpleasant 
memories threaten the beginning of the new independence. 

(i . SECOND ADOLESCENCE 

There is a readiness to accept the sense of reli ef and freedom associated with 
divorce. The release from pressures and stress that were a part of daily marital life, along 
w ith the divorce proceedings , enabl e the divorced individual to view the future more 
c learl y and more opt imist ica ll y 

7. EXPLORATION AND HARD WORK 

In thi s stage, there is a fee ling of a free choice of goals and co nfidence in atta ining 
them. Readiness to deve lop re lati onships out of strength and with active parti c ipation is 
experi enced. 
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A.4. EFFECTS OF DIVORCE 

Separation and di vorce have strong negat ive consequences for the mental and 
phys ica l hea lth of both spouses . Among the negative consequences are increased ri sks for 
psyc hopathology, in creased rates of automobi le accidents inc luding fataliti es, inc reased 
incidence o f' phys ica l illness, suic ide, vi ol ence, homicide, and mortality from di seases. If 
di vorce is not a direct caLise o f these consequences, it is one of the most powerful 
predi ctors of them. Stabl e marri age is the best predictor of longev ity. 

Poo rer mari ta l qua lity results in to poo l'e r ce ll ular immunity (Gottmann , 1994). It is 
we ll known that poo r ce llul a r immunity res ults in to decreased res istance to di sease. 
Divorce and separation a lso have de leterious effects on children. These effects inc lude 
depression, w ithdrawal, poor social competence, hea lth problems, poor academic 
pe rformance and a variety of conduct re lated difficulties . Chi ldren from di vorced familie s 
arc ~; ocia ll y and scholasti ca ll y less competent than chi ldren from non- di vorced failli li es 
(Gottmnn n, 1994). Adults who experi enced the di vorce of their parents as children report 
less sa ti sfactio n with fam il y and friends, greater anx iety, that bad things happen to them 
more freque ntl y. a nd that thcy find it more diffi cul t to cope w ith life's stresses in general. 
'fh e re arc also ev icI ences 1'01' intergenerationa l transmi ss ion. 

A st udy conducted aillong male a ir l'o rce veterans of the Vietnam e ra showed that 
age adju sted testosteron e levels are lower in married men than those who are divorced or 
' ing le (Ma zur, 1998) . Testoste rone level is hi gh during the years surrounding a di vorce. It 
is known th at hi gh leve l of tes tosterone is associated with criminal ity and abuse. Di vorce is 
a lso mentioned as the 2"d IllOSt important stressor, second to death (Lee, 2005). In another 
study, whi ch was conducted in Moscow on 374 respondents, aged 16 and older it was 
shown that both di vorced and s ing le persons have e levated ri sks of drinking re lat ive to 
ma rri ed pe rsons (Stack & Bankowski , 1994). Thi s re lationship is independent of control 
variab les inc luding ge nder, educati on leve l and re li g ious ly. 

In a study co nducted to exa min e the long- te rm effect of di vorce on ind ividual's 
menta l hea lth , a Briti sh birth cohort was fo ll owed from birth to age 33 . The resu lt 
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suggested a negat ive effect of divorce and its aftermath on adult mental heath . The result 
also suggested that a parental di vo rce durin g childhood or adolescence continues to have a 
negative cffect when a person is in hi s or her twenties and early thirties (Mc Rae, 1998). 

A. 5. FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH DIVORCE 

The prob lem of divorce is assoc iated with several di ffe rent factors. 

B.N Adams (1986) divides the "causes" or factors of divorce into indirect "causes" 
and direct "causes ." The indirect "causes" suggested are:-

(I) LOW FAMILY INCOME: low status families are more susceptible to many 
stressors like alcoholism and unemployment, which eventually lead to divorce. 

(2) HIGH INCOME FOR WOMEN: this results in to divorce because of the 
threatencdillale ego and the wife's economic independence. 

(3) LOWER FAMILY EDUCATION: the lower the famil y edu cation, the more likely 
a ciivorce will occu r. 

(4) OCCUPATION: Divorce ratc is hi gher among famili es or lower or wo rking c lass 
hac;iq,!.!'nll nd. 

(S) WELFARE: Thosc fami li es on welfare disso lved their marriage at a high er rate 
than those who arc not. 

(0) TEENAGE MARRIAGE: Youthfu l marri ages are on th e who le less likel y to last. 
The reasons g iven are less stabl e personalities and lack of psychologica l and 
inte llectual preparat ion in mate selection. 

(7) Gr~NERATIONAL TRANSMISSION: parental di vorce is a partial cause of 
di vo rce. The children learn from their parents that divorce is all ri ght and use it as 
n way o ut 01' bad marriage . 

The direct "ca li se" suggested are Non-support, Value divergence, Arbitl'ary 
authority, Disagreement about consumption patter, Drinking, Extramarital affairs, 
Personality problcm , Co mbination of reasons and Unsatisfactory home life. 
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Ka mmeyer ( 1987) ident ifi ed some facto rs, whi ch are hi ghl y re lated w ith d ivorce sLich as. 

(I) Age at malTiage : If one marri es at an earl y age, there is a greater li ke lihood of 
di vorce. Coupl es who marry under age 18 are parti cul arl y prone to divorce. 

(2) Race: In the Uni ted States the rate of di vorce is higher in blacks th an whi tes. 
(3) Socioeconomic status : People who have lower educati onal level, lower income, 

and lower status occupati on have higher rate of marital di ssol ution. 
(4) Religion: The more often people attend re ligious services, the less likely they are to 

have a marital breakup. Among the major religious denominati ons in the USA, 
Protestants as a group have s lightly higher di ssolution rates than Catholics, whil e 
Jews have lower rates than Catholi cs. The highest marriage di sruption rates are 
among those peop le who claim no rei igion. 

T he di vo rce rate in interfa ith marri ages has consistently revea led itself to be higher than in re li g iously homogenous marri ages (G uttmann , 1993) . 
David II. Olson (2000) pro vides prob lems reported by divorcing coupl es. T he problems reported are commu nicat ion problem (87%), power struggle (62%), unrea li sti c cx pectati on (5 0% ), sex prob lems (47%), deci sion making (47%), demonstrating affection, (45%), money management (43 %), lack of fee lings of love (40%), children (38% ), ind ividual problems (38%), value conflicts (35%), role conflicts (32%) and extramarita l 

affa irs (28% ). 

Other researches gave other "causes" or "correlates" of d ivorce . Thi s w i II be 
rev iewed exte ns ive ly under "Re lated past research. " 
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1.1.1. B RELATED PAST RESEARCH 

In thi s part of the paper an attempt is made to review past researches conducted by 
different researchers in different countries on the issue of "causes" of divorce or factors 
associated with divorce. 

McHgaret Gum iski C:eek and T.Allan Pearson (1985) reported their finding on the 
interrelationship between perce ived causes of divorce . In a sample of 275 males and 336 
femal es, seven dimen sions of divorce, underl ying 18 possible contributing causes, were 
revealed suggesting the need to look beyond single causes. The study was conducted in 
Wi scons in , USA in 1980 and 1981 us ing a single page surveys including demographi c data 
items as we ll as cause-of -divorce items. The 18 possible "d ivorce causes" were derived 
from clini ca l in teraction with divorcing persons. 

Thc "divorce causes," with the findings for males and females were communication 
problem (F. 69.7%, M . 59.3%), basic unhappiness (F . 59.9%, M 46.9%) incompatibility (F. 
56.4%, M.44.7'%) , emoti ona l abuse (F. 55 .5%, M. 24.7%), financial problems (F. 32.9%, 
M. 28.7%), scxua l problems (F . 32 .1 %, M. 30.2%), alcohol abuse (F. 30.0%, M. 5.8%), 
inlidelity-spouse (/: 25.2%, M 10.5%), phys ica l abuse (F. 21.7, M. 3.6%), in-laws (F. 
10.7%, M.I I. 6%), children (F. 8.9%, M. 4.4%), religious differences (F. 8.6%, M. 6.5%), 
mental illness (F. 5.0%, M. 6.9%), drug abuse-spouse (F. 3.9%, M. 1.4%), infidelity-self 
(F. 3.9%, M. 6.2%), wome n's lib (F. 3.0%, M.14.5%), alcohol abuse-self (F. 0.9%, M. 
9.4%) and drug abuse-se lf(F. 0.3%, M 1.1 %) 

A s i m i la r study was conducted by AI isa Burns (1984) on a 335 di vorced and 
separated male and female sample subjects in Sydney, Australia. Burns reported the 
contributing factors as sexual incompatibility (M. 56%, F. 40%), lack of communi cation 
(M. 41 % , P. 40%), hu sband s lack of time at home (M. 28%, F. 46%), financial problem 
(M. 24%, F. 36%), hu sband' s assoc iation w ith another women (M. 17%, F. 37%), 
husband 's drinking (M. 17%, F. 36%), hu sband' s crue ll y (M. 37%, F. 4%), wife's lack or 
interest (M. 25%, F. 26%), li'iction with relatives (M. 29%, F. 21 %), di sagreement over 
child ren (M. 22%, F. 19%) wife ' s association with another man (M. 35%, F.1 2%), 
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husband 's lack of interest (M. 15%, F. 12% ), wife's ill health (M. 13%, F. j 3%), 
inadequate housing (M. LI%, F.13%), reli gio us differences (M. 5%, F. 5%) and husbands 
gambling (rvl. 3%, F. 7%). 

As it can be seen there is some similarity between the above two studies in that 
incompat ibili ty and <;olllmuni cat ion prob lems are amo ng those vari ables in the top. 

When some of the demographic factors are considered, an interesting rev iew was 
done by Sharon Price-Bonham and Jack O. Balswick (1980) . They reviewed selected 
research and theo retical \,."riti ngs published in 1970s on divorce, remarriage, and desertion. 
'Th ei r lind ing is sUlllmarized below. 

\. Rac.~: i31 acks had a hi ghcr rate of mart ial di sso lu tion than whites . However, after 
controlling for income, co lor differences, with in the same income interva l are 
almosl negligib! e 

1. {"tome: Th(;re was in verse relati onship between income and marital di sso lution. 
However, it was not clear whether low income caused di vorce or di vorce 
Clhlsed low income. 

3. l~ mploycd w;mH'n : A positive re lationship between the wife's earnings and manial 
dissolutioll was found . Workingwomen were more like ly to get 
eli vorced e,l' separated. 

4. Education : No signi1ican t in verse relationship between cducat ion and marital 
disso lution was found when age at marriage, race and reli gion were 
control!ed. 

5. Age: An inverse relationship between age at first malTlage and the propOl'tion of 
marriages, wh ich end in divorce, was found. 

6. Religio J) : Catholics had a lower rate of divorce than Protestants. Catholi cism may 
inhibit divorce as Catholics are less likely to terminate separat ion by divorce, but 
il. does not seem to inhibit separation. 

7. T ra nsm iss ion between Generations: Children's marriages were more sLisceptible to 
di vorce ~lS H resulT of their parent 's divorce . However, findings in thi s area were 
inconcl LI S i ve. 
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8. Children : Childless women had substanti all y hi gher disrupt ion rates than women with 
children. The presence of school -aged children lowered the probability of 
di vorce. However other stud ies indicated that di vo rci ng coup les had hi gher 
fe rtility than non-divorcing couples. 

9. Premarital pregnancy : Premarital pregnancy was consistently found to be related to 
hi gher di sso lution rate. 

10. Previously man-ied: Those who marry three or more times were more likely to 
divorce again than those who married once or twice . 

. Another interest ing review was made by George Levinger (1965) on martial 
cohesiveness and di sso lution . According to him specifi c facto rs were found to differentiate 
betwecn hi gh and low cohes ive marri ages. The factors wh ich were found to be so urces of 
a1.t ract ion were affectiona l rewards such as esteem for spouse, desire for compan ionshi p 
and sexual enjoyment; socioeconomi c rewards such as husband 's lIlcome, home 
ownership, husband's educat ion and husband' s occupation; similariti es in social status 
sLich <l ~ re!igi() 1l Jild education. Factors, whi ch were foulld to be sources of barrier strength, 
were. l 'ce lil1 g~ oj" obligatiol1 to dependent children and to marital bond; mo ral proscription 
slich as proscriptivc re li gion and joint church attendance; external pressu re such as primary 
group ani I iation, communi ty stigma, legal and economic bars . Factors which were found to 
be sources of alternate attract ion were affect ional rewards such as preferred alternate sex 
partner, di sj unctive soc ial relations and oppos ing religious affili ation; economic rewards 
such as wife 's opportunity for independent income. 

It was cOllc luded therefore, that the strength of the marti al relationship is a direct 
fUll ction of soc ial and psycho logica l attract ion and barrier forces inside the marriage and an 
ill verse fU ll ctioll of such inlluences from alternate relationshi ps. 
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A lon g itudinal study to identify the predicting factors of divorce was done from 
1980 to 1992 (Amato & Rogers, 1997). According to this study, a variety of marital problems pred icted divorce up to 12 years in the future. These problems or predicting factors we re (I) Infidelity (2) Spending money fool ishl y (3) Drinking or drug abuse or both (4) .kalously (5) Moodin ess (6) Irritating habits . When thesc Illctors are present in a lll r1 rriage, di vorce ca n be predi cted. 

Extram arita l sex (EMS) is known to be one of the determinant factors of di vo rce. However it is suggested by a study (Glass & wri gh, 1977) that its effect is dependent on the length of the marriage. The study reanal yzed subject' s response to a psychology today sex qu est ionn aire. The result showed that divorce rate is higher for EMS than non- EMS women in earl y marriages. Divorce rate is al so higher for EMS men in young and old marriages . EMS subjects generally report lower marital sati sfaction than non - EMS subjects, except for women in early marriages and men in late marriages. Marita l 
Sald~il'l i on decli nes the longer marri ed, except for EMS hu sbands. Romantici sm was 
I()lllld be lowe l' Ill!' crvlS subjects . 

To examine the specitic effect of re lative earnings of husbands and wives on di vorce, re~carchel's used data that was co ll ected on socioeconom ic and demographi c characteri stics of 5000 hou se hold s by the Un ive rsity of Mi chi gan (Heckert, etal, 1998) . The researchers found that income dependency is an important determinant of martia l di sruption , although the effect is non-linear. Non-traditional couples in which wives earn between 50% and 75% of household income are significantly more likely to separate or divorce than other couples. Reverse traditional couples in which wives earn an even greater share of household income (fi'om 75% to 100%) are less likely to divorce, a lthough the d i fference is less s ignifi cant. Among traditional couples in which 75%- 100% of the in comc is ea rn ed by hu sbands, di vo rce rate is lowes t. 
To exa mine the e ffec t of parenta l di vorce on partnership di sso luti on in adulth ood, Kathleen E. I<. idrnan and And rew .1 . Chel' l in ( 1999) did a long itudinal survey ofa Briti sh 
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cohort born in 1958. The result showed that by the age of 33 , offsprings of di vorced parents are more I ikely to have di ssolved the ir first partnership. This find ing persisted after taking into account age at tirst partnership, type of first partnership (marital , pre-marital and cohabitation union) , and indicators of class back ground and chi ldhood and ado lescent school achievement and behavioral problems. Some of these factors were associated with partnership disso lution in their own right, but the association between parental d'ivorce and second-generation partnership di sso lution was largely independent of them. 
The intergenerat ional transmission of divorce was also suggested to be significant by another study (Diekmann & Schmidheiny, 2004). The researchers investigated the intergenerational transmi ss ion of divorce in thirteen European countries, the United States and Canada. They anal Y7.ed the cross-national data ti'om the fertility and J"amil y survey app lying techniques of event hi story analysis. The main findings they came up with were: -(!) In all countries in EClstern Europe, Western Europe and North America included in their 

~ <l mpl c , lhe diect of inte rgenerational di vorce transmission was sign ifi cant. The divorce :'!sk oJ" childrc:l (lr di vorced pClrents was on average 2.03 times higher than that of chi ldren " f lion-divorced parents, wll ereby the multiplier range from 1.5 in Hungary to 3.2 in Italy. (2 ) When tak ing mmriage and fertility patterns into account the effect was on ly marginally reduced . These findings were in support of the hypothesis that low acceptance and stigmati zation of divorce aggravate the long-term consequences for children of divorced parents. There are some other researchers, which suggested that divorce risk was to a substan ti al degree, geneti ca ll y mediated (lockin etal, 1996). These researchers usecl twins in th eir study and concluded that in women and men , respectively, 30% and 42% of the heritabi lity of di vorce risk consisted of genetic factors affecting personality and di vorce ri sk co rre!ated large ly as a result of these common genetic influences. 
The I'clationship betvieen cohabitation and di vorce was al so analyzed (Hall , 1996). The study useci the Canadi an fertility survey, administered by telephone to a national probability sample in the spring and summer of 1984. The result of the analysis showed that, contrary to the popular belief that li ving together before marrying is an effective way to reduce a couple' s chance of divorcing, couples who cohabit prior to marriage have a 
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significantly hi gher risk of getting di vorced than coupl es who do not cohab it before 
marn age. 

When we try to review past researches on divorce in different countries, we find an 
observati on by Vern L. Bullough and Fang Fu Ruan (J 994) in China. According to them 
the increase in di vorce rate from J 10,93 0 in 1982 to 500,000 in 1986 cannot be exp lained 
by the increased number of Chinese who are marri ed as there was a very rea l increase in 
propolti on. There wo ul d be a much greater increase if di vorce were made eas ier s ince 
divorce like everything else in China requires permissions of the officials. The report 
shows that 70% of the di vorces are ini tiated by women and 70% take place between 
individuals in the 30-35 age range. There are so call ed "Divorce restaurants" in Beijing 
where the newly di vorced couple can have a friendly "Good by dinner". Some couples 
have also been reported as hav ing a "Divorce Banquet" to whi ch friends and relati ves are 
invited in orde r to commemorate the end of the marriage relat ionship. The main reason for 
divorce is sa id to be extra-marital sexual relationship. 

In a ~tLldy done in Oklahoma, USA, by the Oklahoma Marri age Ini tiative 
(OML2005) th e "ca uses" of di vo rce identifi ed were lack of commitment (85%), too much 
('onlli ct and ,Irgu ing (6 1%), intidelity (58%), earl y marriage (43%), little or no helpful 
premarital p"epa ration (42%), linancia l problems (4 1%), domesti c violence (30%), lack of 
support from fam il y members (29%) and reli gious difference (2 1 %). OMI suggested that 
knowing the cause of di vorce is helpful in findin g methods of preventing divorce. 

Based on surveys of matrimonial lawyers, an annual study in UK by management 
consul tants Gran t Thornton, estimated the main causes of di vorce in UK (Wi kipedia , 
2005) . The main causes identi fied in 2004 were extramarital affai rs (27%), fa mil y strains 
(18%,), ell1otional or physica l abuse ( 17%), mid life crisis (13%), addictions (6%) and 
work-hoi ism (6%). 

According to thi s survey, men engaged in extramarital affairs in 75% of cases whil e 
wornen in 25%. [n cases of famil y strain , women's fa milies were the primary sou rce of 
strain in 75%, compared to 22% of men' s fam ili es. Emotional and phys ica l abuses were 
more evenl y split, with women affected in 60% and men in 40% of cases. [n 70% of work 
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holi sm-related divorces, it was men who were the cause, and in 30% it wa s the women. 
'rhi s survey showed that 93% of divorce cases were petitioned by women, very few of 
whi ch were contested, 53% of divorces were of marriages that had lasted I O-15years, with 
40% endin g after 5 to 10 years. The tirst 5 years are re lati vely divorce free , and if marriage 
survives more than 20 years it is unlikely to end in divorce. 

Ileve Wolcott and Jody Hughes (1999) conducted a study in Australia to determine 
the reasons or divorce. They drew the data fi'om the Au stra li an Divo rce Tmnsiti on Proj ec t 
(!\DTP), a random nat iona l te lephone survey of 650 divorced Australians. Respondents in 
ADT!' were asked, " What wou ld you say was the main reason for your marriage ending?" 
T he responses were then grouped in to three categories of "affective reasons", "abusive 
behnv ior" and "external pressures" . 

T he "affective reasons" were commun icati on prob lem (27%), incompatibility 
drifting apart (2 1 %), sexua l incompatib ility (2%) and infidelity (20%), The "abusive 
behaviors" were a lcohol abuse ( II %) & drug abuse (3%) and physical, verba l and 
(lno tional vi(ji,~nec to se lf 01' children (6% ). While "External pressure" were mental and 
phys ic:11 iteztith (5%), financi a l problems (5% ), work (3%) and in-l aws. 

In;\ stc.dy. wh ich look 3 12 Muslim Citi zens who li ved in Israel as pa rticipants, some 
11i"/o ()I' th e :;<l lllpl e endo rsed confl ict over tradi tionali sm and t1lodernity as a reaso n for 
the ir d ivorce (Savaya & Cohen , 2003). Of these, 62.7% complained that their spouse was 
too traditi onal, wh il e 37.3% complained, " the ir spouse was too modern" . 

When we comc to Eth iopi an s ituation , we find a study by Til sen & Larsen (2000). 
/\ccord in g to thi s study, 45% of first marri age end in di vorce w ith in 30 years, and two 
thi rd of women w ho divorce do so w ith in th e first 5 years of marriage. The data used was 
h'om the 1990 national fami ly and ferti lity survey conducted by the government of 
Ethiopia. A tota l of 8757 women of reproducti ve age ( 15-49) were analyzed , The resu lt of 
the ana lys is showed that earl y age at marriage and chi ldlessness have s ignificant effect on 
th e ri sk oj'd ivoree . 
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1.1.2 PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
1.1.2 A. DIVORCE IN ADDIS ABABA 

The population of Addis Ababa is nearly 3.5-4 million. In thi s capital city of 
Ethi op ia, marriage and divorce can be traditi onal or legal. Marri ages are known to be 
authori zed in ii'ont of elders as witnesses or can take place at churches. Other marriages 
can be authorized by the government body of municipalities. When marriages are 
authori zed by the govern ment body, the newly wed take marriage certificate from the 
Add is Ababa City Government Acts and Documentation Office. In the same way di vorce 
can take place under different authoriti es. Marriages can be an null ed tradi tionally by elders 
or by the court. Those indi viduals who annul their marri age by court decision can take 
divorce certifi cate from the Addis Ababa City Government Acts and Documentat ion 
Offi ce . Thus , it is clear that the documentation office documents not all marri ages and not 
all di vorces. The di scussion on thi s paper is based on marriages and divorces, which were 
legall y documented by the documentation office. 

The Add is Ababa City Government Acts and Documentation Office has a data of the 
number of' certi ried marriages and divorces from 1981-1997 EC. In table 1 the raw data is 
presented . 

Using the method of calculating the ratio of the number of marriage certificates 
granted in a give n yea r and the number of divorce declared, divorce rate was ca lcul ated 
amI the resu lt is presented in tab le 2. 

R = NQ di vorce decreed in a year 

NQ of marriages in a year 
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Table 1. Da!aji'om AA CGADO 

Year NQ of Marriage certificate NQ of divorce certifi cate 
issued. issued 

1981 1567 64 
1982 1760 63 
1983 1736 54 
1984 2 195 78 
1985 2793 66 
1986 3 198 90 
1987 5390 147 
1988 557 1 160 
1989 5340 162 
1990 4893 168 
1991 4700 N/A I-
1992 5500 N/A ---- -

f 199J 
6 161 32 1 

:HL 
5978 

.-
47 1 -

--87 11 735 ---_.-

10,049 1009 
.. -.--I 1997 9170 1294 '-----

As it can be appreciated from the table the rate of divorce is increasing in Add is 
Ababa. It has to be noted that it is not a ll divorced people who take divorce certifi cate from 
the docum entation oftice. There are other divorcees who do not bother to take di vorce 
ccrt il'icate attc r the di ssolution of their marriage. This suggests that the increase in divorce 
ra te may even be more marked. 

Court sources were not used because suffic ient data was not available at the courts. 
T he onl y data ava il ab le was at Lideta Federal First Instance Court, wh ich handled all 
di vorce cases in Addi s Ababa /'or th e pas t two years. In the period between 0 I /0411 996 and 
~9/04/97(EC) the number of fi les di sposed was 654. While from 0110411 997 - 29/04/98 , 
the nu mber of I'j les disposed was 7 15. 
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Table 2. Calculated Divorce Rate. 

" . , - . , " 'I ... , 0 .... I " Co 
1981 O. 0408 4.08 
1982 0.0357 3.57 
1983 0.0311 3.11 
1984 0.0355 3.55 
1985 0.0236 2.36 ---
1986 0.0281 2 .81 
1987 0.0272 2 .72 
1988 0.0287 2.87 
1989 0.0303 3.03 ----

1--

1990 0.0343 3.43 .---~-

1991 _._-- - ._-
~ 1992 
_ 1993 0.0521 5.2 1 -

1994 0.0787 7.87 --------
1995 0.0843 8.43 --_ ... 
1996 0.01004 10.04 

L~- . -------
Iq97 0. 14 11 14.11 I .- .. 

1.1.2 B. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

When the ill crcase in di vorcc in Addis Ababa in considered, one question s what the 
reason for it are. It is know that di sso luti on of marriage has severe consequences. The 
e ffect o f di vorce is on the divorcees, their ch ildren and the society at large . Researchers in 
d ifTerent countri es are try ing to study the reason for the increase in divorce rates in their 
co untries. Some researchers in USA blame the "No fault" divorce law and unil ate ral 
divorce as the reasons of the increase in divorce rate. E ighty percent of the divorces in 
USA are unilateral rath er than Illutual decisions (Crouch,2005). Analysis suggests that in 
32 states of US A where the no-fault law was implemented, it resu lted in a substantial 
llu illber of di vorces that wo uld not have occurred otherwise. Others argue that law changes 
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have had I ittl e effect on increases in th e incidence of divorce in most states (Wright & 
Stetson, 19n). Others incriminate women 's labor force participation rates in industrialized 
societies as the causes of increase in divorce rate (Hou & Omuanda, 1997). When the 
effect of divorce is considered, there are some researchers who argue that divorce is better 
than stay ing in bad marriage. Daniel N. Hawkins & Alan Booth (2005) used a nationally 
representat ive long itudinal study to track unhappy marriages for 12 years period and 
conc luded that remaining unhappil y married is associated with significantly lower leve ls of 
overa ll happiness, life satisfaction, self-esteem and over all health along with elevated 
leve ls or psycholog ica l di stress compared to remaining otherwise continuously marri ed. 
T hey a lso suggested that stay ing unhappily marri ed is more detrimenta l tha n divorcing. 

There are some schol ars who oppose the di vorce reform movement, a movem ent, 
whi ch believes that many di vorces can and more importantly should be prevented. These 
scho lars suggest that di vorce is a lega l remedy and that the "cause" of this legal remedy is 
that a human be ing consc iously chooses to seek it (Bring and Allen, 2002.) 

In most countri es, it is the wives who apply for divorce (Black, 2005). Statistics 
from Canada shows that in 1994 application for di vorce was made by wives in 68.1 % of 
tile cases and by husbands in 23.87% of the cases. The rest 8.03% was applied jointly. 
\V hil e in 1995 applicat ion for divorce was fi led by wives in 67.85% of the cases and by 
husbands in 25% of the cases . The rest 6.38% was filed jointly. 

As discu ssed under 1.1.1 a 4, di vorce can result III to increased ri sk of 
psyc hopathol ogy, increase rates of automob ile accidents inc lu ding fatalitie s, phys ical 
illness, sui cide, vio lence, hJmicide and mortality from di sease (Guttmann, 1993). Effects 
of di vorce on children include depression, withdrawal, poor social competence, health 
problems, poor academic performance and a variety of conduct related difficulties . 

I f divorce has these serious consequences and if its rate is increas ing in Addi s 
Ababa, studying its associated factors makes it worthwhile. Why is divorce rate increasing 
is Addi s Ababa and what are the pertinent factors contributing to divorce among its 
res idents? Wh en we answer thi s question in this study we can use the result for betterment 
of the family and prevention of di vorce. By preventing divorce, we can prevent its grave 
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conseq uences. Premarital cou nse li ng services and marriage counse lors can al so use the 
result. It can a lso be useful for lawmakers to support or revi se the exist ing famil y law. 

1.1.3 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

" Why do people di vorce?" is a question that is being asked by psychologists, 
soc iolog ists and family sper; ia li sts. People inquire, " What is caus ing mari ta l break down". 
Seventy fi ve percent of people who divorce remarry (Broody et a I, 1998.) However the rate 
of di vorce is even hi gher among the remarri ed. It is puzzling that as much as people want 
to get marri ed, their chance of end ing up in a marriage breakdown is very high. Different 
scho la rs have suggested di fferent factors as "causes" of divorce. 

As di vorce ca n have different contributing factors to it (C leek & Pearson, 1985) it 
wou ld be appropri ate to look in to them. We ask, what is the re lat ionship between divorce 
alld dilTerent factors s uch as age at marriage, Ethni c origin , occupation, educational status 
alld di vorce. We also ask if re ligion has effect on rate of divorce. The type of marri age, i.e . 
legal or not Iega!; traditi onal or non-trad iti onal; the length of engagement, cohab itation, 
p rel\ ~ a r it[l! sc\ ua! intercourse, premarital pregnancy are a lso some of the factors that shou ld 
he scrlltini z.ed. We wo uld lik e to know if the divorcees had premarital co unse ling and 
IlifllTi[lge counse l iug. Is it ch ildlessness or high number of children that contribute to 
di vorce ') Does parental di vo rce rea ll y have effect on adult chi ldren and is it like ly that there 
is tran sgeneration a l transmi ss ion of di vorce? These are some of the questions th at the 
present study attempts to answer. 

Thi s study a lso inquires if some of the pert inent contributing factors suggested by 
other re3earchers have in deed any assoc iat ion with divorce in Add is Ababa. Factors such 
as coill muni cat ion problems, incompat ible behavior, sex ual inco mpati bi li ty, fin anc ial 
prob lems, lac k of happiness , fai led expec tati on, in-l aws are stud ied to see if they are 
contributing factors . Other fa cto rs such as di sagreement over children, extramarital affairs, 
crue lty, ";;' ide age difference, immaturi ty , work ho lism, jealously, irrespons ibility are a lso 
c:oOls ide red. The ro le of physi ca l il!ness, menta l illness, phys ica l abuse, verba l abuse, 
smo king, a lcoholism, drug abuse in di sso lution of marri age are a lso studi ed. Inadeq uate 
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housin g, sting iness, gamblin g, desertion and impri so nment a re a lso so me of the factors that 
are studied in thi s research . We wo uld also want to know if it is the husband or the wife 
who is filin g for di vorce and if the indi viduals remarried after the divorce. The present 
available data from the Addi s Ababa City Government Acts and Documentation office 
reporting 1009 divorce certificate issued in the face of 10,049 marriages in 1996 and 
reporting of 1,294 divorce certi ficate issued in the face of 9,170 marriages in 1997 alerts 
one as to the hi gh rate of di vorce and prompts investigation of the pertinent factors 
contributing to the di ssolutions of marriages. 

Realizin g the economi c cond iti on of Ethiopia, which is again plagued by different 
natural and social problems, the increasing rate of di vorce in Addi s Ababa can aggravate 
the c ri s is we a lready have . Therefore thi s study aims at identi fying the different pertinent 
factors, w hich are contributing to fam ily break down in Addi s Ababa. The study al so 
inquires what the di vorcees consider their main reason for divorce is so that we know the 
" perce ived ca uses". As not much research has been done on this issue, the research result 
wi ll answer vital questions contributing to the stability of the family and the society at 
large. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH 

1.2.1 GENERAL OBJECTIVES: 

The genera l objecti ve of thi s research is to identify and study the different pertinent 
factors contributing to the di ssolution of marriage in the city of Addi s Ababa . The study 
a lso aim s a t sc rutini zin g the " perceived causes" of divorce as perce ived by the divorcees . 

1.2.2 SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES: 

I. To study demographic factors such as age at previous marnage, ethnic ongln, 
occupation, education, re li g ion, number of chi ldren and parental divorce in relation to 

di vorce. 

2. To study factors such as premarital sexual intercourse, premarital pregnancy, length of 
engagement and premarita l counseling in relation to divorce. 
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3. To study the rate of remarriage and serial marriages after the divorce. 
4. To stud y the re lationship between di vorce and affecti ve factors such as lack of 

happiness, failed expectation, lack of interest and jealously. 

5. To study the relationship between divorce and behavioral factors such as incompatible 
behavior, physical abuse, verbal abuse, gambling, stinginess, etc. 

6. To study the re lati onship betwee n di vo rce and addictive behaviors such as smoking, 
khat use and alcoholi sm. 

7. To study the re lationship between di vorce and phys ical illness, mental illness and 
phys ical injury. 

8. To study th e relati onship between specific economic factors such as financial problems 
and inadeq uate housing and divorce .. 

9. To study the relati onship between divorce and social problems such as imprisonment, 
ti'iction with relati ves and repeated or long term separation. 

10. To study the relationship between divorce and cognitive factors such as immaturity and 
irresponsi bi lity. 

II. To study the relationshi p between infertility and di vorce . 

12. To s tudy the relation ship between age difference between the spouses and divorce. 
13 . To study the relationship between divorce and familial factors such as desertion, child 

birth from another partner etc. 

14. To stud y the interrelationship between the different factors. 

IS. To determin e major " Reasons" of divorce as percei ved by the di vorcees. 

26 



1.3 OPERATlONAL DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED. 

The fo llowing operutiona l defi niti ons are used in thi s study. 
" Marriage .· Marriage is tI";:t ci itiona l or legal un ity between a ma n and a woman for the 

purpose of li ving together as a husband and a wife . 

.. Dil'of'{'e · Di'/orce is an act by whi ch a valid marrIage IS dissolved legally or 
tradit iol:a !ly i"1·ee ing the parties to remarry. 

• Pertin ellt CIIl1fributing ji,ctors: Pertinent contributing factors are factors, whi ch are 
known to cun tr ibule towards disso luti on of marri age . 

, Demographic facto rs .' Dt lllogmphic factors include age at prev ious marriage, ethnic 
origin, occupation, educational stat.us, religion, premarital pregnancy, cohabitation, 
lcn1~th of engagement, num ber of children, prev ious di vorce, parental di vorce etc. 

• Affective jilc flll'S: !dlecti ve facto rs incl ude lack of happiness, fa il ed expectation, lack 
or in te n: :i l, jealous)' dc. 

~ E ' :(J.fl0mic Iflctol's: Econom ic facto rs include fi nancial prob lem, inadequate housing 
etc . 

" Cogn/til'e ji/ciOl'S: Cogll itive t: ictors include immaturity, irresponsibility, inferiori ty 
etc. 

• Beha vioral fla: to/,s .· behav ioral facto rs include incompati ble behavior, verbal abuse, 
phys ical ~ibuse, stingillt!ss etc. 

• Soci[d /il ctOfS: Social fa ctors include friction with rel atives (In-laws), long-term 
separat ion, and other people li ving in the same house, imprisonment etc. 

• A t/dictive Beh avior: Addictive behav iors included smoking, alcoholi sm, and khat 
abuse. 

• Fam ilial i l/ctors. Fam ili al factOl"s include factors such as deserti on, infertili ty, child 
b0rn ti'om ano1i1er partner etc. 

• Health .lrre/ors: Health factol s include mental illness, other illnesses, phys ica l injury 
etc. 

27 



1.4 DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY 

The present study has been delimited. 

I. The method used to calculate divorce rate is to calcu late the ratio of NQ of divorce 
decreed and number of marriages in a given year. 

2. There are traditional marriages and divorces, which are not regi stered by Addis Ababa 
City Government Acts and Documentation office . This is the only data availab le for 
use. 

3. The sample size was deli mited to 200 only . 

4. Some of participants had reservations to discuss their past marriage becallse of 
pain fu l bad memories 

5. Some participants had hesitation to answer items sllch as "sexual incompatibility" , 
"extramarital affairs", "cruelty" etc 

6. As the study was conducted in the metropo litan city of Addis Ababa, the result cannot 
be genera li zed to other cities of Ethiopia. 
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C~TER.T~O 

METHOD 

2.1 METHOD OF RESEARCH. 

There are d iffe rent approaches of research that can be used for divorce research. One 
method is to use systemat ic observation in clinical setting where the coupl es are 
interviewed during whi ch the family speciali st observes. The spec iali st will be ab le to 
identi fy and study facto rs that predi ct the break down of the fa mi ly or the stab ili ty of it 
(Gottman, 1994). 

The researcher can also use naturalistic observation where the researcher observes 
the fam il y in the natural sett ing of home. Using this method also the researcher attempts to 
identify facto rs that determi ne the stabili ty or di sso lution of a marriage. 

T he other method researchers may use is to take a cohort of marri ed couples and 
fo ll ow them through the years. Thi s long itudina l study is said to have high rel iability and 
validity. T hc fa mi lies are fo ll owed till they di vorce or die. 

Resea rc hes a lso use archi va l studi es often. They use data coll ected by others like 
stati sti ca l da ta, survey data or written and mass communi cation records. Famil y researchers 
usua ll y scrutini ze these data that are co ll ected by government or non-governmcn ta l 
agenc ies . T he method, however, that is usually used by divorce research researchers is 
survey research. The survey research can be cross sectional survey, success ive independent 
surveyor longitudina l survey. As can be seen from the above discussion, divorce research 
is usually a non-experimenta l research. 

T he present study is a non-experimental research whi ch is qu ali tat ive rather 
quanti tati ve. It is a survey research, which is descripti ve of the present status of divorce in 
Addi s Ababa. As info rmati on was co llected only once from the se lected popu lation, the 
study is <I c ross sectiona l survey research. It is neither long itudin al survey nor success ive 
inciepe ndcnts s lll"vey . 
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The study has its own dependent and independent variabl es. The dependent var iab le 
IS di vorce . The independ ent var iables are the di fferent demographic and pertinent 
contributing fac tors that are cons idered in the present study. There are no moderator 
va ri ab les, but some of the factors can be controlled variabl es and their effects can be 
neutra li zed during data ana lysis. 

2.2. THE STUDY AREA. 

The study area is Addi s Ababa, whi ch is the capital c ity of Ethiopia. The c ity is 

Ethiopia's largest metropoli s and was founded some 118 years ago (AACA, 2006). Addis 
Ababa stretches from 1800 to 3200 meters above sea level and has a population of 3.5-4 
million. Various nati ona liti es live in Addi s Ababa and the c ity is an offi c ia l diplomatic 
capital o f Afri ca with more tha n 90 embassies and consul ar representati ves . 

Ad di s Ababa has ten sub c ities. These sub cities are li sted below with the ir 
pop ul ation (AACA, 2006) . 

I. Al'ada 303,8 10. 

2 . Addis Ketema 296,389 

3. Lideta 296,073 

4. kirlws 3 18,508 

S. Ycka 304,55 0 

6. Bole 298,000 

7. AI,ald Kaliti 182,502 

8. Nifas silk -Iafto 304,55 0 

9. Kolfc - Kcranio 261,235 

10. Gullelc 333,998 

30 



2.3. POPULATION AND SAMPLING 

T he sa mplin g method used in this study took into consideration the adequateness 
and representat i veness of the sample. There was an attempt to make the sampl e as adequate 
as poss ible and as the budget and time allowed it. Care was taken to reduce se lection bias 
by avo iding under representation, over representation and exclusion of segments of the 
population . Care was also observed to minimize response bias. 

The sampling t"ame was li st of divorcees in each sub city. The sampling size was 
200 with I 00 male participants and I 00 female participants. There was no age limit for the 
participants. The on ly criteri on to include was that the participant had divorce whether he 
or she is rema rried or not. 

Thl: sa mpling tec hnique, systematic random sampling, could not be used as 
original ly intended because complete li st of divorcees and their addresses could not be 
obtained from the sub c iti es . Expert choi ce sampling technique was used instead. 

Us ing thi s expert cho ice sam pling, 10 male divorcees an d 10 fe male divorcees, a 
total of 20 d ivo rcees were take n t,'om each of the 10 sub cities, making the total number of 
pal'licipallts 200. 

Male participants (divorcees) = 100 

Female participants (divorcees) = 100 

Total number of participants = 200. 

Expert choice sampling was also used to sample the professionals for the interview. 
The profess ionals me those in occupations that are directly or indirectl y related to di vorce. 
A medi cal Doclor (Gyneco logist-Obstetr ician), a Lawyer, a psycho logist, a counse lor, a 
Church I'aslo r, a j()lIrnali~t an d a ll:ilcher were sampl ed. 

2.4. TOOL OF DATA COLLECTION 

One or th e too ls lhat we rl: used for data co ll ection for thi s study was a questionnai re 
prepared by the researcher. Thi s questionnaire has 3 parts. The first part of the 
questionnairc has twellty itCIllS, whi ch are re lated to demographic factors. 
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Th e second part orthc questionnaire is a kind ofa check li st for the pertinent factors, 
I> hich Hr(, identilied to bc contri buting factors for divorce by di rfe rent prev ious researches. 
'f ile partic ipants h::d lCl answer "Yes" or "No" for each of the 60 items. 

The third part of the questionnaire has only one question. To determine the main 
"perce ived causes" or divorce as perceived by the participants, the item asks, "In your 
op ini on. wha t are th e l11(1 in three reaso ns for your di vorce?" It then gives instruction to the 
parti cipants to fi ll out three reasons . 

The questionnaire was evaluated by teachers and colleagues and necessary 
improvements were made . The questionnaire is very comprehensive and clear. The English 
ve rsion and theAl1lharic version of the Questionnaire are attached in appendix Band C 
respectivdy. 

Anl' lhcr questionnaire was also used for the structured interview. This questionnaire 
is attached in j\pp::lld ix I) . 

2.5 PROCE DURE 01<' DATA COLLECTION. 

'1 h!"l' :.! I,,',;'''al"ch a ~~s i s ! alll~ were cmployed for the coll ection of data for the se lected 
s:ml l'it: TIl<; ,'c,cilrch H5s islanl s werc given shon-term training on the procedure orthc data 
co ll ectioll. T he :1soistani. in troduced himse l f/herse lf to each participant politely . He or she 
lLen cxplai ned the purpose of the research and the use of the result. The confidentiality of 
tile- illforn 'o tiol1 co llec ted was ::xpla ined to the participants and they were reassured that it 
vvas nol lO be given to any nlher third paliy. After these procedures, the participants were 
asked lol~l l out the questi onnaire sincerely. For those participants who could not read or 
"ITite. t.he research ,1Ss lstants reado u!. the items and marked the answer. This took place in 
plaGc<; wht,rc pri vacy W:;15 ohserved. The resea rch assistants checked if the questionnaires 
\V(~ r,? lil! ,:ei 01 11 complete ly and they were collected for ana lysis. 

Struclllrt'd interview was used to interv iew the seven pro fess ionals. They were 
:lskt'd, frO!ll [Iwi)' (!xpcril';nce and obs<':l·vation , to suggest possible contributing factors and 
"i'casolls" fo r di vorce . The'Y we I'e al so asked to ~; uggest poss ible ways of reducing di vorce 
rate in Addi s /\b:lha . 



2.6 METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS 
The da ta was analyzed by ta ll ying manually as well as us ing SPSS . Percentages 

were ca lcul ated fo r each demographic factor and descriptive stati stics was calculated for 
age at prev ious marri age, durat ion 0 f engagement, number of chi Idren, durati on of prev ious 
marri age and num ber o f divorces. Cross tabulati on was used to study ethnic ori gin , 
educati onal status and re lig ion. 

Percentages were calculated for the s ixty pertinent contributing factors for males and 
fema les and the facto rs were ranked accordingly. After ranking the factors spearman rank 

d i ffe rence corre lati on (rho) was calculated. To apprec iate the correlat ion between the 
di ITel'enl con tribu ting factors, Pea rson Product Moment correlation coefficient was 
caku lat'::d and those correlati ons equal to and above DAD were tabul ated. To see the 
s ignifi cance ( ) i' d ilTerence betwee n the perce ntages fo r ma les and fe ma le respondents, t ­
test was used and t - va lue was deri ved. Regard ing the perceived "reasons" or "causes" of 
divorce, percentages were ca lcul ated and the perceived reasons were ranked . Spearman 

rank <Ii fI(; lcnc:: correlat ion (rho) was ca lcu lated. T-value was also ca lcul ated fo r the 
perceived rea ~ (Jn s o f di vo rce . 

The result of the inte rview was compared with the resu lts of the pert inent 
contributing I~lc to rs and th e perce ived reasons of divorce. 
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CH:APTERTH:REE 

RESULTS 
The focus of the present study was to identify the different pertinent factors 

contributing to di sso lution of marriage in the city of Addis Ababa. To reali ze the 
objectives, appropriate tools were used and to transform the collected data in to 
information, su itabl e stati stical techniques were applied. This was discussed in detail s in 
the preceding chapter. The present chapter dea ls with the results . The results are presented 
in four sections. Section 3. I deal s with the Demographic Factors. Section 3.2 deal s with 
the Pertinent Contributing Factors. Section 3.3 deal s with the Perceived "Reasons" for 
di vorce whil e Section 3.4 deals with the result of the interview with the professionals. 

3.1 RESULT OF THE DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS 
3.1.1 AGE AT MARRIAGE 

The respondents were asked their age and their ex-spouses age at the prevIous 
marriage. The resu lt showed that the minimum age for males was 17 and the max imum 49 
with the 1l1 ea n of 32.9 I and standard deviation 6.724. Concerning ex-wives of the males, 
minimum age at marriage was 15 and maximum 40 with the mean of 26.42 and standard 
deviation of 5.786. The resu lt obtained for the females showed that the minimum age at 
marriage was 14 and maximum 45 with the mean of25.33 and standard dev iation of6.492. 
Concerning their ex-husbands' age, the result showed that the minimum age at marriage 
was 20 and the maximu111 55 w ith the mean of 34.02 and standard dev iation 8.476. 

Tab le 3 gives the percentages fOI' the different age groups. 

Descri pti ve stati st ics, the range, the mean , standard deviation and vari ance , were 
ca lculated for both mal es and females and the result is presented in table 4. 
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Table 3. Age at the previous marriage. 

Age of 
Respondent 
at marri age 

Respondents Sex Total 
Ma le Female 

N um ber Percent N umber Percent Number Percent 
< 20 3 30% 28 28 .0% 3 1 15.5% 

2 1-25 6 6.0% 26 26.0% 32 16.0% 
26-30 40 40.0% 28 28.0% 68 34.0% I----+--
31 -35 16 16.0% 12 12.0% 28 14.0% 
36-40 19 19.0% 2 2.0 2 1 10.5% 
>40 16 16.0% 4 4.0% 20 10.0% 

~Total_. __ -+ _____ -+ __ l0_0_-+ __ 10_0_.0_o/,_o-+ __ 1_0_0_4-_10_0_. 0_o/,_o~_2_0_0_+-_1_00_o/,_o~ 
I 

< 20 16 16.0% 3 3.0% 19 9.5% 
Ag.;o f ex- 2 1-25 37 37.0% 15 15.0% 52 26.0% I spouse at 26-3 0 29 29.0% 2 1 21 .0% 50 25 .0% ma rri age 

3 1-35 10 10.0% 2 1 2 1.0% 3 1 15.5% 
36-40 8 8.0% 20 20.0% 28 14.0% 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for age at previolls marriage 
-,.._.w. __ 

Females 
: Males r--.--- -----.---.-. 

Age at prev ious Age at previous Age at prev ious I Age at prev ious 

I marrI age marriage marri age marriage , (Respondent) (ex -spouse) (Respondent) (ex -spouse) I - .. ---.----.--.-------
100 100 100 100 I N ._--_. __ ._ .. __ . - ---

35 ! R~ l npe ! 32 25 31 I _ _ - __ '>.L •. ___ ____ .,.. 
.-

i M inimum + 17 15 14 20 ' ... - - -------- -- -
: f\'!'!~.~~.~1!J ___ 49 40 45 55 

32 .9 1 26.42 25 .33 -'40? I tvlean ..l . _ .. __ ._._--_ .. __ ._._--1 
6.72 t1, 5.786 6.492 8.476 i S~L D_evl,,,--li on I 

-i Variance 45.214 33.478 42 .1 43 71.83 8 
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The age d iffe rence between the respondents and the ir ex-spo uses was a lso stud ied. 

T he resul t showed that among the 200 cases, husbands were o lder than wives in 188 

rami li es (94%) and wi ves were o lder than husbands in 12 famili es (6%). The max imum 

age di ffe rence th at hu sband s exceeded w ives was 30 years and the max imum age 

d i fFe rence th at w ives exceeded husbands was 18. The detail s of age di ffe rence between 

husbands and w ives a re presented in tables 5 and 6. 

Table 5. Age difference between husbands and wives where husbands are older 

t/lfln wives. 

Age di fference Number Percentage 

< 5 58 29.0% 
6- 10 73 36.5% 
I 1-1 5 40 20.0% 
16-20 13 6.5% 
? 1-25 3 1.5% 
26-30 I 0.5% 

Tota l 188 94.0% 

T able 6. Agc difference bctwee n husbands and wives w here wives are older 

than hus bands. 

Age diffe rence Number Percentage 

< 5 6 3.0% 

6- 10 4 2 .0% 

II - IS I 0.5% 

16-20 I 0.5% 

2 1-25 0 0.0% 

26-30 0 0.0% 

Tota l 12 6.0% 
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3.].2 ETHN IC ORIGIN 

The participants and their ex-spouses ethnic origin was studied and cross 
tabu lated. Seven ethic origins and two foreign origins were identified. 

Amhara and Oromo Ethic origins are the first and second highest ethnic 
origins to which the male as we ll as the female participant belong. Tab le 7 and 
8 present the details of the result for ethnic origin with their percentages. 

Table 7. Percentages of ethnic origin for the respondents 

Respondents Sex Total Ethnic ori g in 
Male Female of respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Amhara 36 36.0% 45 45% 81 40.5% 
T ig ire 13 13 .0% 16 16.0% 29 14.5% 
Oromo 30 30.0% 23 23.0% 53 26.5% 
G urag,e 14 14.0% 1 1 11.0% 25 12.5% ~Kel11ba ta 5 5.0% 4 4.0% 9 4 .5% .. 

I Wolayita I 1.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 
Adere I 1.0% 0 0.0% I 0.5% 
Eriler ian 0 0.0% 1 1.0% I 0.5% 
Tota l 100 100.0% 100 100.0% 200 100.0% 

Table 8. Percentage of Etlll1ic origin jor the ex-spouses of the re~pondents 
Ethni c o ri g in of Ex-wives Ex-husbands Total 

I'es j)ondents 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Ex-spo uses 

Am hara 40 40. 0% 42 42.0% 82 41.0% 
Tigire 14 14.0% 16 16.0% 30 15.0% 
O romo 2 1 2 1.0% 23 23.0% 44 22.0% 
Gurage 2 1 2 1.0% 9 9.0% 30 15.0% 
Kembata 1 1.0% 5 5.0% 6 3.0% 
Wo layita 0 0.0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Adere 0 0.0% I 1.0% I 0.5% 
Eriteri an 3 3.0% 3 3.0% 6 3.0% 
European 0 0% I 1.0% I 0.5% 
Tota l 100 100.0% 100 100.0% 200 100.0% 
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To apprec iate the ethnic combi nat ion of the divorced spouses, cross tabu lati on was 
done. T he res ul t showed that the hi ghest percentage of ethni c combinat ion of the di vorced 
spouses is Amara-Amhara (22.5%) to be foll owed by Oromo-Amhara (11.5%), Gurage­
Gurage (10%) and Oromo-Oromo (9.5%). The cross tabu lation is presented in table 9 . 

Ta ble 9 Cross tabula/IOn of Ethl1lc Ortgll1 of respondents lind their ex-spouses. 

Ethnic orig in of Ex-spouse 

A lilhilra Tigi!"c Orol11o Gll ragc Kl!mbata Wolayita Adcre Eri terian European Total -----.----+-~4~5 ·--~~'~2---r~' ~3~~~4--~~~'~-r~~0~-+~~' --~~4~~~' ~~~8~'~ 
Amhara (22 .5 ) (6%) (6.5%) (2.0%) (0.5) (0.0%) (0.5%) (2.0%) (0.5%) (40.5%) -. --·-----\--·.>..::"9'·'" .L_+----'-':-', "", '---+--'-'''-:7?-r--'=''''0 '-=-+---'-"O':?----t--""-'O?-t-'-"'-""O '-=-+-'-'''-'2'-'-''L+'~0~+---:2;-;:9--.:....jl 
i'i gi rc I (4.5%) (5.5%) (3.5%) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (\.0%) (0.0%) ( 14.5%) 1 ----------+----:::?7, --t-------;--+----;-;;---I----;--r----,,--t------;:---t----,,---I--;:---+----;:-t---;;:---i _C~!~)~l'IO ----Ir. (I I~~%) (3~%) (9 15~) (2;%) (000) (000) (000) (000) (000) (2i.~%) 

4 0 , 20 ° ° ° ° ° 25 GlIrag~ ("'Yo) (0.0%) (0.5%) (10 .0%) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0 .0) (00) (1 2. 5%) 1 -------- '--1' I I 0 2 ·.::.L-1--'~1c-:-:.'-+----''''5;:'L-t--~0 '-'---r-'-"'0?--r-'-"'O?-+--'-"'O?--/----:;9,---'--t: 
K em ba ta ~ (II. ~"/o) i' .....0.( 0.",, ~::-,y.-,o )-+_-,(_I.-:-~o_Yo-,-) +-..:..(0_. ~"",'!I."",o )---t----'-(2_. ::-~'!I.-o )'---1 __ .L(O-;:-~O.:..)--I--(."'O 0,--·0:....) --1-"",(",0 ~,--O:....) --1-"",(-;0 ~:-o )'---1:_ (:....4-:. 5_%':")--j1 
WolaYl ta (li.O%) i (O.o'Yo) (0. 5%) (0 .0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (O~% ) ! .-. - . .. -".---" --... - .. ---,-.--""7---+-----:---+----=---I----::-----!----=----+--""7.--+----:---+----:---+----:---I 1) · 0 . 1 0 0 0 000 I I ·\ (I ~re_ . ___ . i ~(,'.8~:L,I'- j OC~%) ~ (O~%) (000) (0

0
0) (000) (°00) (000) (000) (O~%) : 

-: r j t~~~an . _ .1 _ --r.06."l::ol .- .S~6~~Lt-"( ::.;0r)""o )'-1 _ _ ",,(°-:-':0°,"-) -li---'.:(O'=-00:.L,) )--+---'.(0'-::00"")'--+--("'°
0
-:-.:.°-'-) --+-(",00-:-.:.0-,-) --+-,(",0

0
,:-:.0-,-) --!--'.:(O:..c.5:..:., '!I..o.l0)'--I 

: uropean I (0 .0%) I (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0 .5%) --··--------r"-------+------·-I-----+-------+-------+-------+------ I-----t----+----! 
'ota l ._ i 87.(41°{,1 1 30( 15%) ;';(22 30( 15%) 6 (3%) 0 (0%) 1(0.5% 6 (3%) 1(05%) 100% i 

3.1.3 OCCU PATION 
It wns found th ;ll occlipation o f th e male di vorcees in descending order of frequency was: 
Tcacher ( 14%) mercham ( 13%), clri vc r (II %), so ldier ( II %) ... The occupati on of the 
\'emelle di vorces in descending orele r of frequency was: housewife (25%), merchant ( / 7%), 
slUdent (1 3%), and sec retary ( I ~%) . .. The occupation of the ex-wives of the male 
el i vorcees in descend ing order of frequency was: House wife (39%), teacher 12%, and 
5cc l'elary (CJ%). The occupation of the ex-husbands of the fema le respondents in 
ck scendi ng order o f freq uency was: Merchant (26%), private business ( II %), so ldier (9%), 
driver (7%), acirn ini stmtor (7%) . .. The details of the result are presented in table 10. 
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Table 10. Occupation of the respondents and their ex-spouses 

Respondents and their ex-spouses 
Male Ex-spouses of Female Ex-Spouse of 

respondents Male Respondents Female 
Occupation Respondents Respondent Number Percell l Number Percellt Number Percell I Number Percenl --::..-

Doctor 2 2.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 3 3.0% 
Engineer 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 6.0% 
Pharmac ist 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 
Banker 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 
Accountant 5 5.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Tailor 2 2.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Nurse 0 0.0% 1 10% 2 2.0% 0 0.0% r La~er __ . __ . 4 4.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 5.0% 
Evangelist 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0 

I Ad mini strato r 5 5.0% 0 0.0% 3 3.0% 7 7.0% 
U~spec to l ___ 3 3.0'!!o 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 2.0% --~------i Police 2 2.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
So ldi er I! 11 .0% 3 3.0% 0 0.0% 9 9.0% 
Const. Wo rker 3 3.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 2.0% ---- _. __ .. _-_ •. _---_.- ----- -(l'£'~c:!~l: ___ __ _ . __ I /~ 14.0% 12 12.0% 5 5.0% 4 4.0% I Dri ver I! 11.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 7. 0% --- .. __ .. -- _ .. _-----.,.- ----
1v1 echanic 3 3.0°;', 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 4.0% _ .. _'--'--"-'-- .. -_ .. _--
Of'li cc clerk 0 o.U% 0 0.0% 3 3.0% 0 0.0% --_. _ .. _- ._- - --- ----
Merc hant 13 13.0% 12 12.0% 17 170% 26% 26.0% ~---.. -

I Laborer 3 3.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% r -.-.---- -----
House wife 0 0.0% 39 39% 25 25% 0 0.0% -. 
Jan ito r 0 0.0% 2 2.0% 2 2.0% 0 0.0% ------ -----
Cashe r 1 1.0% 2 2.0% 2 2.0% 1 I.O 'X, - -_. 

1.0% - -Secretarl' 0 0.0% 8 8.0% 12 12.0% 1 f- - _. 
----! In vestor 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% , 

LSt ~lcl e nt 0 0.0% 6 6.0% 13 13.0% 1 1.0% i Health officer 1 1.0% 2 2.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% -_._--_. 
lllne~oyecl 1 1.0% 2 2.0% 0 0.0% 26 2.0% 
'...Q9.v. _ e m p!.!:lyee 5 5.0% 3 30.% 5 5.0% 3 3.0% -_. -
Journal ist 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% -- . 
Private bu s iness 7 7.0% 2 2.0% 7 7.0% I! 11 .0% --
Hostess . 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 0 0.0% .. ---

I G uill"Ci () 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 2.0% 
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3.1.4 EDUCATIONAL STATUS 

The educati onal statu s of the di vorcees and their ex-spouses was also studied and 
cross tabulation was done for the educational status of the divorcees and their ex­
spouse .25.0% of the ma le aivorcees had college dip loma, 20% were in grade 5-8, 15% in 
g rade 9-1 I and 14% had first degree. No ne of the male respondents were illiterate. It was 
found that 33.0% of the female di vorcees had college diploma, 16.0% had completed hi gh 
schoo l, 11.0% were in grade 5-8, 9.0% of the female respondents were illiterate. 

When the ex-husbands of the fema le divorcees are considered, 34.0% had college 
dip loma, 16.0% first degree and 15% had completed high school. None of the ex-husband 
was ill iterate. When the ex-wives of the male divorcees are considered, 25.0% had coll ege 
diploma , 19 .0% were in grade 5-8, 14.0% were in grade 9- 1 I . It was found that 8.0% of the 
ex-wives were illiterate. The deta ils of this result are presented in tables Iland 12. 

Table II. Educational status of the divorcees 

Respondents Sex Total I~ cspolldell t s educati onal 
Male Female sta tus 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent -- - --
_!!.!.i.tcl·ate 0 0.5% 9 9.0% 9 4.)'% 
Read &. write 2 2.0% 1 1.0% 3 1. 5% 1----· 

I ( il·aciO' 2-4 5 5.0% 6 6.0% I I 5.5% 
Grade 5-8 20 20 .0% I 1 11.0% 31 15.5% 

_. 
Uradc 9- 1 I 15 15 .0% 10 10.0% 25 12 .5% 
High sc hoo l complete 12 12.0% 16 16.0% 28 14.0% 
Certifi cate 4 4.0% 4 4 .0% 8 4.0% 
Co llege Dip loma 25 25.0% 33 33.0% 58 29.0% 
Fi rst Degree 14 14.0% 8 8.0% 22 11.0% 
Second Degree 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1--. 

3.0% 2 2.0% 5 2.5% d~ir~ Degree (PHD) 3 
TOla l 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% 

40 



Table 12. Educational statlls III ex-spouses ol the respondents 
r . 

Ex- hu sbands Tota l 
Educati ona l sta tus of ex- eX-W Ives 
spollses the respondents Num ber Percent Number Percent N umber Percent 
Illiterate 8 8.0% 4 4.0% 12 6.0% Read & wr ite 5 5.0% 2 2.0% 7 3.5% Grade 2-4 6 6.0% 2 2 .0% 8 4 .0% Grade 5-8 19 19.0% 10 10.0% 29 14 .5% Grade 9-1 I 14 14.0% 9 9.0% 23 11. 5% High schoo l complete 10 10.0% IS 15 .0% 25 12.5% Certificate II 11.0% 1 1.0% 12 6.0% College Diploma 25 25.0% 34 34.0% 59 29.5% First Degree I 1.0% 16 16.0% 17 8.5% Second Degree 0 0.0% 3 3.0% 3 1.5% T hi rd Degree (PHD) I 1.0% 4 4.0% 5 2.5% Total 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% 

Cross tabulation of ed ucat ional statu s showed that both spouses had coll ege dipl oma in 11.5% of the co upl es, one had col lege diploma and the other tirst degree in 11 .5% orthe 
CO li pIes, both lwei a degree in 0.5% o f the coup les, both could write and read in 0.5% or the co up les and both were illiterate in I % of the couples. Deta il s of the result of the cross (ubulation of presented in table 13. 

The resu lt of the educational status of the divorcees and their ex-spouses showed that husbands and w ives had eq ual educational status in 28% of the couples, husbands had better educationa l status than w ives in 55% of the couples and wives had better educational 
status than hu sbands in 17% of th e coupl es. 
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Table 3.1.4.3 Cross tabulation of educational status of respondents and their ex-spouse 
------- -- ---

Educational status 

of the respondents 

Ex-spouses educational status 
- -'--_ .. '-Read Grad Grade G rade High Certificate College 

Illiterate I & Write 2-4 , 5- 9-11 Schoo l Diploma 

---L----___ ~_ Compo 

Illiterate 2(1%) ' 2(1"10) 2(1 %) 2(1%) O(O'YO,) 1(0.5) 0(0.0%) 0(0%) 

Read & write ----~ ~~~~~--~ 1(0.5) 0(0%) 0(0%) I 0(0%) 0(0%) 
1(0.5%) 1(0.5%) 0(0%) 

I , -
Grade 2-4 

-- , - - -- -
3(1.5% i 4(2%) 0(0°;', ) 0(0%) 1(0.5) 2(1':10) 0(0%) 1(0.5) 

, I 

Grade 5-8 
-- -

- - 8(4%) i 2(1 %) I 4(2%) 4(2 %) I 3(1.5%) , 8(4"10) 0(0%) 2(1%) 
I i I 

Grade 9-11 
- - -

---
1 1(0.5%) i 1(5.5%) - 3(1.501.) I 3(1.5%) I 2(1.5%) I 5(2.5%) 

0(0%) 0(0%) 

I I ! - --I High school con 
I , 
I Certificate 

plete 0(0%) 0(0%) i 1(0.5%) ! 5(2.5%) 4(2%) 2(1 %) 1(0.5) i 10(5%) 
I - i-

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(0.5%) 2(1 %) 2(1%) 3(1.5%) l College Diplom 

I First Degree 

a I 
I 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(0.5%) 4(2%) 9(4.5%) 7(3.5%) 1 23(11..5%) 

, 
1 1(0.5%) 0(0 %) 1(0.5%) 0(0%) 1(0.5%) 2(1%) 0(0%) , 13(6.5%) 

I 1 I I -~-

; Second Degree 

IThird Degree (P 

--.----r-
0(0%) i 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0% ) 0(0%) i 0(0%) 

0(0%) 

I , I i 1 

HD) , 0(0%) 1(0.5%) I 0(0%) I 0(0%) 0(0%) 1 1(0.5%) 0(0%) i 2(1%) I ' I 
I r---- ----.-

I Total 
L ______ _ 

--- - 1- 12(6.0%) 8(4%) I 29(14.5 I 23( 11.5 . 25(12.5 i 12(6%) 59(29.5%) 17(8.5%) 
i %) I %} %) i ----. , 
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First 

Degree 

0(0%) 

0(0%) 

0(0%) 

0(0%) 

0(0%) 

5(2.5%) 

0(0%) 

10(5%) 

1(0.5%) 

0(0%) 

1(0.5%) 

3(1.5%) 

Second Third Total 

Degree Degree 

(PHD) 

0(0%) 0(0%) I 9(4.5%) 

0(0%) i 3(1.5%) ! 3(1.5%) 
, 

0(0%) I 0(0%) fi l (5.S%) 

0(0%) 0(0%) 31(15.5%) 

0(0%) 0(0%) 25(12.5%) 

0(0%) I 0(0%) 28(14%) 
i 

, 

0(0%) 0(0%) 8(4%) 
I 

i 
2(1 %) 2(1%) 58(29%) ! , 

I 

1(0.5%) 2(1%) 22(11 %) , , 

I 
0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) I 

1 

I 
0(0%) 1(0.5%) I 5(2.5%) 

I 
5(2.5%) 7(3.5%) I 200(100%) : 
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3.1.5 RELIGION 

Onl y fo ur relig ions were identifi ed 111 this study. These are Orthodox, catholic, 
protestant and Mus l im. 77% of the male di vorcees and 77% of the female di vorcees were 
Orthodox. 74% of the ex-husbands and 69% of the ex-wives were also Orthodox. 4% of 
the male divorcees and 2% of the female di vorcees were Catholi c. 3% of the ex- husbands 
and 4% of the ex-wives were also Catho li c. I I % of the male divorcees and 5% of the 
female di vorcees were Protestants. 6 % of the ex-husbands and 13% of the ex-wives were 
also P rotestants. 8% of the male di vorcees and 16% of the female divorcees were Muslims. 
17% of the ex-husbands and % of the ex-wives were also Muslims. Details of the results 
are presented in tab le 14 . 

Table 14.Religiol1 oftite re~jJol1del1ts al1d their ex-spouses. 

Relig ion Males Ex-wives Females Ex-hu sbands 

NUlllbe r Percen t Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Orthodox 77 77% 69 69% 77 77% 74 74% 
Catho li c 4 4% 4 4% 2 2% 3 3% 
Protestant II 11% 13 13% 5 5% 6 6% 
M usl im 8 8% 14 14% 16 16% 17 17% 
ro te-Ii 100 100% 100 100% 100 100% 100 100% 

Cross tabulation of the religion of the respondents and their ex-spouses was done. 
T he result showed that 87.5% of the 200 couples had same reli gion in the fa mil y. Whil e 
12.5% of the co uples had di ffe rence in re ligion between the spouses. Among the same 
re li gion coup les, 68% were Orthodox, 1. 5% Catholi cs, 7% Protes tants and II % M uslims. 
T he deta il s of the cross tabulation is presented in table 15 
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Table 15. Cross tabulation of religion of divorcees and their ex-spouses. 

Religion of Religion of ex-spouse 
Respondents Orthodox Catholic Protestant Muslim Total 
Orthodox 13 6(68%) 4(2%) 5(2.5%) 9(4.5%) 154(77%) 
Catholi c 3( 1. 5%) 3(1.5%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(3%) 
Protestant 2( 1%) 0(0%) 14(7%) 0 16(8%) 
Muslim 2( 1 %) 0(0%) 0(0%) 22( 11 %) 24(1 2%) 
Tota l 143(71.5%) 7(3 .5%) 19(9.5%) 31(15 .5%) 200( 1 00%) 

3.1.6 TRADITIONAL MARRIAGE 

The result of the study showed that in 56.5% of the 200 couples, the marriage was 
traditional i. e. arranged by family. The rest 43.5% of the couples had non-traditional 
marriage i.e . the marriage was not arranged by the family. 

Table 16. Traditional and non-traditional marriages of the divorcees 
- -- ~~ -

'!'rad iti ona! 
Respondent's Sex 

Total Male Female marrIage Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Ycs 60 60% 53 53% 1 13 56.5% 
No 40 40% 47 47% 87 43.5% 

Total 10C 100% 100 100% 200 100.0% 

3.1.7. LEGALITY OF MARRIAGE 

The result of the study showed that 66.5% of the couples were legally certifi ed to be 
ma rri ed by a government oftice . While the rest 33.5% of the couples were not legall y 
ccrti lied. 

44 



1ilble 17. Legali(v o/Marriage o/the respondents. 

Lega l ity of 
Respondent' s Sex 

Total Male Female Marriage 
Number Percent Number Percent Num ber Percent 

1--
Legality cert i li ed 5 I 5 1% 82 82% 133 66.5% 
NOl l eJ~a ll y certi fied 49 49% 18 18% 67 33.5% 
Total 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% 

3.1.8 DURATION OF ENGAGEMENT 
The result of the study showed th at 39.5% of the coup les were engaged for 1-2 

years , 24.0% fo r less than a year and 12.0% for more than four years. Thi s shows that 
:, I .5';.;, o j' th(~ coup les had peri od of engagelll ent. However, the rest 18.5% of the couples 
h::ld no deJ ined period of engagement. The min imum year of engagement for the male 
rc :; ponck'nts was less than a month and the maxi mum was 10 years. The mean year of 
engage ment Ii)!' them was 1.35 years w ith standard dev iation of 1. 829 and vari ance of 
J .3:l6. 'Ih: l'I linilllUITI ye~l r or engagement for th e female responden ts was less th an a month 
and the maximum was 8 years . T he mean year of engagement for them was 1.88 with a 
~; l:indard ck' viat ion 01 1.784 and vari ance of3 .1 83. Details of these results are presented in 

'{({hie 18. iJum /ioll o/ ell!{llgl!l1Iell/o( th e di l'ol'Ced couples 
~.~.-- -- - -

Duration of Engagement in 
Respondent 's Sex 

Total Ma le Female year 

1----------------.. -- . 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

L~~~~_p.~, i o( 1 c~~~~~.~~:~~fc ::2~ '~ 8 8.0% 29 29% 37 18.5% 
.. ~ : ess_.!:!2.,lrt a year 19 19% 29 29% 48 24% 
_. ~_= _~lea rs 50 50.0% 29 29% 79 39.5% ) =-7 years 15 15.0% 9 9.0% 24 12% 
> 4 yeal"s 8 8. 0% 4 4% 12 6% 

12'owl 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% - --
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Fah/e 19. Descriptive statistics {~l dum/ioll of engagement. 
- -

lYear of engagement I 
Range 

Minintl 

._. 

1m 
~--.-. 

I I 1axim um 

-

l:~Y~~~~ .. 
[]tcl. De 

.---~-~. 

viali o n 

[yariam ~e 

l 
I 
1--t---

Male -
8 

< 1m 
8 

1.88 
1. 784 
3.183 

3.1.9 COHl\BIT A TlON 

I-

-. 

Female 
10 

< 1m 
10 

1.35 
--

1.829 
3.346 

, 

'1'11<.' r(::; ldt showed iil ;.!t I (J% o f th e di vorcees co .. hab ited be fo re marriage while tht! 
n:SL 8')~"; , hal.! no hi story of cohabitation. Of the 16% coupl es who cohab iled, eluration of 
l; l',habi wli on was fo r I -2 yea rs in 48% of the co uples, less than a year in 24'Yo of the 
Louplt:~;. ] .. C, years for 24'% of ihe coup les anelmore than 6 years 1'01' 4% of the coup les . 

3. 1. W PREMARITAL SEXl.JAL £NTERCOURSE 
The 1 (: ~: U! t 'J1' the sluJy showed that 44 .0% of the couples had premarital sexua l 

ini.nc()'.;I·s, · whi k th " I'c: st 56% did not have prenaritai sexua l intercou rse. The result is 

Table ]0. Premarital sexl/fI! intercourse between th.~ divorced couples 
.-- - --------.. ------.----------"~ T-- -·---Resl~;-;1d;~I1_;:_;~"-Se; l-' .. i'=='==.=-=~::='=---====--=O:"".:. 

i 
! 

f' •• , .- - --.- .-----~-----... ---.-) 'Yes 
fw .. ~ --"-" -----~. -_._._-

L No 
------.-.----~-.-~---.---

L__ Tutili 

t-------- Tota l Male Ft!rnale 

i-N;:;-I;b~-~c:ent Num ber Percent i-J umber Percent 
._---

55 55 .0% 33 33.0% 88 44%._ ._- --
45 

i 
45.0% 67 I 67% 11 2 56% 

-- I 100 100% 100 [00% 200 100% --- - - - - .. -- - _. 
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3.1.11 PREMARITAL PREGNANCY 

The result of the study showed that 23.5% of the coupl es had premarital 
pregnancy whi le the rest 76.5% of the couples did not have premarital 
pregnancy. The result is presented in table 21. 

Table 2 1. Premarital pregnancy. 

Respondent' s Sex 
Premarital Tota l 

Male Female 
Pregnancy 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Yes 36 36.0% 1 1 11.0% 47 23 .5% --
No 64 64 .0% 89 89.0% 153 76.5% 

~)ta l 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% 

3.l.i2 PREMARITAL COUNSELING 
'rhe res ult of the study showed that 950% of the couples did not have premarital 

I:o unse ling. Only 5'X, of th e co upl es had premarita l counse ling. Of the 5% of couples who 
had premarital co unsel ing, 70% of them were counseled by church mini sters wh ile the rest 
30% were co un seled by fr iends. 

3.1.13 NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN THE PREVIOUS MARRIAGE 
O ut of th e 200 co upl es, 15% had no children from the di sso lved marriage. 49% of 

them had 1-2 chi Idren, 22 .0% had 3-4 chi ldren, 10.0% had 5-6 ch i Idren whil e 4% had more 
than 6 I: hildren. The Illean number or children or the male respond ents was 2.36 with a 
s t ~l11dard deviation of 2.036 and va ri ance of 4. 145 while the mean number of children of 
the female respondents was 1.834 w ith a standard dev iation of 1.834 and varia nce 01'3.362. 
The detail s oi"the results a rc presen ted in tables 22 and 23 . 
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'firMe 22. Numher (if' children from the previous marriage =.:::==-~.:===-:...=--=--;::=========-====-==-==-==t==-======; I
: , , I Respondent's Sex ! ~ lIl!: )E'r 

Tolal 
of children Male I.----l--~e-.n-la-I~------I -----I---.-.--r-----.-t--~-_.._---_l 

I N umber I Percent Number Percent Num ber Percent 
,-i\!one --- 15 1._ I So/~ ...;1...:5_-+_..:..1:5 ,-o,-,Yo,--_+ __ ..:.3 .. _0 ___ +_1_5_.0_0;{_0--l tJ -~.iT~_i·!_~j!~~-·:l~ - -~" --J-48% _·-........:.5..:.0 __ --+_ :;0% 98 49.0% 
! :i·· II Child ren 22 22% 22 22% 44 22.0% 

L __ •.. __ . ___ . _. _ ____ __ _-=-=-=--__ -I-_-=:...... __ ~----. -----.--+........:.=-:.......:~ 

I S · () 11 12% 8 8% 20 10.0% 
r==~-=';: I) -=__ __~ __ .J 3=-O;{·....:o '----1----=-5 ---~·-5·-:'1<-o--t---8~-+-........:.4..:..=-0'--'1<..:." _l ~-,=.:o- ' T~:i!=::-___ 100 I 1O.?='1<=o =,===I=O=O=:::!::==I=,O=,O=,'1<=" =_:::!::=_ =2=O,=,_0==::!:o:====:1 O=O~. O=o=Yo~ Table 23. D('\'cripli)!e slil fislil.:s Illl1umber of children. 

r N ~n: ter ,; r -T----. Sex of res )ondents 
--h;:;;;;;;~~dr:::.~---.--t---- ~~e Fel~al e ,- ~.2._. __ . _____ 1---.______ --~~l~l~i:.:~!~~.--.-_L-- __ Q +- 0 ____ . _ __ __ _ 

i \· I : ~ ;,i! :- l\l i1 i 12 =t= 8 
l;yi,!~:-------I----·-------- 236 - ------ - ----2.42----·-
L._. ____ ._. __ ___ . __ .___ _ ____ 

- -.--- ----- - --
I :-;td . _.~~:. '1 ;a'_i.\ !;-, _ L __ . ______ ..:~ · o~~___ _!---_________ I_.2._.3_4. _______ -l 
)\./ ,0' ;,1 11<'<' . I -L 14 I ~U62 
"'.::-::::==,,==,,=--===-:'::= -= .'-- ---- _. - . - -:======--"====' 

:U .14 DURATION OF PIlEVIOUS MARRIAGE OF RSSPONDENTS. 
) 1 wa~ fou nd that the shortest durat ion of marriage reporled by the mal es was 01 year nc\ by th~ fcmales 03 month s. Whi le lhe longest duration of marriage reportcd by males !1(i r;:'lI,dc~; was :13 yea l·s . The mean durati on of marri age was 9.6) years and 8.75 years I:' ill,ll,:,; ~lIlLI fcll1a l c~ respccriwly. Detail s ofthc result are presented in tables 24 and :~5. 

48 



Table 24. Duratio/l (?lprevious marriage 

Duration of prev ious Males Females marnage 
Number Percent Number Percent 

~. < I year 0 0% 1 1% I - 2 years 4 4% 4 4% 3 - 5 years 20 20% 22 22% 6 - 10 years 43 43% 49 49% I I .. I 5 years 20 20% 14 14% > 15 years 13 13% 10 10% C Total 100 100% 100 100% 
Tahie 25. Descriptive statistics (~lduration of previa us marriage 

Duration Male Female 
Minimum 1 year 0.25 year Maximum 33 year 33 year 
r~ ' l ' l'f" 32 years 32.75 years 

I _,,1 0 ...... r-... --' ... ·---·----· 
1\1 ""1) 9,65 years 8,75 years 

' ,-, ( l . r-----·· .. -.. -··-.. · 
l.) l(! :... d~:~i ( l~i o l l 5,902 5.450 I ''C~ri al1~;G 34,836 29.702 .- -~. 

3.I.iS FILING FOR DIVORCE 
Th e' I'~s ull o l' the study showed that petition fo r divorce was til ed by both spouses by agl'eel1l~ 1l 1 in ! 9. 5% of the coup les . Wi ves app li ed for di vorce in 52 .5% of th e 200 coupl es 

w hile hu sbands applied for di vorce in 28% of the coup les. Result is summari zed in tab le 
:2 6. 
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Tahle 26. Filingfor divorce. 

Filing of Divorce 

Husbands 

Wives 

Both 

Total 

Number 

56 

105 

39 

200 

3.1.16.DIVORCCERTIFICA TE 

Percent 

28% 

52.5% 

19.5% 

100% 

It was found out that only 18% of the male respondents have taken divorce certificate while the rest 82% did not. Among the female respondents only 25% took di vorce certificate wh il e 75% did not. Thi s shows that 78% of the parti c ipants did not take di vorce cert iti cate . Most of the participants, (90%) said they do not know if the ir ex-spouse has taken divorce certi1i cate o r ·10t. 

3.1.1 7 NUMBER OF DIVORCE 
The !lumber 01' divorces du ring th e li fet ime of the participants was studi ed. It was !;lund tlmt 68 .5% of the participants had only one di vorce, 26.5% had 2-3 di vorces whil e 5 .0% of the lll hr.d "1-6 di vorces . The maximum number of divorce was s ix. 

Table 27.Nurnber ofdillo/,ce. 

I Respondent's Sex 
Total 

Number 01' di vorces Male Female I 
Number Percent Number Percent Numbn Percent l= I 52 52% 85 85% 137 68.5% 2 -- 3 39 39% 14 14% 53 26.5% 

I 
C 4 - 6 9 9.0% 1 1% 10 5.0% L Total 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% 
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3.1.18 REMARRIAGE 

3.1.18.1 REMARRIAGE OF THE RESPONDENTS. 
The result of the study showed that 67% of the male participants and 40% of the 

fe male partic ipants are remarri ed. Among those who remarried 7.5% of the mal e 
n::spondents and 7.5% of the fem ale respondents remarried with in a year after divorce. 
Whil e 25 .4% of the male respondents and 35% of the female respondents remarri ed with in 
1-2 years. The result is summari zed in tables 28 and 29. 

Table 28. Remarriage of the respondents 

Respondent's Sex 
Total Remarri ed Male Female 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
e-.-

Ycs 67 67% 40 40.0% 107 53.5% 
No 33 33% 60 60.0% 93 46. 5% 
Total 100 100.0% 100 100% 200 100% 

Thc result a lso showed lhat 46 .3% of the present spouse o f the remarri ed male 
,·cspollllcn ls h,ld prev ious di vorce and 38 .2% of the present spouse o f the remarri ed female 
res pondents had previous divorce. Thi s result is presented in table 30 
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Table 29. Length o.ltime between divorce and remarriage .---­._ .. _--=-- - =- -
Respondent's Sex 

Leng t h of ti me 

--I < I yeal 

[i ~2-----

Irs [~~ - 5.!'~; 
--

ea rs 16-10 ), 
I .... -_ .. _-- -------
> 10 yei 1rs 

Tolal 
-----­.--.. -~---- -

1--' 
Number 

-
5 

17 

20 

2 ' 
-

4 

67 
I 

Male Female 

Percent Number Percent 

7.5% 3 7.5% 

25.4% 14 35.0% 

29.9% 16 40% 
----

31.3% 6 15 .0% 
-

6% I 2.5% 
-

100% 40 100% 

Fabie 30. Previous riil'orce a/present spouse. 
-

Present spouse 
-

Male 

Yes 38.2% 
i 
.-.-~ .- -< - ··-----------·- ·-~-·· -----l----·--

No I 61.8% . I \~._ .~ _ . IO .... '~.~~_. ___ -. , .... .... -_~~ •• _,~......_~ ..... .l -

Total 

Number Percent 

8 7.5% 

3 1 29% 

36 33.6% 

27 25.2% 

5 4.7% 

107 100% 

.-

Female 

46.3% 

53.7% 
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3.I.lS.2 REMARRIAGE OF THE EX-SPOUSES 

Among the 100 male respondents 50% do not know if their ex-spouse is remarried 
or not. Whi Ie 33% reported that their ex-spouse is remarried and 17% reported that their 
ex-spouse is not remarri ed . Among the 100 female respondents 34% do not know if their 
ex-spouse is remarried or not. Whil e 55% reported that their ex-spouse is remarried and 
I I % reported that their ex-spouse is not remarried. Most reported that they do not know 
the length of time between the di vorce and remarriage of their ex-spouse . 

3.1.19 PARENTAL DIVORCE 

T he result showcd th at the pal'ents of 42% of the male respo ndents and 6 1 % of the 
i'ema le I'cspo ndcnts were di vorced. It was also reported that the parents of 32% o f the ex­
w ives and 44% of the ex-husbands were divorced. The result is presented in tabl es 30 and 
3 1. 

Iilble 31. Parental divorce (~lre.\jJ()lUlel1ts 

Respondent's Sex 
Total Parenta l divorce Male Female 

Num ber P~rcel1 1 Number I>ercent Num her Pe rcellt 

Ycs 42 42% 61 6 1% 103 51.5'% . __ . 
No 58 58% 39 39% 97 48.5% 

--
Total 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% 

-
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Tllble 32. 1'111"1'111111 divorce olex-spouses 

Parental di vorce Ex- wives Ex-husbands Total 
(Ex-spouse) 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Yes 32 32% 6 1 61 % 103 51.5% 
No 45 45% 26 26.0% 71 35. 5% 

Not known 23 23.0 30 30.0% 35 26.5% 
Total 100 100% 100 100% 200 100% 

The result also showed that 13% of the male respondents and 22% of the fema le 
respondent s reported that their parents as well as their ex- spouse's parents were divorced. 

3.2 PERTINENT CONTRIBUTING FACTORS. 
Pertinent contributing factors to di vorce were studied using the checkli st of 60 

h ctms. The result showed that the top ten factors checked by the male respondents were:­
!lI l:ompa tiblc behav!or( 84'%), Immaturity of spouse (80%), Lack of interest (self) 
(NO";', ), Co III 11111 Iliea tinn prohlems (78'~i), Failed expectation (self) (78%) , Lack of 
h'lppin!:ss (self) (76%), Inadequate housing (71 %), Desertion by spouse (70%) , Lack 
of interest (spouse) (67'Yo), and verbal abuse (self) (67%). 

The top ten factors checked by th e female respondents were: Differences over plans 
lIIHt visions (68%), Irresponsibility of spouse (56%), Incompatible behavior (51 0

;',), 

Fr iction with relatives (in-laws) (51 %), Immaturity in the area of marriage and the 
fa mi!)' (self), (51 %), Failed expecta tion (self) (50%), Lack of interest self (48%), 
Alcoholism of spouse (46%), Lack happiness (self) (46%), and cJ"Uelty of spouse( 
44%). 

Ta ble 3:1 presents the pertinent contributing fa ctors with th eir rank. 
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Table 33. Pertinent Contributing Factors for divorce. 

Perlin cnt co ntribut ing factors 

Tota l Males Females No 
Percellt Rank Ilerccill Rank PC1Tcn t Rank I Incompatib le behavior 67 .5 I 84 I 51 4 

2 Diffe rences over plan s and visions 65.5 2 63 14.5 68 I 
3 Lack of interest (se lf) 64 3.5 80 2.5 48 7 
4 Fai led expectation (se ll) 64 3.5 78 4 .5 50 6 
5 Lack of happiness (sel f) 6 1 5 76 6 46 8.5 
6 Communication problems 58.5 6 78 4.5 39 14 
7 Immaturity (spouse) 57.5 7.5 80 2.5 35 17.5 
8 Friction with re lat ives 57.5 7.5 64 12.5 51 4 
9 Irres pons ibil ity (spouse) 57 9 58 18.5 56 2 
10 Inadequate hou sing 56 10 7 1 7 41 13 
I 1 Lack of interes t (self) 55.5 I I 67 9.5 44 10.5 
12 Immaturity (se lf") 52 12 53 22 5 1 4 
13 Lack of happiness (spouse) 51.5 13 61 16 42 12 
14 Suspiciousness and Jea lously (spouse) 50 14 60 17 40 15 
15 Fai led expec tat ion (spouse) 48.5 15 63 14. 5 34 19.5 
16 Desert ion (spouse) 47 16 70 8 24 26.5 ~. 

17 VLThal abu se (spouse) 46. 5 17 55 2 1 38 16 -
IS C rue lty (spouse) 43.5 1 8 43 30 44 10.5 
! <) Susp iciousness and Jea lousy (self) 43 19 5 1 23 35 17.5 

:CO Fi nan cialprob lems 4 1 20 58 18.5 24 26.5 
2 1 Verbal abuse (se lf) 39.5 21.5 67 9.5 12 38 .5 
22 Stinginess (spouse) 39.5 21.5 37 34.5 42 12 
23 A lcoho li sm (self) 35.5 23.5 65 11 6 45. 5 
24 Ph ys ica l abuse (sell-) 35.5 23 .5 64 12.5 7 43 
')< Wide age diffe rence 34.5 25 48 27.5 2 1 30 
'-~ 

26 I rrespons i bi I ity 32 .5 26 49 25.5 16 3 1 
27 Stinginess (sell-) 3 I 27.5 57 20 5 48 
28 Sexual incompatib ility 3 1 27.5 48 27 .5 14 34.5 
29 Inl'er iority (spouse) 30.5 29 50 24 II 40 
30 Other people li ving in the sa me house 28 30 34 37 26 I" _J 
3 1 Inferi o rity (se ll) 30 3 1 41 3 1 15 32 
"') J _ Repea ted o r long te rm sepal'alion 27 32.5 32 38 22 29 
33 Disagreement over ch il dren 27 32.5 3 1 39 .5 23 28 
34 Ex tram arita l a ffairs (se ll) 26 34 47 29 5 48 
35 Smok ing (se ll) 25.5 35.5 49 25.5 2 54 

55 



36 Alcoholism (spouse) 25.5 35.5 5 53 46 8.5 37 Other ill ness (self) 24.5 37.5 37 34.5 12 38 .5 38 Physical abuse (spouse) 24 .5 37.5 23 42 26 23 39 Extramarital affairs (spouse) 24 .5 39 17 45 32 2 1 40 Cruelty (self) 23.5 40 40 32 7 43 41 Workhol ism (se lf) 23 41 38 33 8 42 42 Khat abuse (spouse) 22 42 20 43.5 24 26 43 Khat abuse (self) 20.5 43 35 36 6 45 .5 44 Child birth from another partner(spollse) 19 44 .5 12 48 26 23 45 Smoking (spouse) 19 44 .5 4 54.5 34 19.5 46 1111 pri son men t 16.5 46 31 39 .5 2 54 47 Wo rk holi sm (spouse) 15.5 47 6 52 25 25 48 Re i igious dilTerences 14 .5 48 16 46 13 36.5 49 Gambling 
14 49 28 41 0 59 50 Other illness (spouse) 13 .5 50 14 47 13 36.5 5 I Desertion (se lf) 12 5 I 9 49 IS 32 52 Child bi rth from another partner (self) 10.5 52 18 43 .5 3 51.5 53 Gambling (spouse) 7.5 53 I 58.5 14 34.5 54 Infert ility (se lf) 7 54 4 54.5 10 41 55 Infert ility (spouse) 6.5 55 8 50 5 48 

1-' 
Menta l illness (self) 56 

3.5 56 7 5 1 0 59 
--
~;, Impri sonm ent (spouse) 2 57 2 57 4 50 Phys ical injlll"Y (self) 2 58 I 58.5 ~ 

51.5 ~ .) ?'> Mental illness (spouse) 1. 5 59 ~ 

56 0 59 .) 60 Phys icnl injlll"Y (spouse) I 60 0 60 2 54 

Person product moment correlation was calculated for pertinent factors to see to what ex tent th e factors are corre lated to each other. The result showed that, for males, 
the highest con'elation ex ists between physica l abuse (self) and verba l abuse (selt) r 0.714 
fol lowed by extramarita l affa irs and childbirth from another partner r 0.652, incompatib le 
behavior and failed expectation (self) r 0.624. The highest negati ve correlation for ma les 
was found to be between desertion (self) and desert ion (spouse) r -0.480. The result for 
hi gh and marked corre lation between the contributing factors (for males) is presented in table A.I in appendix A . 
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For femal es the hi ghest correlation was fo und to be between lack of happiness (self) 

and fai led expectation (se lf) , r 0.682, fa il ed expectation (spouse) and lack of interest 

(spouse) r 0.682 fo ll owed by verbal abuse (spouse) and physical abuse r 0.668 , 

extramarital affairs (spouse) and cruelty (spouse) r 0.656, stinginess (spouse) and crue lty 

(spouse) r 0.656 and irrespo nsibility (spo use) and physica l abuse (spouse) r 0.629.The 
res ult for hi gh and mark ed co rrelat ion between the contri buting factors (for fe males) is 
presented tab le A. 2 in appendi x A. 

Spea rman rank difference correlation ( r ho) was also ca lcul ated to appreciate rank 

correlat ion of the fac tors between males and females. The result was found to be rho = 

0.55 whi ch is stati sti ca lly s ignificant at 0.5 and 0.1 level. 

To study the s ignificant of difference between males and females for each 
determinant fac to r, t- tes t w"s used using the percentages. The resul t is presented in tab le 34 
with s ignifi can ce at 0.05 . 
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Table 34. T-value for the Pertinent Contributing Factors and significance at 0.05 level. 
Pertinent contributing factors. 

t - va lue Significance No 
at 0.05 level 

I Incompatible behavior 5.00 Yes 2 Differences over plans 0.74 No 3 Lack of interest (self) 4 .70 Yes 4 Fail ed expectation (se lf) 4.1 2 Yes 5 Lack ofhapp iness(se lf) 4.34 Yes 6 Co mmunication prob lems 5.65 Yes 7 Immaturity (spouse) 6.44 Yes 8 Friction with relati ves 1.86 No 9 Irresponsib ility (spouse) 0.28 No 10 Inadequate housing 4.29 Yes II Lack of interest (spouse) 4.29 Yes 12 Immatu rity (se lf) 0.28 No 13 Lack of happiness (spouse) 2.71 Yes 14 Suspiciousness and Jealously (spouse) 2.86 Yes IS Failed expectation (spouse) 4.14 Yes 16 Desertion (self) 6.57 Yes 17 ._'{ erba Lab use_ (a buse) 2.42 Yes 
-----

18 C I'ue lly (spouse) 0.14 No 
-- - -

19 5 us12 i.£iousness and Jealou s l~ f) 2.29 Yes 
--- - -

20 Financia l problems 5_23 Yes -
2 1 Verba l abuse (self) 7.97 Yes 

1--'---

Sl in_g iness (spouse) 0_72 No 1---~~ -- A lco holi sm (se lf) 8.7 Yes r 24 Physica l abuse ( s~ lf) 8.38 Yes 25 Wiele age difference 4.05 Yes -
26 Irresponsibility (self) 5.00 Yes - 27 Stinginess (se lf) 8.00 Yes 28 Sexua l incompat ibility 5.23 Yes 29 Infe riority (spouse) 6.00 Yes 30 Other people li ving in the same house 1.25 No 31 Inferiori ty (sel f) 4.13 Yes 32 Repeated or long term separation 1.61 No 33 Disagreement over children 0.81 No 34 Ex tramarital affairs (se l f) 6.77 Yes 35_ Smok in g (sel f) 7.58 Yes I 36 Alee"oli,,,, (,"m'''i 6.61 Yes 37 Other illness (self) 4. 17 Yes -3~ __ _ Ph J:'s ical abuse (spouse) 0. 5 No 
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-- - ~- ----~.~ 

- - . ---~--~ 
39 . Extra marital alTail's (spouse) 2.5 Yes 40 Crue ltx: (se l I) 5.59 Yes 41 Work holi sm (sell) 5.88 Yes 42 Khat abuse (spouse) 0.69 No 43 Khat abuse (self) 5.09 Yes 44 Ch i Id bi rth from another partner (Sp.) 2.55 Yes 45 Smoking (spouse) 5.45 Yes 46 Imprisonment (self) 5.58 Yes 47 Work holism (Spouse) 3.73 Yes 48 Religious differences 0.6 1 No 49 Gamb li ng (self) 4.83 Yes 50 Other illness (spouse) 0.21 No 51 Desertion (self) 1.30 No 

--
52 C hi Id birth from another partner (se lf) 3.49 Yes 
-~--

53 Gambling (spouse) 3.51 Yes 
-

54 Infertility (se lf) 1.67 No 55 .!J2.. l'c ~!i.!.!..t1_ ( s p 0 use ) 0.86 No 
---

56 Mental illness (sell) 2.69 Yes 
---

57 Impri sonment (spouse) 0.83 No 
-----

I 58 Phys ica l injury (sell) 1.02 No t 59 Menta l illness (spouse) 1.76 No 60 Phys ical injury (spouse) 1.43 No 

3.3 PERCEIVED "REASONS" OF DIVORCE 
Respondents were asked to sta te what they perceive to be the three main "reasons" of their di vorce. The result showed that the top twenty reasons stated by men were 

I. Jealously 26% 11. Stinginess 10% 
2. Ph ys ical abuse 24 'X, 12. lneom patible beh.1 0'1., 
3. Child from another partener23% 13. Infertility 8'Yo 
4. Extramarital affairs 21% 14. Failed expectation 7.5% 
5. Communication problems 17% 15. Religious differences 7% 
6. Alcoholism 14°;', 16. Sexual incompatihility 6% 
7. Differences over plans and visions 14% 17. Lack of happiness 6% 
8. Financial problems 13% 18. Lack of interest 5% 
9. Wod, holism 12% 19. Desertion by spouse 5% 
10. Friction with relatives 11 % 20. Irresponsibility 5% 
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The top twenty reasons g iven by female s were : -
I. Differences over plans and visions 34% 
2. Stinginess 23'Yo 

3. Friction with relatives 21 % 
4. Extramarital affairs 210;', 

5. Communication problems 18% 
6. Jealousy 18'1., 

7. Irresponsibility 16% 

8. Physical abuse 15% 

9. Lack of happiness 11 <Yo 

10. Financial problems 10% 

I1.Incompatible behavior (9%) 
12.Desertion by spouse (9%). 
13. Separation (9%). 

14. Alcoholism (9%). 

15. Infertility (7%). 

16. Child born from other(6%) 
17. Wide age difference (6%). 
18. Lack of interest (6%) 

19. Gambling (5%). 
20. Inadequate housing (5%). 

T he number of different types of reasons given by males were 34 and by the females 3 I. 
Spearman rank difference correlation (rho) was calculated and was found to be 0.66 

whi ch shows statist.icall y s ignificant positi ve relation at 0.01 leve ls. 
The details of the result for the perceived " reasons" of divorces is given in tabl e 35. 
To see s igni J'icance of difference between the perceived reasons, t-value was determined und its va lue w ith s ignifi cance at 0.05 and 0.01 levels is presented in table 36. 
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Table 35. Perceived "reasons" o/divorce ,.-
Total No Peree i ved "reasons" Ma les Females Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank I Di fferences over plans and visions 24 1 14 6 34 I 2 Jea lousy 22 2 26 I I 8 5.5 3 Extramarital affairs 21 3 2 1 4 2 1 3.5 4 Phys ical abuse 19.5 4 24 2 I 5 9 5 Communication problems 17.5 5 17 5 18 5.5 6 Stinginess 16.5 6 10 11.5 23 2 7 Fri ction with relati ves 16 7 1 1 10 21 3.5 8 Child born from another partner 14.5 8 23 3 6 18 9 Financial problems 11.5 9.5 13 8 10 I I 10 Alcoholi sm 11.5 9.5 14 6 9 14 11 1 rresponsibi I ity II I I 5 19 16 8 12 Incomratible behav ior 9.5 12.5 10 11.5 9 14 13 No 211\ or 3"t! reason 9.5 12.5 2 28 17 7 

----

~ 4 Lack of happiness 8.5 14 6 16 I I 10 I 5 In fe rtilitJ 7.5 15 8 13 7 16 16 Desertion 7 16 5 19 9 14 17 Workholi sm 6. 5 17 12 9 I 3 1.5 
- -----"----. I 8 Re~al ed or long term set>arati on 6 18 3 24. 5 9 14 19 J~ai.l ed ext>ectat io_n 5.5 19.5 7.5 14.5 4 23 
----
20 Lac k of interest 5.5 19.5 5 19 6 18 ~. Rei igious eli fferences 5 2 1 7 14.5 ~ 27 ,) 22 Wi de age di fference 4.5 22 3 24.5 6 18 23 Sexual incompatibility 4 23.5 6 16 9 14 24 Gambling 4 23.5 3 24.5 5 20.5 25 Lake of hat>12 iness 3 25.5 2 17 4 23 

t-
26 I nadeq uale housi ng 3 25.5 I 33 5 20.5 

- --
1:1.- Im maturi t~ 2.5 28 2 28 ~ 

27 ,) -i f . . 
-2.5 28 2 28 ~ 27 

28 n el'lol'l ly 
,) 

---
29 Cru elly 2.5 28 I 33 4 23 30 Qifferences in ethnicitJ:' 2 30.5 4 2 1. 5 0 ?~ - ,) 3 1 Di sagreement over church 2 30.5 4 2 1.5 0 34 32 Impri sonment 1.5 33 ~ 24. 5 0 34 ,) 33 Smoki ng 1.5 33 I 33 2 29.5 34 Di fferent illness 1. 5 33 I 33 2 29.5 35 Other peopl e li ving in the same hOll se 0.5 35 .5 I 33 0 34 36 Phys ica l injury 0.5 35.5 0 36 I 3 1. 5 
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Table 36. T- Value for th e perceived "reasons" of divorce and their significance. 

NQ P(; rceived " reasons" 
Signifi cance 

t- va lue at 0.05 leve l 
I Di ffe rence over plans and visions 5.0 Yes 
") .Jea lllu s il. 13 8 No - --
3 Ex tramarital affairs 0 No 
4 Physica l abuse 1.6 1 No 
5 Communication prob lems 0.02 No 
6 Sting iness 2.50 Yes 
7 Friction w ith relati ves 2.0 Yes 
8 Ch ild birth fron: another partner 3.4 Yes 
9 Financi al prob lems 2.67 Yes _. 

f lO Alooholi"n 1. 11 No 
11 Irresponsibility 2.75 Yes 

_ 12 , In compatibl e behavior 0.25 No 
13 No 2."d or 3"d reason 3.75 Yes 

1_ -J. 4 _I Lack of happiness 128 No 

f~ '" 10 IOcti! iI , 0. 27 No -ft· 3,;~}~i~II;I~ ---' 1.1 I No 
3.24 Yes 

: I R Re2~ated 01' lo ng te rm separating 1. 28 No r-- -- .. ------ -._-_ .. -

1.00 1_.1 <) _ I Ia il ~_cl _ e~pe_~la tiol_l _ _ . No 
_ ~g ___ ~_Lacl( of interest 133 No 
~" R, lig ioC' diff"·, ",,, 1.03 No 
_ 22 Wide age difference 1.03 N o 
_ 23 _ Sex ual incoml2a tibil it;r 0. 8 1 No 

I 24 Gambling 0.71 No 

I 
25 Lack of happiness 0.83 No 
26 In ade9uate housing 1.66 No [I' Imm""", 0.45 No 

-l~+-inferi o ri t)' 0.45 No 
._)2 _ _ Crue lty 1.36 No 

I 30 Diffe rences in Ethni c ity 2.11 Yes 
3 1 Di sagreement over children 2. 11 Yes -----
32 Impri sonment 1.76 No 

f--- 33 Smoki n,&, 0.59 No -
34 DilTe rent illness 0. 59 No - - --- -- ---
35 Othcr peo plc li v in g In the same I . II No 

house. ----
36 Phys ical injury 1.11 No 
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3.4 THE RESULT OF THE INTERVIEW. 
The resul t of the in terview showed that the different professionals gave different possible reasons for divorce and suggestion s on how to reduce divorce rate. 

MediclIl Doctor (Gynecologist and Obstetrician). The poss ible reasons for di vorce are: lack of preparation before marriage, low level of education, Inferti lity, early marriage, sex ual di s harmony and mi strust. According to him the solutions are: premarital cou nse ling, education and regular medical checkup. 
Lawyer. The main reason for di vorce in Addi s Ababa is di sagreement over property. The husband hides hi s mon ey . The lawyer suggests that the possible so lution is to implement the law already enacted. 

Psycil%gist. The reasons g iven by the psychologi st are: communication problems, immaturity, diffe rences in ethnicity, religion and family background. The solutions suggested a re : Marriage should be between two people from the same re lig ion and d hlli c il y. Thet'c should not be a big gap in educational status. 
Journalist. According to the journalist the main reason for divorce is extramarital affairs and the so luti on is education on fidelity. 
Church pastor. Th e main reasons for divorce are misunderstanding its meaning, having wrong goa ls and fai led expecta ti on. Accord ing to him the so luti ons are adequate mental <lnd sp it' ilunl prcparat ion be fore marri age using counseling services, teachings and panel 

d iscuss ions. 

Tea c/I er. The main reasons for divorce are keeping secrets from each other and finan cial problems. The so lution according to him is to improve communication sk ill s. 
Counselor. The main reasons for divo rce are communication problems, se lfishne ss and ra il ed expectati on. The solulion acco rding to the counselor is to improve the degree of 
maturity through education and reading. 
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C~TER FOUR 

DISCUSSION 
4.1 D1SSCUSSION ON THE DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS. 

4.1.1 AGE AT MARRIAGE 

I n a study conducted by Bonham and Balswick (1980) it was found that there is an 
inverse relationship between age at first marriage and the proportion of marriages, which 
end in d ivorce. Th is mean s the younger the age at marriage the higher probability of 
Jivorce. Kammeyer (1987) a lso identified young age at marriage to be a factor highl y 
rel:!ted to divorce. According to him couples who many under age 18 are parti cu larly prone 
to divorce. B.N Adams (1986) a lso suggested that teen-age marriage is a "cause" of 
divorce because the couples have less stable personalities and lack psycho logical and 
in tellectua l preparation in mate selection. 

According to Co llin Gibson (1974), the divorce rate for marriages where both 
spouses are uncler twenty at the time of marriage is approximately three times the rate of 
divorce of allmurriages. Where, however on ly the wife married before twenty, the divo rce 
rale filii s to 8pp rm:im8tel y twice the rate of di vorce of all marriages. This study also 
sug,:',ests th at yo ung age at marriage is a factor assoc iated w ith divorce. 

The findin g of the current study showed that 28% of the female respondents and 
16% the ex-wives were younger than 20 at their previous marriage. It can also be seen that 
54% of the female respondents and 53% of the ex-wives were younger than 25 at their 
previous marriage . While on ly 9% of the male respondents and 18% of the ex-husbands 
were you nge r tha n 25. It is thus poss ible to suggest that the femal es' young age at marriage 
is nn e important 'actOt· which contributed to the dissolution of their marriage. As di sc ussed 
:tbovc. the lack o r psyc hol ogica l and inte llectual preparation at young age may make 
marriage, eli IliclliL The mE-an age at marriage was 25.33 for the fema le respondents and 
:26 .42 for the e:-:-wives of th e ma le respondents . Since there is inverse re lat ionship between 
age a t m:lITiagc and di vorce rate, young age at marriage can indeed be a contributing factor 
lor di vorce. 
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Wh en age di ffercnc :: between the spo uses is cons idered we see that husba nd s we re 
mo re than 10 years older than the wives in 28 .5% ol"the spouses and they were more than 5 
Years older ill 65% of the spouses . Wi ves were older than husbands in 6% of the spouses. 
A lthough prev ious studi es could not be found on age difference it is important to cons ide r 
w ide age di ffe rence as a poss ibl e contributing factor for divorce. However thi s finding is 
not conclus ive . 

4.1.2 ETHNIC ORIGIN 
Accordi ng to Kammeyer (1987) the rate of divorce is higher in blacks in the USA. 

Howeve r ill another study it was found that even though blacks had higher rate of marital 
disso luti on than whites the difference becomes alm ost neg li g ible when the factor of 
inco mc is contro ll ed (Bonham & Ba lswick, 1980). 

In the prese nt study the highest pe rcentages of the respondents, both mal es and 
Ce mal es, arc I"rom the Ethni c o ri g in of Amhara to be fo ll owed by Oromo and Gu rage. It is 
howeve r not poss ibl e to conclude on Ethnic origin as a facto r because the ethni c 
('oill pusi tiull oi"the res idents of Addis Ababa is not avai lab le. Divorce in same ethni c o ri gin 
SpOLl ~:CS cunstitu tcd to 50% 01" the divorces. The rest 50% of the co upl es were tj 'om 
diffe rent e lhni c orig in . Thus is possible to suggest that spouses who had difference in 
ethni c o ri g in have the same rate of divorce as those from same ethnic origin . 

4.1.3 OCCUPATION 
A study by B.N Adams ( 1986) has shown that divorce rate is hi gher among 

I'amilies of lower o r work ing c lass background. The same study showed that low status 
I~lmil i cs, ill tc rm 01' in come, are more susceptible to di vorce. Bonham and Balsw ick (1980) 
a lso ha ve shown that there is inverse re lationshi p between income and rate o f marital 
di sso luti on. 

The prese nt st udy showed that 14% of the male respo ndents were teachers, 13% 
merchants, I 1% dri vers an d I I % so ldi ers. Even though the income of merchants may 
depen d on the type 01" bus;ness they are involved in, it is poss ibl e to see that teacl·ers, 
drivers and so ldiers belong to the low-income part of the soc iety. When we consider the 
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occupati on of the fema le respondents we see that 25% were housewives and 13% students, 
which g ives us 38% of unemployed femal es. The rest 62% are employed . It was also 
shown that 6 1 % o f the ex-wives o f the male respondents were employed. 

It is poss ibl e to suggest fro l11 the res ult that fa mil y low income or low- in come 
occupati ons a re assoc iated w ith di vorce . It is a lso poss ibl e to suggest that women's 
empl oyment can be a fac tor contributing to di vorce as 6 1. 5% of a ll the ex -wives were 
empl oyed. There a re studies, whi ch show that women's parti c ipati on in labor can be an 
important radors contri buting to di vo rce . A study done at the Uni versi ty of Michi ga n 
(Heckert, eta l, 1998) showed that non-tradi t ional couples in whi ch wives earn between 
50%-75% of househo ld income are s ignificantly more like ly to separate or di vorce than 
other co uples . Bonham and Ba lswick ( 1980) have al so shown that workingwomen were 
more li ke ly to get di vorced or separated . 

4. 1.4 EDUCATIONAL STATUS 
T he result of the prese nt study showed that the hi ghest percentage of the male 

divorcees (25%) had co ll ege di ploma and the highest percentage of the fe male di vorcees 
(33%) had a lso co ll ege dipl oma. 25% of the ex-wives and 34% of the ex-husbands had also 
co ll ege d iploma. The next hi ghes t percentage for the males was 20% for g rade 5 ~ 8 and 
fo r the J(:Jllales it was 16% for hi gh school complete. The result suggests that th ere is no 
linear re lat ionshi p between edu cati onal status and di vorce. Inte resting ly di vo rce rate is 
hi gher in th ose who ho ld co ll ege diploma. 

Thi s tindin g is not in agreement w ith some past researches . B.N Adams ( 1986) for 
exa mpl e, suggested that th e lower the fa mil y educati on the more li ke ly a d ivorce will 
occur. T he fi nd ing is howeve r in agreement with a study done by Bonham and Balswick 
( 1980) who conc luded that there is no s ignifi cant inverse relationship between education 
and mari ta l di sso luti on. 
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4.1.5 RELIGION 
According to Kammeyer ( 1987) among the majo r re li g io us denominat ions in the 

USA, Protesta nts as a group have sli ght ly higher di ssolution rates than Catholics, while 
Jews have lower rates than Catholics . H e also showed that the highest marriage disruption 
rates were among those people who claim no re ligion . Bonham and Balswick ( 1980) have 
a lso show n that Catho lics had a lower rate of divorce than Protes tants. Lev inger ( 1965) 
fo und proscrip ti ve re ligion and jo int church attendance to be sources of barrier strengths 
preve nti ng the spouses to co me o ut of marri age. Guttmann ( 1993) reported that di vorce 
rate in inter fa ith marri ages is hi g her than in re li g iously homogenous marri age. 

T he result of the current study showed that the hi g hest percentage of the ma le 
responden ts (77%) as well as the fema le respondents (77%) were Orthodox . 74% of the ex­
hu sbands a nd 69% of the ex-wives were a lso Orthodox. After the 0 11hodox come the 
M uslims, th e Protestant and the Catho lics in that order. T hi s resu lt is inconc lusive because 
the proportion of the popul at ion of Addi s A baba be long ing to d iffe rent re li g ious is not 
known . 

;\ nl()nf', the 200 cOllp les in th is study, in 87 .5% spouses had same rel ig ion whil e in 
1.2 .. 5% sp1 )u ses had cl ilTerent re li gion the h ighest being Orthodox-M uslim (4 .5%). T hu s it is 
possi b le to :; uggest that in term of the effect of re li gion the study is inconcl usive. 

4.1.6 TRADITIONAL MA RRIAGE 
It is kilow n til allllarri ages can be arranged by fam ili es in Ethi op ia. In this s tudy in 

56.5% of th e cau se the Illarriages were arranged by the fa mili es and the rest 43.5% were 
non-tracl itional marri ages. T hu s the effect of family arrangements of ma rriages was not 
ap prec iated in thi s study. 

4.1.7 LEGA LITY OF MA RRIAGE 
The resu lt of the study showed that 51 % of the couples were lega lly certi fied 

by the government office while the rest 49% were not. Thi s shows that the data that 
is obtai ned from the Add is Ababa City Government Acts and 
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Docllmentation offi ce IS not compl ete and cannot show th e true 
prevalence of marriages. 

4.1.8 DURATION OF ENGAGEMENT 
In 79% o rth e 200 couples, it was found that the couples were engaged for 1-2 years . 

The result shows that there is no linear relationship between length of engagement and 
divorce rate. Thus it is not poss ible to appreciate the effect of duration of engagement on 
di vorce in thi s study . 

4.1.9 COHABITAION 
A slUdy whi ch used the Canadian fertility survey (Hall, 1996) showed that couples 

who cohabit pri or to marri age have a s ignificantl y higher ri sk of getting di vorced tha t 
co upl es who do no t co hab it be fore marr iage . Thi s is contrary to the popul a t' be li e!" th at 
li ving togeth e r be fore marriage is an e ffective way to reduce a couple's chance of 
di vorc in g. 

·fh e.: p resen t s tudy showed that 16% of the couples co-habited before marriage and 
th is might have contributed to the di sso lution of their marriage. 

4.1.10 PREMARITAL SEXUAL INTERCOURSE AND 
PREGNANCY 

L:vcn thou gh studi es on the e ffect of premarital sexual intercourse are not ava ilabl e, 
Bonham and Ba lswick (1980) have shown premarital pregnancy to be cons istently related 
to hi gher di ssolution rate o f di vorce. In the present study 55% of the male respondents and 
33% of th e female respondents reported that they had sexu al intercourse w ith the ir ex ­
spouse before marriage. 36% o f th e male respondents sa id that the ir ex-spouses were 
pregnant be fo re marriage . Among the female respondents II % were pregnant before 
marriage . Thi s result suggests that premarital pregnancy can be a contributing factor to 
di ssolution 0 1' marri age. 
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4.1.1 t PREMARITAL COUNSELING 
In thi s study 95.0% of the couples had no premarital counseling. This shows that 

most of the couples had no access to premarital counseling services. The couples were not 
prepared for marriage by profess ional s. In Ca lifornia, USA, a law was implemented which 
required premarital counse ling for any couple applying for marriage where either party is 
under 18 years of age (Elkin, 1977) . This law is believed to have improved stability of 
marriage showing the rele vance of premarital counseling. The absence of premarital 
counseling can be a pertinent contributing factor 1'01' divorce. 

4.1.12 NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
Accordin g to Bonham and Balswick (1980) childl ess wome n had substantia ll y 

hi gher cli vorce rate than women with chilclren. The study showed that the presence of 
sc hool-aged ch ildren lowered the probability of divorce. The researchers reported however, 
that other studies had shown that divorcing couples had hi gher fertility than non-di vorcing 
couples. 

The present st udy showed that 49% of the coup les had 1-2 children, 22% had 3-4 
children <Ind 15% had no children . Thus the relationship between the number of ch ildren 
and di vorce rnte is not clear. Th is is in agreement with past researches, which are 
: I Icone lusi ve. 

4.1.13 DURATION OF THE PREVIOUS MARRIAGE. 
Arnong th e 200 couples, 49% were married for 6-10 years before di vorce, 22% were 

'll(IITit'd for 3-5 years and 14% were married for 11-1 5 years. This suggests that marriages 
arl~ likel y to be disso lved 6-10 years after marriage. After these years the probability or 
di vOice dellines. An annual study in UK based on surveys of matrimonial lawyers showed 
that 40% oj' mnrriages end after 5- 10 years and 53% end after 10-1 5 years. (Wikipedia, 
2005) 

4.1.14 FILING FOR DIVORCE 
DilTeren t , tudics show that most petitions for di vorce are filed by women. In 1994, 

68. 1% or di vorc,; p~tili ()ns were liled by wives in Canada (Bl ack, 2005). The rest 23 .87% 
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was filed by husbands and 8.03% was filed jointly. The same source showed that in 1995, 
67.85% of di vorce petitions were lil ed by w ives, 25% by husbands and the rest 6.38% fil ed 
jointly . According to Vern L. Bull ough and Fang Fu Ruan (1994) 70% of the divorces in 
C hina are initiated by th e women. While annual study in UK showed that 93% of di vorce 
cases were pet itioned by women. 

The present study showed that 52 .5% of divorce is fil ed by women in Addi s Ababa. 
The rest 28% is lil ed by the hu sband s and 19.5% is filed jointly. Th is shows that most 
pet itions for divorce are filed by the wives. 

4.1.15 DIVORCE CERTIFICATE 

The present study showed that 82% of the male respondents and 75% of the female 
!'espondents did not take divorce certiticate. This shows that most divorcees in Addi s 
Ababa do not app ly for divol'ce certifi cate and that th e data avai lab le at the documentation 
o!'lice C:l nl1ot he compit:k. 

".1.16 NUM BER OF DIVORCES AND REMARRIAGE 
In a study done in Arizona Sta te Uni vers ity it was shown that among ad ults w ho had 

'-'lI dee! the il ' lirst marri age in d ivorce, abo ut three fourth of the e ld erly men and two thirds 
oj' the e ld er ly WDlll en were re:mllTied (G lick& Lin , 1987). However there was dec lin e in 
1970s among those unde r 35 . Recent studi es show that 75% of people w ho di vorce remarry 
(Brody e t a i, 1988) . 

The clT~c! of rema rriages on the rate of divorce was studied. Bonham and Bal swick 
( 1980) repl1rted lhat those who marry three or more times were more li kely to di vorce 
,wain than those who ma rri ed once or tw ice. o 

The CUITent study showed that 5% of the participants had 4-6 IJI"ev ious di vorces, 
26.5% had 2-3 di vorces and 68.5% had onl y one di vorce. The study a lso showed that 67% 
of the ma le respo nden ts and 40% of the female respondents a re remarri ed. Thi s sho ws that 
serial mCl ITiagcs and di vorces are not uncommon in Addi s Ababa. A mong those who 
remarried J 5% or the wOille n remalTi ed w ith in 1-2 years w hi Ie the majority of the men 
(31.3'%) I'ema rr ied a l'ter 6--1 0 yea rs . Thi s shows that women remarry faster than men do. 
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4.1.17 PARENTAL DIVORCE 

Parenta l di vorce was suggested to be a pertinent contributing factor to d ivorce. 
Accord ing to Kiernan and Cherlin ( 1958), off springs of divorced parent dissolve their first 
partnership by the age of 33. Other study has also suggested the intergenerational 
transmi ss ion of divorce (Di ekmann and Shcmidheiny, 2004). According to thi s study, 
which in clud ed Eas tern Europe, Western Europe and North America, the di vorce ri sk of 
children of di vorced parents was on average 2.03 times higher than that of children of non­
di vo rced pa re nts. There are a lso other researches , whi ch sugges ted that there is a genetic 
transmi ss ion of di vorce (Jockin eta l, 1996). 

The result of the current study showed that the parents of 61 % of the female 
I'espondents and 42% o f the mal e respondents were di vorced. 13% of the male respondents 
and 22'Yo of the fe mal e respondents reported that their parents as well as their ex-spouse's 
pa rents were di vorced. Thi s result indicates that parental di vorce can be taken as one of the 
perti nent contri buting factors for di vorce and intergenerational transmiss ion of divorce is 
possible. 

4.2DI SCUSSION ON THE PERTINET CONTRIBUTING FACTORS 
In th is part o f th e paper fac tors which ranked 1-20 for ma les and femal es are 

d iscussed wi th the ir t- va lue and corre lati on. 

4.2 .1 PERTINENT CONTRIBUTING FACTORS (MALES) 

f. INCOMPATIBLE BEHAVIOR (84%) 

Thi s l ~lc lOr was cons id ered a pertinent factor by 84% of the men. It was 
s ign ili cant ly chec ;(ed by ma les th an females (t = 5.00). Thi s factor is mark edl y 
corre lated with cOl11muni cation prob lems. It is a lso corre lated w ith the hu sband 's 
ra i led ex pectati on, lack of happiness, lack of interest, abusing the wife verbally 
and phys ica ll y, fin anci a l probl ems and stingin ess. In the study by Cleek and 
Pcarson ( 1985) thi s lac tor was checked by 44.7% of the respondents and ranked 
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3'd In the present study it ra nked 3"1 for females . Thus incompatible behav ior is 
one of the pertinent contri buting factors. 

2. IMMA TURITY OF THE WIFE (80 %) 

Immaturi ty of the ex-wi fe is considered as a pertinent contributing factor by 80% 
of the men. That is, they beli eve that their wives were not mature enough in the 
areas o r marriage and the famil y. The factor is checked by the men more than by 
th e females (t=6.LI.4). This factor is not present in the Cleek and Pearson's li st. 
Immaturi ty of the wife is markedl y corre lated with phys ica l abuse by the 
husband. Interestingly 51 % of the fe males also considered their own immaturity 
8S a pe rtinent contri buting facto r. 

3. HUSBAND'S LACK OF INTEREST (80%) 

Lack of interest is checked more often by males than by females (t=4.70). 48% of 
the fema les also confessed that they lacked interest in the marri age (rank 7). The 
husband 's lack of interest is markedly correlated with incompatible behavior and 
th e husba nd 's lack of happiness and verbal and phys ica l abusive behav ior. It is 
importan t to note th at the abusive behav iors are markedl y co rrelated with 
incompatib le beha vior as I.vel l. This facto r is one of the 16 perceived "causes" of 
di vlll"<:e roulld by Burns ( I <)84) 

4. HUSBAND 'S FAILED EXPECTATION (78%) 

Failed expectati on was checked signifi cantly more by the males than the females 
(t=4. 12).78% of the husbands did not find marri age as they expected it and 50% 
of the fe males also gave the same reason. The husband 's fa il ed expectation is 
markedl y correlated with the husband 's lack of happiness and incompatible 
behav ior betwee n the spouses . Thus thi s fac tor is one of the pertinent 
contr ib uting l~l ctors fo r divo rce. 



5. COMMUNICATION PROBLEMS (78 %) 

Thi s factor was checked significantly more by males than females (t =5.65). 78% 
of the men considered commun ication problems between the spouses to be one of 
the pertinent facto rs which contributed to their divorce. 39% of the fema le also 
did the same (rank = 4). There is marked correlation between communication 
problem and incompatibl e beha vior. It is al so markedl y co rrelated with lack of 
happi ness. One can apprec iate the intercorrelat ion between fa il ed ex pectati ons, 
lack or happiness, comm unicati on problem, lack interest and incompatible 
behav ior. 

6. HUSBAND'S LACK OF HAPPINESS (78%) 

Lack of happ iness (se ll) is also significantl y more checked by males than females 
( l = 4.34). Thi s factor ranked 2nd (46.9%) in the study by Cleek and Pearson. 
Lack of happiness of th e wives also ranked 2nd (59.9%) in the same study for 
l'erna les. The corre lation of thi s facto r with others was appreciated above . 
I lowe-vcr, it is also marked ly correlated with verbal abuse by the husband and the 
husband"s stinginess . The above di scuss ion shows that husband' s lack o f 
happ iness is a pertinent contr ibuting factor to di vorce. 

7. INA DEQUATE HOUSING (7 / %) 

This I"nctor was checked by 71 % of the males and by 44% of the fema les as a 
l"o ntr ibllti ng ractor. It is howeve r sign ificantl y more checked by males than 
females (t = 4.29). It is interesting to note that thi s factor is in the top 20 for both 
Ill :l les and fe males. Inadeq uate housing is markedl y co rrelated with financi al 
prob lem and alcoholi sm. It is easy to apprec iate these corrections. Inadequate 
housi ng was given as one of the 16 main perceived causes of di vorce in the study 
by Bums ( 1984). Thus, inadequate housing is a pertinent factor contributing to 
cI i vorce. 
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8. DESERTION BY THE WIFE (70%) 

Desert ion by spo use was checked more signi tieantly by males (t = 6.57) than by 

the femal es (24'%j. The study shows that 70% of the husbands were deserted by 
their wives . One expects to find some correlations for this factor. Deserti on by 
the wives is marked ly corre la ted with phys ical abuse, verbal abuse by the 
husband, and gambling by the husband. It is also corre lated w ith lack of interest 
of the husband. 

9. VER BA L ABUSE BY THE HUSBAND (67%) 

Verbal ab use by the hu sband is believed by the male to be a contributing facto r 
for their divorce. Only 12% of the women took their own verbal abuse to be a 
factor. Verba! ab use (se lf) was checked more by males than female s (t =7 .97). 
Th is fa c tor ranked 4th (5.5%) fo r fema les and 6th (24.7) for ma les in the study by 
l3U:'Il S ( 1985). Hu sband 's verbal abuse is marked corre lated with the hu sband 's 
\;:ck lif in terest. Cl'uc!f.y and inferiority. It is also correlated with desertion by the 
W I kane! inco lllpcHibl e behavior. Thus thi s factor is a pertinent contributing fac tor 
for di vo l·ce. 

10. THE WIVES LACI( OF INTEREST (67%) 

As 67% of the hu sbands gave lack of interest by wives as a contributing factor 
48f~O of the femal es gave the ir own lack of interest as a contributing t8 ctor. Lack 
or inkrest (spoL:se) was checked more signi ti cantiy by males than i'e lllaic:s (t 
00·4 .29). Wives lack of interest was the 81h 

perceived cau se of di vorce in th e 
stud y by Burns (1985). Thus thi s factor is a pertinent contri buting factor to 

divo rce . 

n . ALCOHOLl.,)'M (HUSBAND) (16%) 

As 6 ) !~;;) of the 1l1,~les gave their alcoholi sm as a pertinent factor for di vorce, 48% 
th e Icmales checked alcoho l ism of the ir husband as a pertinent factor . 
A lcoho li sm (se ll) was checked more s ignifi cantly by males the females (t =8 .38). 
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Alcoho l ism was the 5tll perceive cause In the study by Burns. Husband 
alcohol ism also ranked til for females (30%) and 14th for males (30.2) in the 
study by Cleek and Pearson (1985). In thi s study male alcoholi sm is markedl y 
correlated with smoking, gambling, jealousy, and physical abuse by the husband. 
It is also markedl y correlated with financial problem and inadequate housing. 
Only 6% of th e females reported their own alcoholi sm. From the above 
discuss ion , it is poss ibl e to say that husband 's alcoholi sm is a pertinent 
contri buting factor for di vorce. 

12. PHYSICAL ABUSE BY THE HUSBAND (64%) 

This factor was checked sign ificantly more by males than females (t =8.38). 26% 
of the female respondents have also reported that they were physically abused by 
their husbands. It is note worthy that it is the physical abusers who have mainly 
menti oned the factor as pertinent rather than the abused. In the study done by 
Cleek and Pea rson, physica l abuse by husbands ranked 15 (3 .6%) fo r males and 9 
(:21.7) for females. In the present study, this facto r is markedl y correlated with 
verbal abuse by husbands, husband's jealousy, cruelty , alcoholi sm, financ ial 
prob lems, immaturity and inferi ority of the wives, verbal abuse by wives, 
smoking by husbands, inreri Ol'ity ,stinginess, lack of interest by the husbands and 
in compatible behavior. We can see that phys ical abuse is correlated with 13 
different factors. This factor is a peliinent contributing factor for di vorce. 

13. FRICTJON WITH RELATIVES (64%) 

There is no signifi cant di fference between males and fema les in check ing th is 
I ~l c tor (t = 1. 86). b4% of the males and 51 % of the fema les have checked it as a 
pertinent facto r. It ranked 3r

t! for females in thi s study. In the study by Cleek and 
Pearson (1985) th is facto r ranked 8th ( I 1.6%) for males and l oth (10 .7%) for 
ICllla les . In the study by Bu rn s ( 1984), fri cti on with relati ves was the 9th 

important pe rceived cause of divorce. In the present study no marked correlation 
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was foullci wit h other t~l cto rs . Friction with relat ions is a pertinent contributing 111clor. 

14. FAILED EXPECTATION OF THE WIVES (63%) 
Thi s factor was checked more by males than females (t = 4.14). 34% of the wives 
also reported that there was failed expectation of the husbands. This factor is a 
pertinent contributing factor for di vorce. 

IS.D1FFERENCES OVER PALNS AND VISIONS. (63%) 
This is the factor ranked I SI for the females (51 %). No marked correlat ion was 
found with other factors. It is pertinent contributing factor for divorce. 

16. WIFE'S LACK OF HAPPINESS (61%) 
Lack of happ iness (spouse) was checked significantly by the males than the 
females (t = 2.7 1). 42% of the fema les also said that their husbands lacked 
happiness. In the study by Cicek and Pearson ( 1985) , basic unhapp iness rankcd 
2".1 for both males (46.9%) and females (59 .9%). We can see that it is a pertinent 
i'ncto r contl ibuting to di vorce. No marked correlation was found with other 
lilctorS. 

17. SUSPICIOUSNESS & JEALOUSY OF THE WIVES. (60%) 
(60%) of the male respondent have reported suspiciousness and jealousy of the 
wives as a contributing factor. While 40% of the females reported that their 
husbands were jealous. 5 1 % of the males and 35% of the femal es have al so said 
that they were jea lous rhemselves. The difference between males and females 
was not stati sti call y s ignifi cant at the 0.0 I level (t = 2.29). Jealousy was 
l11 ent ioned as a perce ived cause neither in Burn nor Cleek and Pearson's study. In 
the prese nt stud y thi s factor is considered a pertinent contributing factor. 
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18. IRRESPONSIBLITY OF THE WIVES (58%) 

Interestingly 58% of the mal es and 56% of the females said their spouses were 
irresponsible. There was no significant difference between men and women in 
checking thi s fac tor. Irresponsibility in marri age is a pertinent contributing factor 
for di vorce. 

19. FINANCIAL PROBLEM (58%) 

Financia l prob lem was checked more significantl y by males than females (t 
=5.23). On ly 24% of the fe males reported thi s factor as a contributing factor. In 
the study by Cleek and Pearson ( 1985), financial problem stool 5th for both males 
(28 .7%) and females (32.9%). In the present study financial problem is correlated 
wi th inferiority of the husband as well as the wives, inadequate housing, verbal 
and physical abuse by the husbands, incompatible behavior, Alcoholism and 
stinginess by th e husbands. Thus financi al problem is a pertinent contributing 
I ~l c to r fo r di vorce. 

20. STlIVGINESS OF HUSBNA DS. (57%) 

Husband's stinginess was checked by 57% of the males. 42% of the females also 
reported that they husbands were stingy. This factor, stinginess (self) was 
checked mo re by mal es than IClllal es (t =8.00). Th is fa ctor is markedl y con'e lated 
with incompatible behavior, fin ancial problems, phys ica l abuse and lack of 
happin ess of the husband. Th is factor is also a pertinent contributing fac tor for 
di vorce. 

4.2.2 PERTINENT CONTRIBUTING FACTORS (FEMALES) 
Those factors, whi ch are di scussed in detai ls under "males", will not be dea lt with 

here in dctai Is. 
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1. DIFFERENCES OVER PLANS AND VISONS (51%) 
Thi s factor ranked I st for females. No marked correlat ion with other factors war 
found. It be longs to the top 20 factors for males and is a pertinent contribut ing 
factor. 

2. IRRESPONSIBLITY OF THE HUSBAND (56%) 
Thi s factor ranked 2nd for fema les. It belongs to the top 20 factors for males. It is 
markedl y correlated with lack of interest, phys ical abuse, failed expectation, and 
alcoholi sm of the husband. It is also correlated with alcoholism and desertion by 
the wife's . 

3. FRICTION WITH RELATIVES (51%) 
Thi s l"a ctor which ranked 3'lI for fema les is also in the top 20 factors for males. It 
is marked ly corre lated with incompat ible behavior and is a pertinent contri buting 
l ~lc tor. 

4. INCOMPATIBEL BEHAVIOR (51%) 
Thi s ["actor also stood 3'd fo r females and belongs to the top 20 factors of the 
Ill ales. It is markedl y correlated with communication problems, lack of happ iness 
and fa i led expectation of the wives, lack of happ iness of the husbands, verbal 
abuse, phys ical abuse, lack of ha pp iness and immaturity of the husbands. It is 
also co rrelated with friction with relatives. This factor is a pertinent contributing 
l"actor. 

:J . IMMA TURITY OF THE WIVES (51 %) 
Thi s i""actor also ranked 3'lI for fe males and belongs to the top 20 t"actors of the 
males. It is markedl y co rrelated with communication problems, incompatible 
hehavior, lack 0 1" happ iness an d failed ex pectati on by the wives. It is also 
cort'elated with di ffc rence over plans and visions. It is a pert inent contributing 
fa ctor. 
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6. FAILED EXPECTION OF THE WIVES (50%) 
Thi s factor ranked 6th for females and also belongs to the top 20 factors for males. 
I t is markedly corrected with lack of happiness and lack of interest by the wives. 
It is also correlated with communication problems and incompatible behavior. It 
is also correlated with sexual incompatibility, immaturity of the wives and 
husbands, husband 's cruelty and irrespons ibility. This factor is pertinent 
con tributing factor. 

7. WIVES LACK OF INTEREST (48%) 
Ranked t h for females and belongs to the top 20 factors of the males. It is 
markedly correlated with the wives lack of happiness and failed expectation, 
alcoholi sm and failed expectation and verbal abuse by husbands. This factor is 
pertinent contributing factor for divorce. 

8. WIVES LAC/( OF HAPPINESS (46%) 
Ranked 8th I'or females and belongs to the top 20 factors for males. It is correlated 
with incompatible behavior, communication probl em, alcoholi sm, cruelty, 
immaturity and phys ical abuse by husbands. It is also correlated with the fail ed 
ex pectation of the wives. This factor is a pertinent contributing factor for di vorce. 

9. ALCOHLISM OF THE HUSBANDS (46%) 
Rnn ked sth for fema les and belongs to the top 20 factors for males. Alcoholi sm of 
spouse was markedly correlated with smoking, verbal abuse, cruelty, 
irresponsibility of the husband. It is also correlated with lack of happiness and 
lack of interest by the wives. This factor is a pertinent contributing factor for 
cI i vorce. 

10. HUSBAND'S LAC/( OF INTERST (44%) 
Thi s I ~lctor I'anked 10'h for fema les and also belongs to th e top 20 factors for 
males. It is markedl y corre lated with husband 's lack of happ iness and fa iled 
expec tation . It is also correlated with communication problem, incompat ible 
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behav ior, irresponsibi lity and immaturity of husbands. This factor is a pertinent 
contri bu ti ng factor. 

11. CRUELITY OF HUSBANDS (44%) 
Thi s facto r does not belong to the top 20 factors of the males. Cruelty of 
husband ranked 32 (40%) for males . Husband 's cruelty was mentioned as the 
seventh important perceived cause in the study by Burns (1984). It is markedly 
correlated with stinginess, extramarital affairs by husband as we ll as verbal 
abuse by wives. It is correlated with alcoholi sm, verbal abuse, and 
irres ponsib ility or husbands. It is also correlated with communication prob lems, 
lack o f happ iness and failed expectation by the wi ves. This factor is also a 
pertinent contributing factor. 

12. HUSBANDS'S LACK OF HAPPINESS (42%) 
This factor ranked 12'h for females and also belongs to the top 20 facto rs fo r 
males . It is markedly correlated with failed expectation and lack of interest of 
husbands. It is a pertinent contributing factor. 

13. STINGINESS OF HUSBAND (42%) 
Ranked 12'" for fema les and belongs to the top 20 factors for males. It is 
mark edl y co rrelated with crue lty of husbands. It is a pertinent contri buting 
factor. 

14. INADEQUATE HOUSING (41%) 
Ranked 14'" for fema les and belongs to the top 20 factors for males. It IS 
markedl y correlated with f~n ancia l problem and immaturity of husbands . 

15. COMMUNICATION PROBLEM (39%) 
Ranked I S'h for,"emales, thi s factor belongs to the top 20 factors of the males. It 
is markedl y correlated with fa il ed expectation of self and husbands, 
incompat ible behavior, lack of interest and verbal abuse by the husbands, 

80 



crue lty and immaturity of the husbands, lack of hap piness and immatur ity of the 
w ives. T hi s factor is al so a pertinent contributing factor. 

16. SUSPICIOUSNESS AND JEALOUSY OF THE HUSBANDS (40%) 
This facto r does not belong to the top 20 of the male 's factors. However 5 1 % of 
the men (rank 23) reported that they were jealous and suspicious. No marked 
corre lat ion was fo und w ith other factors . This factor is a pertinent contributing 
factor . 

17. VERBAL ABUSE BY THE HUSBAND (38%) 
Thi s factor ranked 17'11 for female s and belongs to the top 20 fac tors in mal es. It 
is markedl y co rre lated with physical abuse by the husbands, incoillpatible 
beh8 vior, de serti on by wives, c rue lty, khat abuse. ane! a lcoho li sm by the 
husba nd s. It is a lso co rre lated w ith lack of interest by the wives. 

18. WIVES SUSPICIOUSNESS AND JEALOUSY (35%) 
Rank ed 18 for female s and belongs to the top 20 fac tors . No marked 
correlati ons were foune!. It is a perti nent contr ibuting fac tor. 

19. HUSBAND'S FAILED EXPECTATION. 
Ranked 18 for fe illal es, thi s facto r be longs to the top 20 factors for males. It is 
marked ly corre lated with husband' s lack of interest, lack of happi ness, 
cO lllllluni cation problems, se lf failed expectat ion , self immaturity, lack of 
in tc res t and ir respons ibility or spo use . Thi s l ~lctor is a lso a pertincnt 
co ntri buting lac tor. 

20. HUSBNDS SMOKING (34%) 
This facto r ranked 18111 for fe males. 49% of the males a lso menti oned thi s factor 
as a contributing factor (rank 25). Husbands' smoking is correlated w ith 
a lco holi sm, illlpri sonment and irrespons ibility of the hu sbands. 

81 



From the above di sc uss ion it becomes clear that 16 of the twenty top factors are 
common for males and females. There are additional four factors for each. This makes the 
most pertinent factors twenty-four. The 16 common factors are. 

1. Incompatible behavior 

2. Diffet'ences over plans and visions. 

3. Friction with rela tives. 

4. Communication problems. 

5. Inadequate housing. 

6. Immaturity of the wives. 

7. Wives' lack of interest. 

8. Wives' lack of happiness. 

9. Wives failed expectation. 

10. H IIsbands' lacI< of interest. 

II. Husbands' failed expectation. 

12. Husbands' lack of happiness. 

13. Verbal abuse by the husbands. 

14. Alcoh olism of the husbands. 

15. Suspiciousness and jealousy of the wives. 

16. Stinginess of the husbands. 

Th e reaming 8 faclol's are:-

17. Descrtion by the wife. (males) 

18. Physical abuse by the husband. (males) 

19. I.-responsibility of the wives. (males) 

20. Financial problem. (males) 

21. Irresponsibility of the husbands. (Female) 

22. C ruelty of husbands. (Females) 

23. Suspiciousness and jealollsy of the husband. (Females) 

24. Husband's smoking. (Females) 
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These pe rtinent contributing factors can be grouped in to seven different types of groups. "Affecti ve factors", "cogniti ve fa ctors", "economic facto rs", "behavioral facto rs", "addict ive factors" , "social factors" , and " fam ili a l factors" 

1. "Affective factors " 

• Wives lack of in terest. 

• Wi ves lack of happin ess . 

• W ives fa il ed ex pectation . 

• Husbands' lack of interest. 

• Husbands' fail ed expectation. 

• Ilu sbands' lack of happ in ess . 

• Suspiciousness andjealous of the wives. 
• Suspiciousness and j ealous of the hu sbands. 

2. "Cognitive j{lctors" 

• Comillulli catioll prob lems. 

• Oi ITerences over plan s and visions. 
• Illllll utul'ity of the wi ves . 

• Irrespo ns ibility o Cthe wives . 

• Ir res ponsibility of til e hu sbands. 

3. "Behavioral j{lctOJ'S" 

• Incompatibl e beha vior. 

• Ve rba l abuse by the husbands. 

• Stin g in ess of the hu sbands. 

• Phys ic;]1 abu se by the husbands. 

• C ruelty oftll e hu sbands. 

4. "Farnil ialj(lctors" 

• iJeserti on by the wife . 
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5. .. Ecol1omic jilclol's" 

• 1 nadequale housing. 

• F inancial problems. 

6. "Addictivejilcto/'s" 

• Alcoholi sm of the husbands. 

• Husbands smoking. 

7. "Social factors" 

Fri ct ion with relati ves 

If can be seen fl'om the above that most of the pertinent factors are "Affect ive" 
fo ll owed by "cognitive" and behavioral. 

When we compare the present study with studies done by Burns (1984) and Cleek 
and Pea rson ( 1985), we tind striking simil ariti es. There are however some fa ctors which 
are in the li st of these researches but whi ch did not make it to the top 20 pertinent factors in 
the present study. These factors are: - sexual incompatibility, extramarital affairs, and 
rel igious di fferences . 

I . SEXUAL INCOMPA T1BILlTY: Thi s factor ranked 27th (28%) for males and 34 th 

( 14%) for the females. It was checked significantly more by males than females (t = 

5.23). In ma les no marked correlation was fo und with other factors. In women 
however it is markedl y correlated with financial problems and wives failed 
expectat ion. 

2. EXTRAMA RITA L AFFAIRS: Thi s factor is considered to be one of the most 
s igni fi cant "causes" of divorce (OM I, 2006). In the present study 47% of the males 
and 5% orthe fema le repo rted that they had extramar ital affa irs. 17% orthe men and 
32t% of females also reported that their spouse had extramarital affairs. Extramarital 
art~1irs are marked ly correlated with child birth from another partner and cruelty of 
husbands. 

3. DIFFERENCES IN RE LlGION: 16% of ma les and 13% of the females gave 
re li gious difference as a pertinent contributing factor. No marked correlation was 
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found w ith other facto rs. There was no s ignificant difference between males and 
feillai es in checking thi s l ~lCto l · . 

4.3 DISSCUSSION ON THE PERCIEVED REASONS OF DIVORCE 
Wh en asked what the respondents beli eved were the main reasons or "cause" of their divorce the respondents gave di ffe rent reasons . 
The 20 top percei ved reasons g iven by the respondents are presented under section 3.3 in the third chapter of thi s paper. In thi s part of the paper the 20 perceived reasons are compared with the top 20 pertinent factors. Factors that belong to the top 20 pertinent factors and also given as perceived " reasons" are: -

FOR MALES: Incompatible behavior, differences over plans and visions, friction with 
re latives, cOllllll uni cation problems, lack of interest, lack of happiness, 
fa il ed ex pectation , physica l abuse, a lcoholi sm, jealousy, stinginess, 
dese rtion, and fin anc ial probl ems. 

FOR FEMAf.ES: Di ITe rcnces ove r plans and v is ions, incompatib le beha vior, fi·icti on with 
re latives, communication problems, inadequate housing, lack of 
interest, lack of happ iness, alcoholi sm, j ea lousy, and stinginess. 

Thi s shows that for males 13 problems are checked as pertinent contributing facto r and given as perceived reasons. For females 10 problems were checked as pertinent factors 
and also as percei ved ca uses. 

When we compare males and females, 16 reasons were given by the males as we ll as 
the fe ma les a lth ough the percentage eli ffe rence. These reasons are:­

I. Jealousy (26% M, 18";', F) 

2. Physical abuse (24'1" M, 15% F) 
3. C hild birth from another partner (23% M, 6% F) 
4. Ext ramarital affairs (21 % M, 21 % F) 
5. Communication problems (17% M, 18% F) 
6. Alcoholism (141% M, 9% F) 
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7. Differences over plans and visions (14% M, 34 F) 
8. Fina ncial prob lems (13'Yo M, 10% F) 
9. Friction with relatives (11 01.. M, 21, F) 
10. Stinginess (10% M, 23% F) 
II. Incompatible behavior (10% M, 9% F) 
12. Infertility (8% M, 7% F) 
13. Lack of happiness (6%M, 11 % F) 
14. Lacl< of interest (5% M, 6% F) 
15. Desertion by spollse (5%M, 9% F) 
16. Irresponsibility (5% M, 16% F) 

T he oth er reasons g iven by men are : - fa iled expectat ion (7.5%), religiou s dilTercnces (7%), sex ual incompatibility (6%) and workhol ism ( 12%). The other reasons g iven by the fema les were repeated or long-term sepa rat ion , w ide age diffe rence, Gamb lin g and inadeq uate hou s in g. 

In tl:rms or s ignificance of diffe rence we can see the t - value deri ved and presented in T8ble 36. According to thi s resul t, men gave the fo llowing reasons signifi cantly more than felllHks. 

• C hild born from another partner. 
• Financial problems. 

• Wod<holsim. 

Females gave t.hc followin g reaso n s ignificance more than ma les. 
• Difference over plans and visions. 
• Friction with relatives. 

• S tin giness. 

• Irresponsib ility. 
In 81 1 the other perce ived causes, significance of difference was not significa nt at 0.05 and 0.0 I leve l. This indic8tes that fema les 8re more concerned with plan and vis! ons ror the fut ure and respo ns ibility. Th ey are more affec ted by stinginess and friction with 

86 



relatives than men. Men on the other hand cons ider fin ancial problems, chi ld born out of wed-lock and workho li slll as reason for divorce than females. 
By studying the pertinent contributing factors and the perceived reasons of di vorce we can organi ze and sUlllmari ze all the pertinent problems contributing towards di ssolution of marriage in Addi s Ababa as fo ll ows. 

I. "AfFective problems" 

• Lack of interest. 

• Lack of happi ness. 

• Fai led expectat ion. 

• Jea lously and suspiciousness. 
2. "Cof.:l1itive problem" 

• Oi rrerences over plans and vision. 
• Immaturity. 

• Irresponsibility. 

3. "Behavioral problems" 

• Incompatibl e behavior. 

• CO l11munication problems. 
• Extramarital affa irs. 

• Stinginess . 

• Cru elty. 

• Verbal abuse. 

• Physical abuse. 

• Sexual incompatibility . 

. Gambling. 

4. "Addictive problems" 

• Alcoholi sm. 

• Smoking. 
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5. "Familial problems" 

• Desertion by a partner. 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Child born from another partner. 

Infe rtility . 

Relig ious di fferences. 

Wide age differences. 

6. "Social problems" 

• Workh oli sm. 

• Repeated or long term separati on. 
• Fri ct ion with re lat ives . 

7. "Economic problems" 

• Financ ia l prob lems. 

• Inadeq uate hous ing. 

Thus we conclud e that these seven groups of problems, reasons or perti nent contributillg fa ctors are the main contributing factors to di vorce in Addis Ababa. 

4.4DISSCUSSJON ON THE OUTCOME OF THE INTERVEW. 
T he res ult of the inte rview showed that a ll the fac tors cons idered to be reason s of di vorce by the pro fess ional s belo ng to e ither to th e pertinent co ntributing factors or th e perce ived reasons. Some be longed to the demographic factors. Thi s strengthens the find ing in this stud y. It is inte res tin g to note that all the reasons whi ch were given by the pro fess ional s fa ll in to one of the seven gro ups of factors or to the demographi c facto rs. 
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C~TERFIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 
5.1 SUMMARY. 

This study was conducted with the objective of identifying the possible 
con tributing demographic f~lctors to divorce, the Pertinent contributing factors 
and the Perceived reasons for divorce. The study was conducted in Addi s 
Ababa taking 20 samples hom each of the ten sub cities making the sampling 
size 200 with I 00 males and J 00 females. The sampling technique used was 
c" pert choice and a questionnaire and structured interview were used to collect 
data. The col lected data was analyzed using SPSS .Percentages, Pearson 
product mo ment corre lations, t-values and Spearman rank difference 
correlations were ca lculated. Tell demographic factors and seven groups of 
b:rors i.e./\fj::;ct ivc, Cogni tive, Behavioral, Addictive, Familial, Social, and 
f.: coI ll'!nic ! ~1(; !(,! " ': were h lllH\ lu be 5ignificant contri butin g bctors to di vorce. 
i''.,(:l v'': suggest ions uncI recolil mend at ions are f()!'ward ecl. 

5.2 CONCLUSi ON 
As discussed in chapter one, di vo rce is believed to have detrimental effects on the div()rce(.' ~ and tilei r children. Stati st i c~ from different countries indicate that divorce rate is escalating. Tll'~ delta ti'om Addis A baba City Government Acts and Documentation offi ce ~; !IOIVS Utel! divorce rate is increas ing in Addis Ababa. The present research was conducted 

l( ~ :itudy the diffe rent d~ll1ograph ic facto rs and other pertinent contributing fa ctors that cOiHribule ( 0 di vorce. Perc ei ved reasons or di vorce, as perceived by the divorces, were 
stud ied. 

Fro ll1 rcs uil it is l' llssible [0 apprec iate possible contributing factors for di vorce. 
;\ ,u"::,! ,IK dCl1logr:lpilic l ~i( : to' · S rhe J'oli llw ing are poss ible contriburing fac tors. 
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I. Young age at marriage. 

2. Wide age difference (> 10 years). 
3. Low socio economic status. 
4. P"emarital sexual intercourse. 
S. Premarital pregnancy. 

6. Cohabitation. 

7. Lack of premarital counseling. 
8. Rema .... iage after divorce. 

9. Parental divorce. 

10. Female employment. 
Although these factors are suggested as poss ible contr ibuting demographic factors , further resea rch is nccessa ry. The result of the other demographic factors i.e. Ethnic orig in , educational statu s, reli g ion traditional marriage, duration of engagement and number of children was in conc lu s ive. 

From the study of the pertine nt contributing factors and perceived reasons, seven groups of probl ems are identi fied w hich contribute to the dissolution of marri ages in Addi s Ababa. Thesc categories of factors are:-

I. "Afji!ctil'e factors" 

I . I . Lack of interest 

1.2. Lack of happiness. 

1.3. Fai led expectat ion. 

1.4. Jea lou sy and sus pi c iousness . 
2. "COKII itil'e .litClon" 

2. I . Differences over plans and v is ions . 
2.2. Immatul·ity. 

2.3. Irrespons ibility . 

3. "Be/taviol"aljitclors" 

3. 1. Incompatible behav ior. 
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3.2. Communication problems. 
3. 3. Extramarital affairs. 
3.4. Stinginess . 

3.5. Cruelty. 

3.6. Verbal abuse. 

3.7. Phys ical abuse. 

3.8. Sexual incompatibility. 

3.9 Gamb ling. 

4. "A ddiclive jilc fors" 

4. 1. Alcoholi sm. 

4 .2. Smoking. 

5. "Frunilialjilcfors" 

5. 1. Desertion by a partner. 
5.2. Chi ld born from another partner. 
5.3. Infe rtil ity. 

5.4. Rei igi OLi S di fferences. 
5.5. Wide age difference. 

6. "Social jiu:fors" 

6.1. Workho lism 

6.2. Repeated or long-teml separation. 
6.3 . Fri ct ion with rclati vcs. 

7. "Ecol/omicjilclors" 

7.1. FinancIal problems. 

7.2. Inadequate housing. 

The conclus i0n of th is I'esearch is that in Addi s Ababa, divorce or di ssolution of marri age, is the result of interplay of the demograph ic factors, the affect ive facto rs, the 
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cogni tive f~l c to rs , the be hav io ra l fac tors, the Addict ive facto rs, the fam ili a l facto rs, the socia l factors a nd th e eco no m ic factors I isted above . These are the poss i bl e pert i nent contri buting facto rs to d ivo rce among the res idents of Addis Ababa. 

5.3 SUGGESTIONS 
At the conclus ion of thi s study the fo ll owing suggestions and recommendation are forwarded . 

I . A la rge scale, nat io n wide study should be conducted to study the facto rs 
co ntri buting to di ve rce as wel l as the effect of di vorce. A lo ng itudina l cohort stud y 
is s trongly s uggested to identify the determ inants of di vorce . 

2 . Coun se li ng serv ices that serve famil ies should be avai la bl e w ith in the reach of the 
popu lati o n. These counse ling services should dea l w ith fam ily p roblems that lead 
to di vorce and they shou ld work fo r the betterme nt of the famili es and 
stren gthen ing ofthe il· s tab ility. 

J. Prema rita l counse li ng serv ices that he lp couples to evaluate their decision to marry 
each other and prepare those to be married psychologically should be ava ilab le. 
Premar ital coun se l in g serv ices should be avail able in accessible areas such as 
churches, mosques, hea lth centers, kebeles etc. 

4. Tra in in g or counse lors that s pec ia li ze in fam ily therapy shoul d be started in hi gher 
lea rning inst itu tions. Tra ini ng should also be g iven to coun selors who are already 
in the profess io n. 

S. Ma rri age at a ve ry young age w ith out e noug h maturity and preparation should be 
avo ided . Marri age should take place at the appropri ate age and after enou gh 
prepa rat ion . 

6. Marriage w ith a ve ry w ide age diffe rence between the spouses shou ld be 
di sco uraged . The re has to be app ropri ate age di ffe rence between couples 

7. Premari ta l cohab itati o n, premarital pregnancy and premarita l sexua l interco urse 
should be di scou raged thro ugh education . 
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8. People who are a lready divorced and 'children of divorce' should be helped 
psychologically to thwart the un toward effect of divorce. 

9 . Ex tramarital affairs should be di scouraged by estab li shing a culture of fid elity in the 
society through education . 

I O.Different profess iona ls concerned in fami ly issues such as psychologists, counselors, 
soc io log ists, lawyers shou ld work in coll aboration, to red uce the preva lence and 
effect of divorce . 

II.The mass media should play important rol e in the betterment offamilies by teaching 
the soc iety using different programs. 

12 .A better law should be enacted that prevents verbal and physical abuse by the 
spouses in the fam ily. The law already enacted should be implemented. 

The researcher be li eves that these recommendations and suggesti on, if 
im plemented WOLild he lp in strengthen in g stability of marri age and preventi on of the ir 
disso luti on. 
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Appendix A. 

Pearson correlation of pertinent 

Contributing factors. 



Table A I Correlation between contributing factors for males 

DEGREE OF 

CORRELATED CONTRIBUTING FACTORS PEA RSON 

CORREL" TION (Males) 
r 

Physical abuse (self) & verbal abuse (self) 0.714 
Extramarital affa irs (spouse) & child birth from another partner (sp.) 0.652 
Incompatible behavior & failed expectation (self) 0.624 
Verbal abuse (self)& lack of interest (self) 0.606 
Phys ical abu se (se lf) & desertion (spouse) 0.600 
Physical abuse (self) and susp iciousness and jealously (self) 0.598 
Verbal abuse (se lf) and desertion (spouse) 0.562 
Lack of happiness (se lf) and fai led ex pectation (self) 0.549 

_.--------_.-

, Susp icio usness andjcnlousy (sell) and ve rbal abuse (scll) 0.546 I 1----------
Physica l nbu se (spouse ) & cruelty (spouse) 0.533 
-----------. 
Inferiority (se lf) and Inferiority (spouse) 0.508 
Verbal abuse (self) and stinginess (se lf) 0.507 
-~-'---

Incompatibl e behav ior and verbal abuse (se lf) 0.506 
rrCna~cial problem and inferi o rity (self) 0.503 

Alcoholism se lf and physical abuse (self) 0.498 
r-incompat ibl e behavior and compunction problem 0.493 

Financial problem and Inferiori ty (spouse) 0.486 
.-~--. 

Financia l problem and inadequate housing 0.483 
I ~ Fina;cial problem and verba l abu se (sel t) 

----
0.480 

1---_._._ . 

l .~~ck 01' ha~Jp iness (se ll) and lack interest (se lf) 0.480 
I Dese rtion (sell) and deserti on (spouse) -0.480 
I Inferi o rity (se lf) and st ing iness (se lf) 0.478 L. 



! Incompat ib le behavior ane! ph ys ica l abuse (se lf) 0.468 
-~~~~--------------------~------~ Alco holism (self) ane! smok ing (se lf) 0.468 

Incompatible behav ior and lack of interest 0.464 
Verbal abuse (spouse) and cruelty (spouse) 0.46 1 
Financia l prob lem and physical abuse (self) 0.459 
Financ ia l prob lem and incompatib le behav ior 0.458 
Physica l abuse (se lf) and Immaturity (spouse) 0.458 
Alco ho li sm (se lf) and Gambling (self) 0.458 
-~.~~~~--~~~~~~~~--------------------+---------~ Smoking (self) and Phys ical abuse (se lf) 0.458 
-------~-~~--~~-~~~-~~-----------------------+-----------~ I Smoking (sc ll) ane! Gambli ng (se ll) 0.458 
1-------_· ---- - --------------" -,-,----,-------------------------+-----I Incompatible behavior and lack o r happiness 0.457 
fAiZc)h\~li S ~)~l-( S~I I') and suspiciou sness and jealous ly (se lf) 0.455 ! 
!-;:;----------:-c:-----:-:-::-:-----,,--~--:-_=_------------+_----____j I Smokin~ ~~~ I f) and Khat abuse (se lf) 0.455 

~
' 1~'s~~ 1 abuse (spouse) and Inferiority (spouse) 0.45 1 
Incompatib le behavIOr and st lng ll1ess (self) 0.447 
-----------

I~~rb<l l abus~ (spouse) and phys i c~ 1 abuse (spouse) 0.447 
--,--~-------------------~----O-.-4-39---­I Desert ion (spou :;e) and Lack of interest (self) 

,- ------ ------ --- -_._-------------------------------------------+-------------1 : ;\IcollOli s!11 (sclf) ancllinanc ial prob lem 0.438 I 
~------- - - - .- .. ---------:-,------~--c_-__::_:--___:_---------c_::_--------------+_----------___1 I~c'~mm," ; ,," ; "" p,ob ' ''n _'m~L"'k "r '''PO ;oc" (,, ' D 0.436 __ 
Gamb li ng (s..:ll) :I nti Khat ab us..: (5..:11) 0.430 -----_._.------ -------------------------------------1---------------I Stinginess (se lf) 8nd Lack of interest (self) 0.424 I De;e'rtion ( s p; ~~se ) a l~e! Gal~lbTing-(se lt) 0.42 1 I 

P -,G"';;ic X ;)-buse (self) ane! lnfer iorilY (spouse) 0.4 17 
:----------------- ---------------------------------------+----------~ Physica l abuse (se l t) and Smoking (se l f) 0.41 5 .__ ------------ ----------___ ~----------------------I__--_,___:_--___1 Physical abuse (sell') anclln fer ior ity (se lf) 0.4 13 --:------ -- -- - -- ----------------------------------------j------------Verbal ab use (sel l) and Iliferiority (se l f) 0.412 ------- -- -- _ -- ----.-- ._----------------------------'-------------' 



flack of happiness (se l I) and Stin giness (se lf) 0.411 
Verba l abuse (spouse) and Physical abuse (sell) 0.410 
Alcoholi sm (sell) and Inadequate housing 0.409 
~Fi;~a nc i a l problem and Stag in ess (se ll) 0.407 
r Phys ica l abu se (se lf) and Lack of inte res t (se lf) 0.406 

Lack o f happin ess (se lf) and Verba l abuse (se ll) 0.402 
Smoking (se ll) and Phys ica l ab use (sell) 0.402 
Phys ica l abuse (se ll) and Stin giness (se lf) 0.40 I 
-~.-- -
Sting iness (se lf) and Dcs':n ion (spo use) 0.40 I 

1- Khat a-bus e (~I;-;; u se) an d In fe ri ority (spouse) 0.400 
-



Table A2. Correlatio/1 between contributing factors for females 

DEGREE OF 
CORRELATED CONTRIBUTING FACTORS PEARSON 

(Females) CORRELATION r L 
Lack of happiness (self) ancl failecl expectation (self) 0.682 
Failecl expectation (spouse) ancl Lack of interest (spouse) 0.682 

Verbal abuse (spouse) ancl Ph ys ica l abuse (spouse) 0.633 
Extramarital atfairs (spouse) ancl cruelty (spouse) 0.656 
Stinginess (spouse) ancl cruelty (spouse) 0.656 

-
Irresponsibility (spouse) ancl Physical abuse (spouse) 0.629 

I Comillunication problelll ancl Incompatible behavior 0.620 
~·oI1lIl1Uni ca tion problem ancl verba l abuse (spouse) 0.599 
Lack of happiness (spouse) ancl Lack of interest (spouse) 0. 593 
----- --_ ._-
Lack ol"happiness (s pouse) and fail ed expectation (spouse) 0. 587 

1- - --- ...... __ . . - - ----- . 

! InCeri ority (sell) and Inl"eriorily (spouse) 0.568 i ._ - ________ .-.-- - -.----
I Khat abuse (spouse) and lll1pri so nll1ent (spouse) 0.565 ._-- - .. - _. - - --- - ---_.- ------Al cohol iSIl1 (spouse) and Sll10king (spouse) 0.565 
------- _. 
Lack 01 · interest (se ll·) and fail ed ex pectat ion (se lf) 0.560 

-
Lack of in terest (se lf) and Lack of happiness (self) 0.559 

7~coll1patib l e behavior and lack of happiness (self) 0.543 
C-j ncol11patible behavior and rai led of happiness (self) 0.540 

--[ h;iled ~xp~ctaLioll (spouse) andlmmatu riLY (spouse) 0.536 
-_.-
Inferi ority (spouse) and Phys ica l abuse (se lf) 0.522 

COJ11ll1 uni cation problem and Failed expectat ion (self) 0.513 

I Incompatib le behav ior and Lack of happiness (spo use) 0.510 

1-Com-;;~{icat i o n - probl em and I ~liled expectation (spo use) 0.508 l __ . _ ____ 
---- . -



Fa il ed expectat ion (self) and Failed expectation (spouse) 
-

Cruc lty (sci I) and Vcrb:d abuse (se lf) 

Lack of interest (spouse) and irresponsib ili ty (spouse) 

Fail ed ex pectati on (se lf) and Immaturity (self) 

Communication problem and Immaturity (se lf) 

Communicat ion prob lem and Lack of happ iness (self) 

Smoking (se lf) and Im prisonment (se lf) 

Financ ial probl em and In fe ri ority (se lf) 

Immaturity (spo use) and failed expectation (self) 

Incompatible behavior and Immaturity (self) 

Extramarita l affairs (sci I) and Verba l abuse (self) 

Ve rba l ab use (se ll) and Stinginess (se ll) 

I ncompati b Ie behav ior and verbal abuse (spouse) 

Alcoholi sm (spouse) and Lack of happ iness (se lf) 

Financ ial prob lems and In fe ri ority of (spouse) 

Lack or happ iness (selt) and Cruelty (spouse) 
1------ - _._-----

Incompat ible behavior and Immaturity (spo use) 
r--------

Incompatible behavior and Lack of interest (spouse) 
-

Wide age difference and Inferi ority (spouse) 
-- - - -- - --- - -- -_. 

Immaturity (scll ) anc! Lack or inlet'est (spouse) 

Lack or happiness (se lf) and Immaturity (self) 
---_._-- -------_ ._. 
Immaturity (sell) and Failed expectat ion (spouse) 

Inferiority (spouse) and Inferiority (self) 

Inadequate housi ng and Immaturity (spouse) 

Communication problem and Lack of interest (spo use) 

Sexual incompatibi li ty and Financia l problem 

Immaturi ty (spouse) and Lack of interest (spouse) 

0.507 

0.502 

0.502 

0.500 

0.497 

0.496 

0.490 

0.485 

0.480 

0.480 

0.480 .~--

._-- _.- ----

0.480 

0.497 

0.477 

0.476 

0.475 

0.468 

0.466 

0.466 
-- -- --------- -_.-. - -

0.466 

0.463 

0.46 1 

0.457 

0.450 

0.448 

0.448 

0.448 

l 

i 
I 
I 



Appendix B. 

Questionnaire used for data collection in the research. 

The English version. 



ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

(DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY) 

A QUESTIONNAIRE PREPARED TO 
STUDY THE PERCEIVED 

DETERMINANTS OF DIVORCE 
AMONG THE RESIDENTS OF 

ADDIS ABABA 

Decem ber 2005 
Addis Ababa 
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: 

Dear Respondent 

This Questionnaire is prepared to collect data for a research. The 
research focuses in identifying the determinants of divorce among the 
residents of Addis Ababa. It is with great respect that we request you to 
fill out this questionnaire. Thc ,'esponses you give will be used for the 
sole purpose of the study and will not be given to any other third party. 
Confidentiality is well observed. You do not have to write your name. It 
is believed that the result of this study will be significant in the Quest of 
finding solutions for the family and the society at large in the area of 
divorce. We thus requcst you to respond to each item with care and 
sincerity, ' 

Thank you. 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 



r ART ~ BACK GROUND INFORMA TJON 
PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING ITEMS IN THE 
SPACE PROVIDED. 

I . AGE AT TI-JE PlmVIOUS MARRIAGE. 
Il Your age at the: previolls marriage 
• Your CX - SFOUSC-S age at the previous marriage 

1. SEX 

• ~1ale l~ 

• FClllak 1--------' L ___ I 

J . ETIINIC OIHGIN 

~ '{uu!" ~lJ)J) I /~' origin _____ ._ . __ ___________ ____ _ 

II Yuur CX - s p i.HISe ' S ethni :; origin ______ _ 

4. 0CCliPATION 

• You occ upat ion (during the previous marriage) 

----------------------- -
< Your ex-spouse's occupation (during the previous marriage) 

5_ EntJCATIONAL STATUS 

• Your eciucational statu, (at the time orthe marriaget. ___ _ 

----------------.- --- - -----
• Yo ur ex-spnus(;-s educatio nal states (at the time orthe marriag(;) 

----------- --~------.-------------------

2 

\ 

I 



6, RELIGION, 

• Your reli gion (at the prev ious marri age) 

Orthodox D Muslim D 
Catholic D Others D 
Protestant D Specify 

• Your ex -spouse's religion (at thc previous marriage) 

Orthodox D Musli m D 
Catholi c D Others D 
Prolcs tant D Specil 'y 

7, Was YOIII- marriage tnHlitional'! (i.e, arranged by your family'!) 

Yes D 
No D 

8. Wt"'c you legally man'ied? 

Ycs 

No 

D 
D 

9. Huw long were you engagcd? _____________________ _ 

1(1. Did you li ve with your ex-spollse hefo,'e the marriagc'! 

Yes D 
NIl D 

I r yes. lo r how long'l _______ _ 

II, Did you ha vc sexual relationship with yuur cx-spousc bcforc the marriage? 

Yes D 
No D 

3 



12. Was thcl'c premarital prcgnaney? 

Yes D 
No D 

13. Did you have prcmarital counscling before your previous marriage? 

Yes D 
No D 

14. How many children do you have from your previous mal'l'iage'! ______ _ 
IS. What was the duratioll of your previous marriage'! ________ _ 
16. Who did file for divorce'! 

Yo ursel f D 
Your ex-spouse D 
Hoth [ I 

17. Divorce certificate. 

• Did you take divorce certifica te? 

Yes D 
No D 

• Did your ex-spouse take divorce certi fi cate? 

Yes D 
No D 

I do not know D 
18. How many divorces did you have'? _ _____ _ __ _ 

4 
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19. Rcmarriagc. 

• Are you rell1arried? 

Ycs D 
No D 

If' ycs, how long "ncr thc di vorce? ________ _ 
Had your present spouse had a d ivorce? 

Yes D 
No D 

• Is yo ur exspouse re ll1 arri ed? 

Yes D 
No D 
I do no t know D 

• If ycs, how long "ncr the di vo rcc'> _ ____ _ __ _ 
Il ad you r prcscnt spo usc ur yo ur ex-spouse had a d ivo rce? 

Ycs D 
No D 

20. Parental divorce . 

• Were yo ur parcnt s di vo rced? 

Yes D 
N (l D 

• We re you r ex-spouse ' s parents d ivorced? 

Yes 

No 

D 
D 

5 
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PART II = LIST OF DETERMINANTS 
The following is a list of factors contributing to the dissolution of 

marriage. Therc arc two boxcs in front of each factOl·. One box is for 
"Ycs" and thc other box if for "No". If the factor was present in your 
previous malTiage and if you believe that it contributed to the 
dissolution of thc marriage please put a mark (.I) in the first "Yes" box. 
If the factor was not present in your previous marriage and did not 
contr-ibute to the dissolution of thc marriage, please put a mark ( .I ) in 
the second "No" box. 

Yes 
(\) 0= C(Hl1Jllllllication problcms. 

I I 
(2) = incompatible behavior. c:=::J 
(3) = Sexual incompatibility. 

I I 
(4) =c Financia l problems. c:=::J 
(5) = La!:k of happiness. (Self). 

(6) 0= Lack of happiness. (Spouse). 

(7) = Relig ious differences. 
I I 

(8) 0= Fai led expectations (Sell). c:=::J 
(9) 0= Failed expectations (Spo use). c=J 
(\0) = Fridion with rdatives (in-laws). c:=::J 
(11) = Disagreement over children. c=J 

6 

No 

I I 

c:=::J 
c:=::J 
c:=::J 
I 

I I 

c=J 
c=J 
c=J 
c=J 
c=J 



12) = Extramarital affairs (sell). c=J 
(13) = ExtnllTlarital affairs (spouse). I I 
(14) = Cruelty (sell). c=J 
(15) = Cruelty (spouse). I I 
(16) = Wide age difference. c=J 

, (17) = Immatul'ity in the .u·ea of marriage and the family (sell) . I I 
(18) = Immaturity in the area of marriage and the family 'c=J 

(spouse). 

(19) = Lack of interest (sell). 

(20) = Lacl< of interest (spouse). 

(21) = Work holism (self) . 

(22) = Work holism (Spuuse). 

(23) = Suspicio usn ess and ./ealousy (Se ll). 

(24) = S uspicioll s ness and ,!calous(spollse). 

(25) = IITcsponsihi lit y (spollse). 

26) = Irresponsibility (Sell). 

(27) = Infertility (Self). 

(28) = Infertility (spouse). 

(29) = Repeated OJ' !uug tcrm sepa l'a tion. 

(30) = Mental illness (Self). 

(3 I) = Mc nt a l illncss (spouse), 

I I 
c:=J 
CJ 
CJ 

7 

I I 
c=J 
I I 
CJ 

I I 
c=J 
I I 
c=J 

I I 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
I I 
c=J 



(32) = Other illness (Self). 

(33) = Other illness (spouse). 

(34) = Physical abuse (Self). 

(35) = Physical abuse (spouse). 

(36) = Ver'bal (emotional) abuse (Self). 

(37) = Ver'bal (emotional) abuse (spouse). 

(38) = Alcoholism (Self). 

(39) = Alcoholism (Spouse). 

(40) = Smoldn g (sell). 

(41) = Smoking (Spouse). 

(42) = k h'll abuse (self). 

(43) = khat abuse (spouse). 

(44) = Other people living in the same house. 

(45) = Inferiority 2° to low socia l recognition (self). 

(46) = Inferiority 2° to low social recognition (Spouse). 

(47) = Differences over plans and vision. 

(48) = Inadequate housing. 

(49) = Stinginess (sell). 

(50) = Stinginess (Spouse). 

(51) = Gambling (self). 

(52) = Gambling (Spouse). 

c=J 
CJ 

I 

I I 
CJ 
I I 
CJ 
c=J 

I I 
c=J 
I I 
C~ 

c=J 
c=J 
I I 
c::::J 

8 

CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 

I I 
CJ 
CJ 
I I 
CJ 
CJ 
c:=J 
I I 
CJ 
c:=J 
c:=J 



(53) = Desertion (Self). 

(54) = Dese rtion (Spouse). 

(55) = Imprisonment (Self). 

(56) = Imprisonment (Spouse). 

(57) = C hild birth froll1 another partner (Self). 

(58)== Ch ild birth frolll another partner (Spouse). 

(59) = Phys ical injury (Self). 

(60) = Physical injury (Spouse). 

CJ 
I I 
CJ 
CJ 
CJ 
I I 
CJ 
CJ 

9 

I I 
CJ 
CJ 

I I 
CJ 



PART III PERCEIVED MAIN REASONS OF 

DIVORCE 

In your opinion, what arc the maIO three ,'easons for your 
divorce? Please write them in the space provided in descending order of 
their significance, 

1 = ______________________________________________ __ 

2= 

3 ~ ___________________________________________________ _ 

Thanl, yo u for your precIOus time spent 111 tilling this 
questionnaire and thank you for your cooperation, 

10 



Appendix C. 

Questionnaire used for data collection in the research. 

The Amharic version. 
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Appendix D. 

The Structured Interview. 



STRUCTURED INTERVIEW 
This structured interview is prepared to be used in a research to study 

the pertinent contributing factors to divorce among the resident of Addis 
Ababa. I thank you fOJ' participating in this interview. Your name will not be 
revealed and confidentiality is strictly observed. The opinion and information 
that you give will be used for the sole purpose of the research. 

PART I: IDENTIFICATION. 

Name: 
Profcssion: _____________ _ 

Duration of service: 

PART II: Q UESTIONS. 

2 . .1: According to your cxperience and observation, what do you 
thinl, are "reasons" for divorce or contributing factors to 
divorc<:! in Addis Ababa? 

2.2: What do you suggest should be done to reduce the rate of 
divorce in Addis Ababa and prevent dissolution of marriage? 

\ 
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