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Abstract

This study aims to determine the factors affecting the divorces of men and women in Tiirkiye
and the effects of these factors on the probability of divorce. For this purpose, the survey data of 24200
people, 55% women and 45% men, were used in the Family Structure Research carried out by TUIK
in 2016. In the research, Pearson’s chi-square analysis was performed first to determine the factors
affecting the divorces of individuals. Then, logit and probit regression analyses were applied to the
variables found to be significant. As a result of the analysis, it was determined that some of the
sociodemographic and socioeconomic variables significantly affect individuals' divorce status.

Keywords :  Divorce Reasons, Divorce Probability, Logistic Regression Model,
Probit Regression Model.
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Oz

Bu calismanin amaci Tiirkiye’deki kadin ve erkeklerin bosanmalarini etkileyen faktorleri ve
bu faktdrlerin bosanma olasilif1 iizerindeki etkilerini belirlemektir. Bu amag dogrultusunda TUIK’in
2016 yilinda gergeklestirdigi Aile Yapisi Aragtirmasinda %55°ni kadinlarin ve %45’ini erkeklerin
olusturdugu, 24200 kisinin anket verileri kullanilmistir. Aragtirmada ilk olarak bireylerin bosanmalari
tizerinde etkili olan faktorleri belirlemek igin Pearson ki-kare analizi gergeklestirilmis, sonrasinda
anlaml bulunan degiskenlere logit ve probit regresyon analizleri uygulanmgtir. Analizler sonucunda

sosyodemografik ve sosyoekonomik degiskenlerin bazilarinin bireylerin bosanma durumlari iizerinde
anlaml1 bir etkiye sahip oldugu belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Sozciikler :  Bosanma Sebepleri, Bosanma Olasiliklar1, Lojistik Regresyon
Modeli, Probit Regresyon Modeli.
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1. Introduction

In our century, technological developments have led to radical socioeconomic
changes in social and business life. As evidence of these changes, people from different
nations have similar experiences on a global scale (Siit¢ii & Duyan, 2021). Thus, cultures
come closer, and nations quickly and easily get news from others, changing family structures
and social relations and revealing different family roles for women, men and children. In
addition to technological developments, legal developments favouring gender equality also
create differences in individuals’ perceptions of divorce. Divorce has become more
achievable in many societies compared to the past. However, this is not enough to eliminate
the negative effects of divorce on family structure and spouses. In Tirkiye, women have
difficulties starting immediately with their decision to divorce. They are often exposed to
negative reactions from many parts of society, especially their families. They also have
severe social and legal challenges when their husbands are not willing to divorce. After the
divorce, women often face economic difficulties and social pressure (Kucur & Kelebek,
2021). Aktas (2018) reported that all divorced men were disappointed in their spouses, did
not receive their wife’s support and attention in material and moral senses, and had
communication problems with their wives. However, psychological problems, social
alienation, performance and motivation problems at work, economic problems and social
pressure occur in men after divorce. Divorce also affects children. Divorce is not just about
a couple ending their married life but a process leading to lifestyle changes of other family
members (Aktas & Uray, 2021). Therefore, the psychological development of children is
negatively affected both during and after divorce, causing child attachment issues. In
addition, psychological issues such as anger control problems, feelings of guilt, sleep and
nutrition problems, introversion, academic failure, separation anxiety and restlessness are
seen in children of different ages during and/or after divorce (Siit¢ii & Duyan, 2021: 35-38).
As divorces in which children are affected negatively cause social problems, it has become
more of an issue to understand and prevent the causes of the increased number of divorces
for the future of children.

Divorce is a situation that affects all family members and causes psychological and
sociological problems that lead to social dimensions. However, although it is stated that
various factors are effective in divorce for men and women, it is noted that the most critical
factor is the differentiation of expectations about life with the breaking of ties between
spouses (Crowley, 2019; Giiven & Koroglu, 2023: 3). When divorce is evaluated
psychologically, it is seen as a phenomenon that causes serious problems that profoundly
affect all members of the family by disrupting family integrity (Arpact & Tokyiirek, 2012:
2).

Since divorce has been increasing in recent years and individuals’ attitudes towards
it differ, it has become a situation that needs to be emphasised since it causes a severe
problem in social life (Ugur, 2014: 294). It is stated that the changing responsibilities of
women in family and business life, economic factors, and the rise of the individual instead
of the family coming to the forefront are effective in the increase in divorce rates (Elmas &
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Adak, 2023: 86). In addition, another reason for the rise in divorces is that women are
exposed to domestic violence, and women who have economic freedom can decide to
divorce more easily by arousing the thought that they can live alone (Kutlar et al., 2012). In
addition, many reasons, such as technological developments, the health status of spouses,
having children, and consumption-oriented individualisation, affect domestic divorces
(Kaya & Eren, 2020: 710).

While the increase in divorce rates in Turkiye has been examined in a problem-
oriented manner, the detailed analysis of the studies on the differentiation of the reasons for
divorce by gender has not been sufficiently addressed. In this context, examining the divorce
issue in more detail is important. Today’s increasing divorce problem can be solved if the
reasons for divorce by gender are known. In this context, as pointed out above, to analyse
the divorce phenomenon, which causes the end of families and marriages and causes the
emergence of social and psychological situations, it is important to examine the factors that
affect the divorce of women and men according to gender. Thus, it is thought that the
findings obtained from the research results can play a decisive role in preventing divorces
by determining the reasons for divorce of women and men.

The study consists of four chapters: the first chapter is the introduction, the second
chapter is the literature review of the study, the third chapter is the purpose of the study
under the title of material and method study, the fourth chapter is the analysis application,
and the last chapter is the discussion and conclusion.

2. Literature Review
In this part of the study, a literature review of the studies on divorce research is given.

Savaya and Cohen (2003), in their study on the social image of 312 divorced Muslim
women and men in lIsrael, tried to examine the adaptation of divorced individuals after
divorce and how they evaluate themselves in terms of social image. As a result of the study,
they revealed that women were exposed to social stigmatisation more than men.

Bulut (2008) conducted a study on 40 women who received treatment after divorce
in the Ankara University Faculty of Medicine Psychiatry Department and tried to explain
that although the majority of divorced women were educated and working individuals, they
faced domestic violence and the difficulties they faced after divorce.

Arpact & Tokyiirek (2012) tried to examine the views of divorced individuals on
remarriage in a study conducted on 106 divorced individuals in Ankara. In the process of
the study, they determined that divorced individuals’ differences of opinion, intervention of
relatives such as parents, economic reasons, incompatibility due to differences in social
environment, and physical and psychological violence were among the reasons for divorce.

Ugur (2014) conducted a study on divorced academic women at Akdeniz University
and tried to determine the factors affecting women’s divorce decisions. As a result of the
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study, she emphasised that miscommunication between spouses, failure to meet the
expectations of women from marriage, financial problems, unemployment of the spouse and
inability to fulfil family responsibilities were influential in the decision to divorce.

Can & Aksu (2016), in a study with ten women between the ages of 33-67 conducted
with the interview technique, stated that women who decide to divorce are educated, have
income, are self-confident women and women who receive support from their families
choose to divorce more quickly. However, they also stated that women were worried about
children, social pressure and family-environment reactions before deciding to divorce.

Kaya (2016), in a study conducted on divorced women and men in Istanbul, tried to
determine the problems affecting divorce by examining their divorce experiences. As a result
of the study, while the common issues among the reasons for divorce of women and men
were economic, family-related and sexual problems, it was revealed that at the point where
the reasons for divorce differed, deception and irresponsibility were prominent for women.
In contrast, jealousy and the end of the feeling of excitement were important for men.

Sevim et al. (2016) conducted a sociological study on men’s perspective on divorce,
the divorce process and the problems they experience during and after the divorce in a study
in which they analysed 300 divorce cases in Elazig Courthouse between 2008-2010. As a
result of the study, they revealed that the reasons for divorce among men include factors
such as severe incompatibility, infidelity, disagreement, cultural differences and
abandonment.

Aktas (2018) conducted a study on divorced men and investigated the impact of
divorce on men. In the study, he stated that divorce affects men. He emphasised that
urbanisation, social mobility, understanding, women’s participation in the labour force and
happiness concepts affect men’s divorce preferences.

Leopold (2018) examined whether the reasons for divorce of individuals differ
according to gender by using the panel regression model in a study conducted on 18,030
individuals, 1220 of whom were divorced in Germany. As a result of the study, it was
revealed that there is a general similarity rather than a differentiation between the reasons
for divorce of men and women. In this context, they concluded that economic factors, home
ownership, satisfaction with housework, mental health, physical health and psychological
well-being are influential in the divorce phenomenon.

Gokmen et al. (2019) tried to determine the factors affecting divorce using the Cox
regression method with data from TurkStat’s 2016 Family Structure Survey. As a result of
the study, they decided that income, education, place of residence, having children, internet,
gambling, and betting games have a negative impact on marital life.

Altun et al. (2020) tried to evaluate the reasons for divorce in terms of communication
in a study applied to 208 divorced individuals. As a result of the study, they revealed that
the reasons for divorce included change in expectations, infidelity, the inability of the spouse
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to fulfil duties and responsibilities, communication problems with the spouse’s family and
child-rearing problems.

Kaya & Eren (2020) tried to examine the factors that cause the increase in divorce in
the family through TUIK’s divorce data for 2019-2020. As a result of the study, they
emphasised that the first five years of marriage are critical. They stated that sociocultural
and socio-economic reasons, as well as religious beliefs, health status, technology, spouses’
perspective on marriage, spousal violence and psychological reasons, are effective among
the reasons for divorce.

Gavcar et al. (2020) applied regression analysis and t-test analysis to the survey data
to determine the factors affecting divorce and the factors affecting the duration of marriage
in a study used on 250 divorced individuals in the Fethiye district of Mugla. As a result of
the survey, they emphasised that the most influential factor in divorce is the severe
incompatibility between spouses and that the most affected family members after divorce
are children.

Aktas & Uray (2021), in a sociological study conducted on divorced men, tried to
investigate men’s perspective on marriage, how the process before and after divorce is
experienced, and the impact of divorce on their social lives. The study stated that the most
critical factor affecting the decision to divorce was the failure to meet economic and
emotional expectations. As a result of the study, it was revealed that men experienced
psychological problems, withdrawal from the social environment, issues of performance and
motivation at work, economic problems and social pressure after divorce.

Khan and Hamid (2021) conducted a study on 20 divorced women residing in the
Kashmir region of India. He found that the reasons for divorce were domestic violence,
infidelity, second marriage of the spouse, lack of children and incompatibility. In addition,
they tried to explain how the social relations of divorced women are restricted in many ways
and how the negative perspective of society towards them affects their lives as a result.

Kucur & Kelebek (2021) conducted sociological research to determine the divorce
process and the problems experienced by 14 divorced women who received help from the
Social Service Centre Unit in Istanbul. As a result of the study, they tried to determine that
the spouse’s substance abuse, violence and miscommunication were influential in the
divorce process, that this situation damaged the marriage process, and the problems faced
by women after divorce.

Kelebek-Kiigiikarslan & Cankurtaran (2022) conducted a study on 13 divorced
women in Ankara and tried to investigate the problems experienced by women during and
after the divorce process. As a result of the study, they mentioned spousal violence as one
of the reasons for divorce and mentioned coping strategies and practices to raise awareness.

Elmas & Adak (2023) tried to use multiple reciprocity analyses to determine whether
the factors affecting the divorce of men and women differ by gender using the Family
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Structure Survey of TurkStat data for 2021. As a result of the study, they emphasised that
the reasons for divorce in Tirkiye differed for men and women and determined that the
irresponsible and indifferent behaviour of the spouse, the inability to provide for the
household economically and the participation of family elders in the family relations are
among the most important reasons affecting divorce.

3. Data and Methodology

In statistical modelling, binary logit and probit regression methods are applied in
categorical structures where the dependent variable has two categories. These two methods
are preferred in cases such as yes-no and successful-failure in two-choice data, which is the
most common use of categorical data.

3.1. Logit Regression Model

The logit regression model is the model preferred by users because the dependent
variable has two categories, there is no hormality assumption condition, and it is based on
the cause-and-effect relationship between dependent and independent variables (Alkan,
2017: 37). While the odds ratio determines the basis of the logit regression model, the model
is established by taking the natural logarithm of the ratio of the probability of an event
occurring to the probability of not happening, and the likelihood method is used when
estimating the parameters of the model (Hosmer et al., 2013). The two-category binary logit
regression model is as follows (O’Connell, 2006: 13):

P
M:h%m_ﬂ)=m+&x

In the logit regression model, marginal effects should be calculated and interpreted
to estimate the impact of independent variable coefficients on the probability of the
dependent variable. In this context, while keeping other variables constant in the logit model,
the marginal effect of each variable is calculated as follows (Ozer et al., 2006; Alkan &
Demir, 2019: 1231):

B pi_p
o ( )B4

3.2. Probit Regression Model

The Probit regression model, used as an alternative to the logistic regression model,
is a non-linear modelling analysis applied to categorical data analysis. This method
calculates the probability of categorical data falling into one of the binary states (Cicek &
Arli, 2021: 656). In the probit regression model, the classification process is carried out by
applying the cumulative normal distribution using the standard normal distribution (Gujarati
& Porter, 2009). The calculation formulation of the probability of selection in the probit
regression model is given below (Kalayci, 2010: 301; Altintag, 2021: 445):
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Y; = 1and ifa + BX; > 0; Y; = 0 and if a + BX; < 0 where the dependent variable
category takes the value 1 when Y > 0 and 0 when Y;" < 0. If ®(z) is expressed as a
cumulative normal distribution function for the normal standard variable z, the equation is
obtained as follows.

®(z) =P(Z<7z)

P(Y; = 1) = 1— (= and P(Y; = 0) = 1 — &=

When more than one independent variable is used, the probit regression model is
1

defined as P (Y = g) = ®(XB).

3.3. Subject, Purpose, Importance and Contribution to the Literature

Divorce is the legal termination of marriage, which causes social problems by deeply
affecting all members of the family. Considering the divorce situation in today’s social life,
it is possible to say that divorce negatively affects women, men and children who are
members of the family. For this reason, understanding the reasons for divorce is important
in terms of preventing divorce. The fact that the reasons for divorce and the post-divorce
situations of women and men may differ has been tried to be explained in some of the above
studies in the literature. Since divorce causes severe changes in psychological, social and
economic terms, it is understood how important it is to take precautions before divorce
causes challenging individual and social problems. In this context, this study aims to
determine the factors affecting the divorce of women and men in Tirkiye according to
gender differences and the effects of these factors on the probability of divorce.

The gains that the study can contribute to the literature are summarised as follows:

To contribute to social cohesion by determining the causes of this process, which has
negative psychological and social effects on individuals and children. When the research on
divorce is examined, the research on the differentiation of the reasons for divorce according
to gender has not been sufficiently studied except for a few studies (Elmas & Adak, 2023;
Leopold, 2018; Kaya, 2016). At this point, it is important to analyse in depth by determining
that the phenomenon of divorce is not so simple and how the reasons for divorce differ
according to gender. This research is thought to contribute to this gap in the literature to
identify the factors that affect the reasons for divorce of men and women and to determine
the effect of these factors on the likelihood of divorce. In this way, it is thought that
understanding the reasons for divorce can help to create healthier family relationships and
reduce social problems by preventing divorce. In addition, it may provide suggestions to
organisations and policymakers who offer support services for families.
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3.4. Data and Variable Definitions Used in the Study

The dataset of this study is obtained the data from the Family Structure Survey: 2016
(Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu [TUIK], 2017) published by the Turkish Statistical Institute
(TUIK); the data is not available to the public and is used subject to the specific permission
of the institution.

Dependent variable: The study's dependent variable is the divorce status variable
according to gender differences. In this study, the dependent variable is the divorce status
variable, and the dependent variable category takes the value 1 for those who have been
married and divorced before and 0 for those who have not been divorced. The family
structure survey eliminated single “never married” participants from the data set.

Independent variables: The independent variables of the study consist of the
variables available in TUIK’s Family Structure Survey and the variables highlighted by the
literature review. The independent variables of the study are age (16-25, 26-35, 36-45, 46-
55, 55+), place of residence (city centre, district centre, village and rural area), employment
status (private sector, public sector, not working), average monthly income level (0-1300
TL, 1301-2600 TL, 2601-3900 TL and 3901 TL and above), age at first marriage (12-17,
18-23, 24-29, 30+), age of the spouse in marriage (12-17, 18-23, 24-29, 30+), age difference
with the spouse in marriage (0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16+), duration of marriage (0-12, 13-25, 26-
38, 39+), marriage decision variable (arranged marriage by asking, without asking, own
decision without family permission, own decision with family permission, other (abduction,
etc.)), having children (yes, no), do you find it appropriate for women to work (yes, no),
individual happiness (happy, moderate, unhappy), family happiness (happy, moderate, low),
smoking status (yes, no), alcohol use status (yes, no), region (TR1, TR2, TR3, TR4, TR5,
TR6, TR7, TR8, TR9, TRA, TRB, TRC). In addition to demographic and socioeconomic
variables, 22 questions could cause divorce.

3.5. Research Analyses

The frequency and percentage values were calculated for the survey data. Pearson’s
chi-square analysis was performed in the SPSS 18 package program to determine the
relationship between the dependent (divorce status) and independent variables. Then,
independent variables that had a statistically significant relationship with the divorce status
were included in logit and probit regression analyses using the Stata 14 package program,
and the marginal effects of the variables affecting the probability of divorce were calculated
and interpreted.

In the two-state logit and probit regression models, there is no need to perform any
operation if the independent variables are numerical independent variables. Still, when two-
category independent variables are included in the model, one of the desired categories can
be selected as the reference category. The change in the logit and probit on the dependent
variable can be calculated accordingly. For example, when the dependent variable is the
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cancer status of the individual, and the independent variable is smoking status, the risk of
smokers getting cancer compared to non-smokers can be explained by giving the code 0 to
non-smokers and 1 to smokers. However, suppose the independent variable is an
independent variable with more than two categories. In that case, a dummy variable is
created as one less than the number of categories, and the change in the logit and probit on
the dependent variable according to the reference category is interpreted. The reference
category usually has the lowest or highest risk among the independent variable categories.
For example, when examining the effect of a family history of cancer, which is a three-
category independent variable, on the dependent variable, the individual’s risk of developing
cancer, the code 0 is given for no history of cancer, 1 for second-degree relatives with a
history of cancer, 0 for other categories, 1 for first-degree relatives with a history of cancer
and 0 for different categories. Thus, an independent variable with three categories is created.
From this point, to determine a reference category for one of the categories, the category
with the lowest or highest risk is selected, and the change of the dependent variable in logit
and probit is interpreted according to the reference category of the other categories. In other
words, when those without a history of cancer are selected as the reference category among
the categories of cancer history, the risk or marginal effects are calculated, and the
probabilities obtained are interpreted (O’Connell, 2006; Alpar, 2011: 654, 655; Cokluk et
al., 2012; Hosmer et al., 2013).

A multicollinearity test was performed to determine the multicollinearity between the
independent variables included in the logit and probit regression models. As a result,
variables with a variance inflation factor (VIF) of 10 or higher were excluded from the
models, assuming they caused multicollinearity (Alkan & Abar, 2020).

The IRB review of the study was approved by the Social Sciences Research and
Publication Ethics Committees of Osmaniye Korkut Ata University with document number
12369 dated October 7, 2022, and the decision numbered 2022/16/7.

4. Findings
4.1. Descriptive Statistics

In the research, 13995 participants who participated in the Family Structure Survey
conducted by TURKSTAT in 2016 were female and 10805 were male. As seen in Table 1,
8.46% of the female and 7.58% of the male respondents were divorced.

Descriptive statistics in Table 1 are summarised as follows: It was determined that
29.4% of the women and 33.4% of the men were 55 years of age or older, 42.5% of the
women and 44.1% of the men resided in the village, 75.8% of the women were not
employed, and 55.4% of the men were private sector employees. When the monthly net
income variable was analysed, it was determined that 85.4% of women and 42.7% of men
had a monthly net income between 0-1300 TL and 1301-2600 TL, respectively. When the
age of the participants’ first marriage was analysed, it was determined that 53.3% of the
women were between 18 and 23, and 43.4% of the men were between the ages of 24 and 29.
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When the duration of marriage of the respondents was analysed, 29.1% of women and 28.6%
of men were in the 13-25 year range, and 47.6% of women and 49.2% of men explained that
they decided to marry without an arranged marriage according to the marriage decision
variable. Regarding the type of marriage, 97.3% of the women and 97.4% of the men stated
that they had both civil and religious marriages, while 49.8% of the women and 47.1% of
the men indicated that they met their spouses through family relatives. 93% of the women
and 93% of the men who participated in the survey indicated they had children. 91.2% of
women and 76.6% of men agreed with “Do you find it appropriate for women to work?”.
When the individual happiness of the participants was analysed, 73% of women and 76.6%
of men stated that they were happy, while 74.4% of women and 77.2% of men indicated that
they were happy when family happiness was analysed. When the smoking status of the
individuals was analysed, it was understood that 18.5% of women and 45.1% of men smoked
cigarettes, and 11.2% of women and 23.4% of men used alcohol. When the statistical regions
of the respondents were analysed, it was determined that 15.4% were located in the TR3
region.

Table 1 presents the frequencies and percentages of the participants’ demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics and the p values of the chi-square test performed for the
relevant variables. The chi-square test results showed that all demographic and
socioeconomic variables were significant.

Table: 1
Frequencies and Percentages of Some Demographic and Socioeconomic
Characteristics of the Participants

Male (n=10805) Female (n=13995)

Variable Divorced Not divorced ‘ All Male 2 Divorced Not divorced All Female 2

(n=819) (n=9986) (N=10805) (n=1184) (n=12811) (N=13995)
Age 0.000* 0.000°*
16-25 years 5 (0.6%) 159 (1.6%) 164 (1.5%) 49 (4.1%) 759 (5.9%) 808 (5.8%)
26-35 years 102 (12.5%) | 1802 (18.0%) 1904 (17.6%) 226 (19.1%) 2707 (21.1%) 2933 (21%,
36-45 years 219 (26.7%) | 2469 (24.7%) 2688 (24.9%) 368 (31.1%) 2998 (23.4%) 3366 (24.1%
46-55 years 212 (25.9%) | 2232 (22.4%) 2444 (22.6%) 255 (21.5%) 2521 (19.7%) 2776 (19.8%,
55 years or above 281 (34.3%) | 3324 (33.3%) 3605 (33.4%) 286 (24.2%) 3826 (29.9%) 4112 (29.4%
Residential type 0.000* 0.000*
City centre 318 (38.8%) | 2934 (29.4% 3252 (30.1% 487 (41.1%) 3832 (29.9%) 4319 (30.9%)
Town centre 225 (27.5%, 2421 (24.2% 2646 (24.5%) 330 (27.9%) 3148 (24.6%) 3478 (24.9%)
Village 262 (32%) | 4499 (45.1% 4761 (44.1% 333 (28.1%) 5608 (43.8%) 5941 (42.5%)
Abroad 14 (1.7% 132 (1.3%) 146 (1.4%) 34 (2.9%) 223 (1.7%) 257 (1.8%)
Employment Status 0.000* 0.000*
In private sector 434 (53% 5550 (55.6%; 5984 (55.4%; 332 (28%) 2362 (18.4%) 2694 (19.2%)
In public sector 60 (7.3%) 1261 (12.6%) 1321 (12.2% 77 (6.5%) 611 (4.8%) 688 (4.9%)
Not working 325 (39.7%, 3175 (31.8%; 3500 (32.4%; 775 (65.5%) 9838 (76.8%) 10613 (75.8%)
Average monthly net income 0.005° 0.000°
0-1300 TL 318 (38.8%, 3311 (33.2%; 3629 (33.6% 861 (72.7%) 11085 (86.5%) 11946 (85.4%)
1301-2600 TL. 316 (38.6%, 4301 (43.1% 4617 (42.7% 195 (16.5%) 1106 (8.6%) 1301 (9.3%)
2601-3900 TL. 101 (12.3%,; 1408 (14.1%; 1509 (14% 66 (5.6%) 432 (3.4%) 498 (3.6%)
3901 TL or above 84 (10.3%, 966 (9.7%) 1050 (9.7%, 62 (5.2%) 188 (1.5%) 250 (1.8%)
Age at first marriage 0.000* 0.000*
12-17 53 (6.5% 543 (5.4%) 596 (5.5%) 383 (32.3%) 3438 (26.8%) 3821 (27.3%)
18-23 348 (42.5%) | 4118 (41.2% 4466 (41.3%, 582 (49.2%) 6879 (53.7%) 7461 (53.3%)
24-29 308 (37.6%) | 4380 (43.9%, 4688 (43.4% 172 (14.5%) 2091 (16.3%) 2263 (16.2%)
30 or above 110 (13.4% 945 (9.5%) 1055 (9.8%, 47 (4%) 403 (3.1%) 450 (3.2%)
Age of spouse in first marriage 0.000* 0.000°*
1217 131 (16%) [ 2255 (22.6% 2386 (22.1% 58 (4.9%) 698 (5.4%) 756 (5.4%)
18-23 466 (56.9%) | 5518 (55.3%, 5984 (55.4%, 476 (40.2%) 5207 (40.6%) 5683 (40.6%)
24-29 173 (21.1%) | 1877 (18.8% 2050 (19%, 467 (39.4%) 5485 (42.8%) 5952 (42.5%)
30 or ahove 49 (6%) 336 (3.4%) 385 (3.6%) 183 (15.5%) 1421 (11.1%) 1604 (11.5%)
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Age difference with spouse in first marriage 0.003" 0.000"
0-5 637 (77.8%) | 7252 (72.6% 7889 (73% 739 (62.4% 8727 (68.1% 9466 (67.6%
6-10 154 (18.8%, 2398 (24%; 2552 (23.6%; 331 (28% 3329 (26% 3660 (26.2%;
11-15 22 (2.7% 299 (3% 321 (3% 75 (6.3% 575 (4.5%) 650 (4.6%)
16 or ahove 6 (0.7% 37 (0.4% 43 (0.4% 39 (3.3% 180 (1.4%) 219 (1.6%)
Year of last (or longest) marriage 0.000* 0.000"
0-12 459 (56.1%) 2620 (26.2%; 3079 (28.5%; 690 (58.3% 3298 (25.7%; 3988 (28.5%;
13-25 209 (25.5%, 2876 (28.8%); 3085 (28.6%; 337 (28.5% 3740 (29.2%; 4077 (29.1%,
26-38 88 (10.7%; 2365 (23.7%; 2453 (22.7%; 106 (9% 3001 (23.4%; 3107 (22.2%;
39 or above 63 (7.7%; 2125 (21.3%; 2188 (20.2%; 51 (4.3% 2772 (21.6%; 2823 (20.2%;
Marriage decision method 0.002° 0.000"
Arranged by asking 63 (7.7% 864 (8.7% 927 (8.6%) 182 (15.4% 1853 (14.5% 2035 (14.5%
Arranged, without being asked 357 (43.6%) | 4960 (49.7% 5317 (49.2% 439 (37.1% 6226 (48.6% 6665 (47.6%
Own decision without family permission 28 (3.4%) 228 (2.3%) 256 (2.4%) 65 (5.5% 301 (2.3%) 366 (2.6%)
Own decision, with family permission 303 (37%; 3253 (32.6% 3556 (32.9% 388 (32.8% 3468 (27.1%; 3856 (27.6%;
Other (abduction, bride exchange, etc.) 68 (8.3%) 681 (6.8%) 749 (6.9%) 110 (9.3%) 963 (7.5%) 1073 (7.7%);
Type of wedding 0.000° 0.000*
Both civil and religious marriage 731 (89.3%) 9788 (98%; 10519 (97.4%; 1055 (89.1%; 12562 (98.1%; 13617 (97.3%,
Only civil marriage 52 (6.3%) 145 (1.5%) 197 (1.8%) 49 (4.1% 153 (1.2%) 202 (1.4%)
Only religious marriage 36 (4.4%) 53 (0.5%, 89 (0.8% 80 (6.8%, 96 (0.7%, 176 (1.3%)
Way to meet your spouse 0.000* 0.000*
Family-relative 272 (33.2%) 4817 (48.2% 5089 (47.1%; 412 (34.8% 6563 (51.2%; 6975 (49.8%,
Neighbourhood 214 (26.1%) 3041 (30.5% 3255 (30.1% 327 (27.6%, 3684 (28.8% 4011 (28.7%
School-course 20 (2.4%) 413 (4.1% 433 (4%, 41 (3.5% 486 (3.8% 527 (3.8%)
Business environment 134 (16.4%) 706 (7.1%) 840 (7.8% 156 (13.2%, 792 (6.2%) 948 (6.8%)
Circle of friends 161 (19.7%) 952 (9.5%) 1113 (10.3%,; 231 (19.5%,; 1214 (9.5% 1445 (10.3%,
Other (interet, etc.) 18 (2.2%) 57 (0.6%, 75 (0.7%, 17 (1.4%, 72 (0.6%, 89 (0.6%,
Having children 0.000* 0.000*
Yes [ 701 (85.6%) | 9352 (93.7%) | 10053 (93%) 1009 (85.2%) | 12014 (93.8%) | 13023 (93.1%)
No | 118 (14.4%) | 634 (6.3%) | 752 (%) 175 (14.8%) 797 (6.2%) 972 (6.9%)
Do you find it appropriate for women to work? 0.001" 0.000*
Yes | 666 (81.3%) | 7615 (76.3%) | 8281 (76.6%) 1115 (94.2%) | 11642 (90.9%) | 12757 (91.2%)
No | 153 (18.7%) | 2371 (23.7%) | 2524 (23.4%) 69 (5.8%) 1169 (9.1%) 1238 (8.8%)
Individual happiness 0.000* 0.000*
Happy 506 (61.8%) | 7771 (77.8% 8277 (76.6% 686 (57.9% 9533 (74.4% 10219 (73%)
Medium 231 (28.2%) | 1940 (19.4%, 2171 (20.1%, 363 (30.7% 2807 (21.9%, 3170 (22.7%)
Unhappy 82 (10%) 275 (2.8%) 357 (3.3% 135 (11.4%, 471 (3.7% 606 (4.3%)
Family happiness 0.000* 0.000*
Happy 532 (65%) | 7807 (78.2%) 8339 (77.2%) 736 (62.2%) 9680 (75.6%) | _ 10416 (74.4%)
Medium 214 (26.1%) | 1711 (17.1%) 1925 (17.8%) 329 (27.8%) 2452 (19.1%) 2781 (19.9%)
Unhappy 73 (8.9%) 468 (4.7%) 541 (5%) 119 (10.1%) 679 (5.3%) 798 (5.7%)
Smoking 0.000* 0.000*
Yes | 454 (55.4%) | 4419 (44.3%) | 4873 (45.1%) 469 (39.6%) 2121 (16.6%) 2590 (18.5%)
No | 365 (44.6%) | 5567 (55.7%) | 5932 (54.9%) 715 (60.4%) | 10690 (83.4%) | _ 11405 (81.5%)
Alcohol 0.000* 0.000*
Yes [ 310 (37.9%) | 2214 (22.2%) | 2524 (23.4%) 208 (17.6%) 1364 (10.6%) 1572 (11.2%)
No | 509 (62.1%) | 7772 (77.8%) | 8281 (76.6%) 976 (82.4%) | 11446 (89.3%) | 12422 (88.8%)
Statistical regional units’ class 0.000* 0.000*
TRIL 129 (15.8%) 1295 (13%) 1424 (13.2%) 179 (15.1%) 1561 (12.2%) 1740 (12.4%)
TR2 63 (7.7%) 710 (7.1%) 773 (1.2%) 67 (5.7%) 811 (6.3%) 878 (6.3%)
TR3 177 (21.6%) | 1485 (14.9%) 1662 (15.4%) 243 (20.5%) 1852 (14.5%) 2095 (15%)
TR4 73 (8.9%) 985 (9.9%) 1058 (9.8%) 121 (10.2%) 1210 (9.4%) 1331 (9.5%)
TR5 118 (14.4%) | 1334 (13.4%) 1452 (13.4%) 182 (15.4%) 1696 (13.2%) 1878 (13.4%)
TR6 108 (13.2%) | 1032 (10.3%) 1140 (10.6%) 147 (12.4%) 1333 (10.4%) 1480 (10.6%)
TR7 33 (4%) 625 (6.3%) 658 (6.1%) 73 (6.2%) 854 (6.7%) 927 (6.6%)
TR8 34 (4.2%) 633 (6.3%) 667 (6.2%) 53 (4.5%) 790 (6.2%) 843 (6%)
TR9 20 (2.4%) 399 (4%) 419 (3.9%) 23 (1.9%) 540 (4.2%) 563 (4%)
TRA 10 (0.01%) | 322 (0.03%) 332 (0.03%) 15 (1.3%) 511 (4%) 526 (3.8%)
TRB 20 (0.02%) | 468 (0.04%) 488 (0.04%) 33 (2.8%) 688 (5.4%) 721 (5.2%)
TRC 34 (0.04%) | 698 (0.06%) 732 (0.06%) 48 (4.1%) 964 (7.5%) 1012 (7.2%)

Note: Values in parentheses in the table show percentiles. *p<.001; ° p<.05

The independent variables used in the study and the frequency, percentage values and
chi-square test results related to the divorce status of individuals by gender are shown in
Table 1. According to the results of the chi-square independence test, there is a significant
relationship between the divorce status of individuals by gender and socio-economic and
demographic variables. Table 2 presents the participants’ demographic and socioeconomic
variables and the frequency and percentage values of the factors that could affect the
probability of divorce alone.
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Table: 2

Frequency and Percentage of Variables That Alone Can Cause Divorce

Male (N=10805)

Female (N=13995)

Variable [(’n'?giiﬁ Not divorced (1=9986) ‘ All Male (N=10805) 2 ﬁ':ﬂ;i‘j No(tnilfgéi(; f?';':ﬁ%rg”ééi #
DR_1 Is a woman’s failure to do housework properly a definite reason for divorce? 0.000* 0.404*
Yes 186 (22.7%) | 1536 (15.4%) | 1722 (15.9%) 186 (15.7%) 1897 (14.8%) 2083 (14.9%)

No | 633 (77.3%) | 8450 (84.6%) | 9083 (84.1%) 998 (84.3%) 10914 (85.2%) 11912 (85.1%)

DR_2 Is the man’s failure to do his housework properly a definite reason for divorce? 0.000* 0.005"
Yes 67 (8.2%) | 476 (4.8%) | 543 (5%) 63 (5.3%) 474 (3.7%) 537 (3.8%)

No | 752 (91.8%) | 9510 (95.2%) | 10262 (95%) 1121 (94.7%) 12337 (96.3%) 13458 (96.2%)

DR_3 Is the woman’s inability to provide for the household economically a definite reason for 0.006° 0.000°
divorce? . i
Yes | 50 (6.1%) 408 (4.1%) | 458 (4.2%) 96 (8.1%) 660 (5.2%) 756 (5.4%)

No | 769 (93.9%) 9578 (95.9%) | 10347 (95.8%) 1088 (91.9%) 12151 (94.8%) 13239 (94.6%)

DR_4 Is the man’s inability to provide for the house economically a definite reason for divorce? | 0.000* 0.000°
Yes I 401 (49%) 4057 (40,6%) | 4458 (41,3%) 692 (58,4%) 5404 (42,2%) 6096 (43,6%)

No | 418 (51%) 5929 (59,4%) | 6347 (58,7%) 492 (41,6%) 7407 (57,8%) 7899 (56,4%)

DR_5 Is a woman’s catching a disease that is difficult to treat a definite reason for divorce? 0.000* 0.001°
Yes 26 (3.2%) 131 (1.3%) | 157 (1.5%) 40 (3.4%) 253 (2%) 293 (2.1%)

No | 793 (96.8%) | 9855 (98.7%) | 10648 (98.5%) 1144 (96.6%) 12558 (98%) 13702 (97.9%)

DR_6 Is a man’s catching a disease that is difficult to treat a definite reason for divorce? 0.001° 0.000*
Yes 23 (2.8%) 138 (1.4%) 161 (1.5%) 42 (3.5%) 221 (1.7%) 263 (1.9%)

No | 796 (97.2%) | 9848 (98.6%) | 10644 (98.5%) 1142 (96.5%) 12590 (98.3%) 13732 (98.1%)

DR_7 Women'’s theft, fraud, extortion, harassment, etc. Is committing a crime on its own a sure 0.219% 0593
reason for divorce? ‘ !

Yes I 752 (91.8%) | 9039 (90.5%) | 9791 (90.6%) 1085 (91.6%) 11681 (91.2%) 12766 (91.2%)

No | 67 (8.2%) | 947 (9.5%) | 1014 (9.4%) 99 (8.4%) 1130 (8.8%) 1229 (8.8%)

DR_8: Theft, fraud, extortion, harassment, etc. Is committing a crime on its own a sure reason for 0.251% 0743
divorce? ‘ .

Yes I 754 (92.1%) | 9074 (90.9%) | 9828 (91%) 1088 (91.9%) 11737 (91.6%) 12825 (91.6%)

No | 65 (7.9%) | 912 (9.1%) | 977 (9%) 96 (8.1%) 1074 (8.4%) 1170 (8.4%)
555?:5 a woman’s inability to get along with her husband’s family a definite reason for 0.000° 0.000°
Yes I 200 (24.4%) | 1244 (12.5%) | 1444 (13.4%) 306 (25.8%) 1920 (15%) 2226 (15.9%)

No | 619 (75.6%) | 8742 (87.5%) | 9361 (86.6%) 878 (74.2%) 10891 (85%) 11769 (84.1%)

DR_10 Is a man’s inability to get along with his wife’s family a definite reason for divorce? 0.000* 0.000°
Yes 193 (23.6%) 1174 (11.8%) 1367 (12.7%) 305 (25.8%) 1850 (14.4%) 2155 (15.4%)

No | 626 (76.4%) | 8812 (88.2%) | 9438 (87.3%) 879 (74.2%) 10961 (85.6%) 11840 (84.6%)

DR_11 Is a woman’s irresponsible and uninterested treatment of home, spouse and children a 0.000° 0.000°
definite reason for divorce? ’ :
Yes I 601 (73.4%) | 6057 (60.7%) | 6658 (61.6%) 883 (74.6%) 7892 (61.6%) 8775 (62.7%)

No | 218 (26.6%) | 3929 (39.3%) | 4147 (38.4%) 301 (25.4%) 4919 (38.4%) 5220 (37.3%)

DR_12 Is a man’s irresponsible and uninterested treatment of his home, spouse and children a 0.000° 0.000°
definite reason for divorce? | i

Yes | 596 (72.8%) | 6076 (60.8%) | 6672 (61.7%) 900 (76%) 8039 (62.8%) 8939 (63.9%)

No | 223 (27.2%) | 3910 (39.2%) | 4133 (38.3%) 284 (24%) 4772 (37.2%) 5056 (36.1%)

DR_13 Is the woman’s ill-treatment of her husband (beating. insulting. etc.) a definite reason for 0.001° 0.000°
divorce on its own? i i

Yes [ 713 (87.1%) | 8216 (82.3%) | 8929 (82.6%) 1083 (91.5%) 10999 (85.9%) 12082 (86.3%)

No | 106 (12.9%) | 1770 (17.7%) | 1876 (17.4%) 101 (8.5%) 1812 (14.1%) 1913 (13.7%)

DR_14 Is the man’s maltreatment of his wife (beating. insulting, etc.) a definite reason for 0.003° 0.000°
divorce on its own? i i

Yes [ 711 (86.8%) | 8263 (82.7%) | 8974 (83.1%) 1098 (92.7%) 11115 (86.8%) 12213 (87.3%)

No [ 108 (13.2%) | 1723 (17.3%) | 1831 (16.9%) 86 (7.3%) 1696 (13.2%) 1782 (12.7%)
Eisgrlcse?ls the woman’s family getting too involved in family relations a definite reason for 0.000° 0.000°
Yes | 326 (39.8%) | 2454 (24.6%) | 2780 (25.7%) 482 (40.7%) 3669 (28.6%) 4151 (29.7%)

No | 493 (60.2%) | 7532 (75.4%) | 8025 (74.3%) 702 (59.3%) 9142 (71.4%) 9844 (70.3%)

DR_16 Is the man’s family getting too involved in family relations a definite reason for divorce? | 0.000* 0.000°*
Yes | 309 (37.7%) | 2315 (23.2%) | 2624 (24.3%) 476 (40.2%) 3599 (28.1%) 4075 (29.1%)

No | 510 (62.3%) | 7671 (76.8%) | 8181 (75.7%) 708 (59.8%) 9212 (71.9%) 9920 (70.9%)

DR_17 Is the woman’s absence of children a definite reason for divorce? 0.000* 0.039°
Yes | 70 (8.5%) | 532 (5.3%) | 602 (5.6%) 115 (9.7%) 1025 (8%) 1140 (8.1%)

No | 749 (91.5%) | 9454 (94.7%) | 10203 (94.4%) 1069 (90.3%) 11786 (92%) 12855 (91.9%)

DR_18 Is the man’s absence of children a definite reason for divorce? 0.001° 0.005°
Yes | 64 (7.8%) | 509 (5.1%) | 573 (5.3%) 113 (9.5%) 934 (7.3%) 1047 (7.5%)

No | 755 (92.2%) | 9477 (94.9%) | 10232 (94.7%) 1071 (90.5%) 11877 (92.7%) 12948 (92.5%)

DR_19 Is the woman’s bad habits, such as drinking and gambling, a definite reason for divorce? | 0.917 0.135"
Yes I 710 (86.7%) | 8644 (86.6%) | 9354 (86.6%) 1059 (89.4%) 11270 (88%) 12329 (88.1%)

No | 109 (13.3%) | 1342 (13.4%) | 1451 (13.4%) 125 (10.6%) 1541 (12%) 1666 (11.9%)

DR_20 Is the man’s bad habits, such as drinking and gambling, a definite reason for divorce? 0.980 0.014°
Yes | 704 (86%) | 8587 (86%) | 9291 (86%) 1064 (89.9%) 11197 (87.4%) 12261 (87.6%)

No | 115 (14%) | 1399 (14%) | 1514 (14%) 120 (10.1%) 1614 (12.6%) 1734 (12.4%)

DR_21 Is a woman cheating on her husband (even once) a definite reason for divorce? 0.632¢ 0.453
Yes [ 781 (95.4%) | 9558 (95.7%) | 10339 (95.7%) 1094 (92.4%) 11912 (93%) 13006 (92.9%)

No | 38 (4.6%) | 428 (4.3%) | 466 (4.3%) 90 (7.6%) 899 (7%) 989 (7.1%)

DR_22 Is a man cheating on his wife (even once) a definite reason for divorce on its own? 0.170 0.415"
Yes 766 (93.5%) | 9207 (92.2%) | 9973 (92.3%) 1064 (89.9%) 11414 (89.1%) 12478 (89.2%)

No [ 53 (6.5%) | 779 (7.8%) | 832 (7.7%) 120 (10.1%) 1397 (10.9%) 1517 (10.8%)

Note: Values in parentheses in the table show percentiles. DR stands for the reason for divorce. *p<.001; ® p<.05; *>.05
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Table 2 also includes the chi-square test results of the divorce reason (DR) variables.
Accordingly, the chi-square test results for the variables 7, 8, 19, 20, 21 and 22 in the DR
variable group were found to be insignificant for men, whereby these variables were
excluded from all subsequent analyses for men. In addition, the chi-square test results for
the variables 1, 7, 8, 19, 21 and 22 in the DR variable group were found to be insignificant
for women, whereby these variables were excluded from all subsequent analyses for women.

As stated in the literature and understood from Table 2, some of the variables that
had insignificant chi-square test results and, therefore, were not included in the model
(crimes such as theft, fraud, extortion and harassment, and unpleasant habits such as alcohol
use, gambling, and cheating) affect the probability of divorce. However, as both groups
included in the divorced and nondivorced dependent variable categories had similar
responses, these variables were not included in the logit and probit models. Therefore,
whether the variables to be used were independent of the divorce status was considered while
evaluating the results.

4.2. Model Estimation

By using the data of the Family Structure Survey conducted by TUIK in 2016, this
study aimed to examine the gender factors of divorce and the effect of these factors on the
probability of divorce. For this, logit and probit regression analyses were performed in the
study. Tables 3 and 4 present the marginal effect values obtained from the analyses. The
logit and probit models were statistically significant (p<0.000). McKelvey and Zavoina’s R?
values of the logit and probit models for men were 0.330 and 0.290, respectively, while the
values for women were 0.414 and 0.377.

In the light of the explanations in the analysis section of the research, in Binary Logit
and probit regression analysis, when the independent variable has two categories, the
category that is not risky on the divorce status is selected as the reference category, and a
dummy variable is created by giving the code 0. The other category is given the code 1. If
an independent variable has more than two categories, a dummy variable is created as one
less than the number of categories. In selecting the reference category, the category with the
lowest or highest risk of divorce is chosen as the reference category. In this case, the
reference category is given a code of 0; the related category is given a code of 1, and the
dummy process is performed. In addition, the marginal effects of categorical variables with
VIF values above ten on the probability of divorce are excluded from the analysis (Alkan &
Demir, 2019; Alkan & Abar, 2020).
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Table: 3
Marginal Effects of Participants’ Demographic and Socioeconomic Characteristics on
Divorce
Variable Male Female
Logit regression Probit regression VIF Logit regression Probit regression VIF

Age (Reference: 16-25 years)

26-35 years:1, others:0 Excluded Excluded >10 0.0102* (0.0069) 0.0100% (0.0067) 231
36-45 years:1, others:0 Excluded Excluded >10 0.0400° (0.0061) 0.0401* (0.0061) 2.47
46-55 years:1, others:0 Excluded Excluded >10 0.0251° (0.0067) 0.0247° (0.0066) 1.99
55 years or above:1, others:0 Excluded Excluded >10 Excluded Excluded >10
Residential type (Reference: City centre)

Town center:1, others:0 -0.0107¢ (0.0063) -0.0109° (0.0065) 142 -0.0147" (0.0057) -0.0151" (0.0059) 140
Village:1, others:0 -0.0432° (0.0061) -0.0429° (0.0060) 1.64 -0.0584° (0.0057) -0.0576° (0.0056) 170
Abroad:1, others:0 -0.0015* (0.0200) -0.0015* (0.0206) 1.06 0.0139* (0.0146) 0.0147% (0.0155) 1.07
Employment Status (Reference: In private sector)

In public sector:1, others:0 -0.0346° (0.0099) | -0.0331° (0.0092) | _ 1.40 -0.0084" (0.0103) -0.0088" (0.0108) | 1.83
Not working:1, others:0 0.0188° (0.0053) | 0.0189° (0.0054) | 1.65 -0.0445% (0.0054) -0.0453" (0.0055) | 1.40
Average monthly net income (Reference: 0-1300 TL)

1301-2600 TL:1, others:0 -0.0187" (0.0058) -0.0187" (0.0058) 145 0.0625" (0.0065) 0.0644° (0.0070) 123
2601-3900 TL:1, others:0 -0.0204" (0.0083) -0.0204" (0.0082) 1.66 0.0516" (0.0104) 0.0526" (0.0111) 1.69
3901 TL or above:1, others:0 -0.0069" (0.0089) -0.0070* (0.0090) 152 0.1104° (0.0115) 0.1186" (0.0134) 122
Age at first marriage (Reference: 12-17 years)

18-23 years:1, others:0 -0.0100* (0.0107) -0.0102* (0.0110) 5.44 -0.0212° (0.0053) -0.0214° (0.0054) 1.86
24-29 years:1, others:0 -0.0229" (0.0108) -0.0229" (0.0110) 6.79 -0.0234° (0.0074) -0.0235" (0.0073) 2.53
30 years or above:1, others:0 0.0123%(0.0122) 0.0012% (0.0126) 4.10 0.0035* (0.0126) 0.0036" (0.0130) 1.65
Age of spouse in first marriage (Reference: 12-17 years)

18-23 years:1, others:0 0.0261° (0.0071) 0.0254° (0.0068) 1.99 0.0073*(0.0111) 0.0073(0.0110) 5.51
24-29 years:1, others:0 0.0322° (0.0084) 0.0316" (0.0082) 2.65 0.0018*(0.0112) 0.0018"(0.0110) 6.98
30 years or above:1, others:0 0.0642° (0.0124) 0.0652° (0.0130) 161 0.0338° (0.0122) 0.0344° (0.0121) 5.02
Age difference with spouse in first marriage (Reference: 0-5 years)

6-10 years:1, others:0 -0.0219" (0.0065) -0.0216" (0.0063) 147 0.0124° (0.0053, 0.0123" (0.0053) 1.60
11-15 years:1, others:0 -0.0123* (0.0157) -0.0123 (0.0154) 127 0.0333" (0.0099 0.0339" (0.0103) 152
16 years or above:1, others:0 0.0428" (0.0309) 0.0452% (0.0340) 1.07 0.0725" (0.0140) 0.0765" (0.0156) 135
Year of last (or longest) marriage (Reference: 0-12 years)

13-25 years:1, others:0 [ -0.0595a (0.0060) | -0.0609a (0.0060) | 1.68 -0.0621a (0.0052) -0.0636a (0.0052) | 2.18
26-38 years:1, others:0 | -0.1048a (0.0084) | -0.1024a (0.0075) | 1.98 -0.1312a (0.0081) -0.1260a (0.0071) | 2.77
Marriage decision method (Reference: Arranged without being asked)

Arranged by asking -0.0009" (0.0098) -0.0008" (0.0097) 3.58 -0.0255° (0.0070) -0.0250" (0.0070) 2.44
Own decision without family permission:1, others:0 0.0364° (0.0167) 0.0371° (0.0173) 131 0.0606" (0.0121) 0.0644% (0.0132) 1.22
Own decision with family permission:1, others:0 0.0171° (0.0100) 0.0171° (0.0099) 3.99 0.0100* (0.0072) 0.0101* (0.0073) 2.85
Other (abduction, bride exchange etc.):1, others:0 0.0219° (0.0127) 0.0220° (0.0128) 1.82 0.0116* (0.0097) 0.0118" (0.0099) 155
Type of wedding (Reference: Both civil and religious marriage;

Only civil marriage:1, others:0 0.1074° (0.0115) | 0.1180" (0.0136) 1.06 0.1008" (0.0126) 0.1091% (0.0147) 1.05
Only religious marriage:1, others:0 0.1511° (0.0151) | 0.1722% (0.0189) 1.05 0.1728° (0.0116) 0.1970% (0.0144) 1.06
Way to meet your spouse (Reference: Family-relative)

Neighbourhood 0.0150" (0.0064) 0.0143" (0.0061) 122 0.0263" (0.0058) 0.0253" (0.0056) 119
School-course:1, others:0 -0.0105* (0.0162) -0.0097* (0.0149) 124 0.0224° (0.0129) 0.0215" (0.0126) 125
Business environment :1, others:0 0.0830" (0.0079) 0.0850" (0.0083) 133 0.0869° (0.0078) 0.0885" (0.0082) 133
Circle of friends:1, others:0 0.0751% (0.0074) 0.0763" (0.0076) 134 0.0843" (0.0068) 0.0856" (0.0070) 135
Other (internet, etc.):1, others:0 0.1179* (0.0191) 0.1251% (0.0223) 1.05 0.1007° (0.0209) 0.1039" (0.0234) 1.04
Having children (Reference: Yes)

No:1 0.0632* (0.0076) 0.0664" (0.0083) 115 0.0737° (0.0069) 0.0777%(0.0076) 115
Do you find it appropriate for women to work? (Reference: Yes)

No:1 -0.0212" (0.0065) -0.0209" (0.0063) 1.09 -0.0374° (0.0099) -0.0363" (0.0093) 1.06
Individual happiness (Reference: Happy)

Medium:1, others:0 0.0415" (0.0058) 0.0417" (0.0059) 1.62 0.0446° (0.0052) 0.0446" (0.0053) 1.67
Unhappy:1, others:0 0.1048" (0.0094) 0.1123" (0.0107) 1.30 0.1053" (0.0081) 0.1114% (0.0091) 1.46
Family happiness (Reference: Happy)

Medium:1, others:0 0.0422" (0.0060) 0.0427° (0.0061) 1.63 0.0436" (0.0054) 0.0440" (0.0055) 1.68
Unhappy:1, others:0 0.0575" (0.0093) 0.0592" (0.0100) 1.28 0.0641° (0.0082) 0.0660" (0.0088) 142
Smoking (Reference: No)

Yes:1 0.0313" (0.0051) 0.0312" (0.0051) 112 0.0900° (0.0050) 0.0927* (0.0051) 1.16
Alcohol (Reference: No)

Yes:1 0.0527" (0.0054) 0.0536" (0.0055) 118 0.0448" (0.0063) 0.0461" (0.0066) 110
Statistical regional units class (Reference: TR1)

TR2:1, others:0 -0.0080" (0.0111) -0.0081" (0.0112) 151 -0.0251° (0.0114) -0.0252" (0.0113) 149
TR3:1, others:0 0.0124* (0.0084) 0.0129* (0.0087) 1.92 0.0103* (0.0080) 0.0107* (0.0082) 1.96
TR4:1, others:0 -0.0205* (0.1061) -0.0205 (0.0105) 1.62 -0.0105*(0.0095) -0.0106" (0.0096) 1.64
TR5:1, others:0 -0.0082" (0.0092) -0.0083" (0.0093) 1.82 -0.0050* (0.0085) -0.0051* (0.0086) 1.88
TR6:1, others:0 0.0034* (0.0095) 0.0035* (0.0097) 1.67 -0.0029* (0.0090) -0.0030* (0.0092) 172
TR7:1, others:0 -0.0441" (0.0140) -0.0431" (0.0133) 1.44 -0.0225° (0.0111) -0.0226" (0.0111) 1.50
TR8:1, others:0 -0.0429" (0.0138) -0.0420" (0.0132) 1.45 -0.0411° (0.0124) -0.0406" (0.0120) 147
TR9:1, others:0 -0.0477° (0.0172) -0.0464" (0.0161) 1.30 -0.0760° (0.0175) -0.0726" (0.0158) 132
TRA:1, others:0 -0.0810" (0.0233) -0.0763" (0.0204) 1.25 -0.1046° (0.0211) -0.0974" (0.0181) 131
TRB:1, others:0 -0.0588" (0.0171) -0.0566" (0.0158) 1.38 -0.0669° (0.0150) -0.0644" (0.0138) 141
TRC:1, others:0 -0.0497" (0.0138) -0.0483" (0.0130) 154 -0.0641° (0.0129) -0.0619" (0.0120) 1.60
Notes: The values in parentheses are the standard errors, and the others are dy/dx values in marginal effect analysis. Categories with a VIF coefficient greater than ten were excluded

from the analysis and labelled as Excluded. *p<.001; ©p<.05; *>.05
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As seen in Table 3, The probability of divorce was 4% higher for women in the 36-
45 age group than those in the 16-25 age group. Women in the 46-55 age group also had a
higher probability of divorce than those in the 16-25 age group. Men living in the district
centre and those living in the village had a lower probability of divorce than those living in
the city centre. Similarly, women living in the district centre and those living in the town
had a lower probability of divorce than those living in the city centre. There was no
significant effect on the probability of divorce for men and women living abroad compared
to those living in the city centre. In addition, men working in the public sector had a lower
probability of divorce than those working in the private sector. Unemployed men had a 1.8%
higher probability of divorce than those working in the private sector. On the contrary,
unemployed women were 4.5% less likely to divorce than women working in the private
sector.

Men with an income of 1301-2600 TL and those with an income of 2601-3900 TL
had 1.8% and 2% lower divorce probability than those with an income of 0-1300 TL,
respectively. There was no significant effect of the monthly income on the probability of
divorce in those with an income of 3900 TL and above compared to those with an income
of 0-1300 TL. On the other hand, when the variable of average monthly income of women
is analysed, it is determined that those with an income of 1301-2600 TL, 2601-3900 TL and
3901 TL and above have higher probabilities of divorce calculated by logit and probit
analysis than those with an income of 0-1300 TL.

Men who had their first marriage in the 24-29 age group were 2.2% less likely to
divorce than those in the 12-17 age group, and the effect of other age groups on the likelihood
of divorce was not found to be significant. Women who were first married between the ages
of 18-23 years and those who were first married between the ages of 24-29 years were 2.1%
and 2.3% less likely to divorce compared to those who were first married at 12-17 years,
respectively. Men with a wife aged 30 years and older at first marriage had the highest
probability of divorce, followed by those aged between 24-29 years, those aged between 18-
23 years and those aged between 12-17 years. Women with a husband aged between 30 years
and older at first marriage had a higher probability of divorce than those with a husband
aged 12-17 years. When the age difference between spouses is analysed, men 6-10 years
older than their wives are 2.1% less likely to divorce than men 0-5 years older. On the other
hand, the effect of the age difference between 11-15 and 16+ on the probability of divorce
is not significant.

Women whose age difference with their husband was 16 years and above at first
marriage had the highest probability of divorce, followed by those whose age difference with
their husbands was 11-15 years, those whose age difference with their husbands was 6-10
years, and those whose age difference with their husband were 0-5 years, respectively.

When the probability of divorce is compared according to the most extended
marriage duration of 0-12 years for women and men, it is found that divorce decreases for
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those whose marriages lasted 13-25 years and 26-38 years. In other words, as the marriage
duration increased, the divorce probability decreased for women and men.

Men who got married in an arranged manner (without being asked) had the lowest
probability of divorce, followed by those who married by their own decision with family
permission, those who married by other methods (bride exchange, etc.), and those who
married by their own decision without family permission, respectively. On the other hand,
women who married by their own decision without family permission had the highest
probability of divorce, followed by those who got married in an arranged manner (without
being asked) and those who got married in an organised manner (by being asked),
respectively.

Men who had both religious and civil marriages had the lowest probability of divorce,
followed by those who had only civil marriage and those who had only religious marriage,
respectively. Similarly, women who had both religious and civil marriages had the lowest
probability of divorce, followed by those who had only civil marriages and those who had
only religious marriages, respectively.

Men who were married from their family-relative circle had the lowest possibility of
divorce, followed by those who were married from their neighbourhood, those who were
married from their work environment, those who were married from their friend circle, and
those who were married from other platforms (internet, dating agency etc.), respectively.
Similarly, women who were married from their family-relative circle had the lowest
possibility of divorce, followed by those who were married from their neighbourhood, those
who were married from their school environment, those who were married from their work
environment, and those who were married from their friend circle, and those who were
married from other platforms (internet, dating agency etc.), respectively. In addition, it was
found that those who met at school curricula were less likely to divorce than those who met
in the neighbourhood, and those who met in the circle of friends were less likely to divorce
than those who met in the work circle.

Men without children had a higher probability of divorce than those with children.
Similarly, women without children had a higher probability of divorce than those with
children. Men who approved women's employment had a higher probability of divorce than
those who did not. Similarly, women who agreed to women's jobs had a higher probability
of divorce than those who did not.

Happy men had the lowest probability of divorce, followed by moderately happy men
and unhappy men, respectively. Similarly, happy women had the lowest probability of
divorce, followed by moderately happy and unhappy women, respectively. Men with happy
family lives had the lowest probability of divorce, followed by those with moderately happy
family lives and those with unhappy family lives. Similarly, women with happy family lives
had the lowest probability of divorce, followed by those with moderately happy family lives
and those with unhappy family lives.
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Smoking women were 9% more likely to divorce than non-smokers, while smoking
men were 3% more likely to divorce than non-smokers. Women who used alcohol had a
higher probability of divorce than those who did not. Similarly, men who used alcohol had
a higher probability of divorce than those who did not.

Table 3 presents the results regarding the statistical regional classification.
Accordingly, men and women living in the TRA region were less likely to divorce than those
in the TR1 region. TR1 region included Istanbul, one of the most populated and developed
provinces of Tiirkiye, located between the continents of Europe and Asia, while the TRA
region consisted of seven provinces located in the Northeast Anatolia of Tiirkiye. Table 4
shows the marginal effects of the variables that can cause divorce alone.

Table: 4

Marginal Effects of Variables That Alone Can Cause Divorce

Variable [ Male Female
[ Logit regression | Probit regression | VIF Logit regression Probit regression VIF

DR_1 Is a woman'’s failure to do housework properly a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)
Yes:1 0.0335 (0.0061) | 0.0342° (0.0064) | 1.47 0.0054" (0.0064) 0.0054" (0.0065) 137
DR_2 Is the man’s failure to do his housework properly a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)
Yes:1 0.0403" (0.0095) | 0.0417° (0.0102) | 1.36 0.0294° (0.0106) 0.0301° (0.0111) 132
DR_3 Is the woman’s inability to provide for the household economically a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)
Yes:1 I 0.0296" (0.0108) | 0.0304° (0.0114) | 1.14 | 0.0375° (0.0088) 0.0386° (0.0093) 117
DR_4 Is the man’s inability to provide for the house economically a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)
Yes:1 I 0.0236° (0.0051) 0.0236° (0.0051) 1.25 | 0.0504° (0.0048) 0.0501° (0.0047) 131
DR_5 Is a woman’s catching a disease that is difficult to treat a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)
Yes:1 0.0631° (0.0152) 0.0671° (0.0171) | 3.45 0.0426° (0.0134) 0.0442° (0.0144) 3.19
DR_6 Is a man’s catching a disease that is difficult to treat a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)
Yes:1 0.0506" (0.0160) 0.0532° (0.0172)—r 3.44 0.0572° (0.0132) 0.0601" (0.0145) 3.19

DR_9 Is a woman’s inability to get along with her husband’s family a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)

Yes:1 I 0.0569* (0.0061) 0.0589* (0.0065) | 6.05 | 0.0524* (0.0055) 0.0538" (0.0057) 6.58
DR_10 Is a man’s inability to get along with his wife’s family a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)

Yes:1 I 0.0582" (0.0062) | 0.0603* (0.0066) | 6.03 | 0.0553" (0.0055) 0.0569" (0.0058) 6.62

DR_11 Is a woman’s irresponsible and uninterested treatment of her home, spouse and children a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)

Yes:1 I Excluded Excluded >10 | 0.0464* (0.0054) 0.0455(0.0051) 8.26
DR_12 Is a man’s irresponsible and uninterested treatment of his home, spouse and children a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)

Yes I Excluded Excluded >10 | 0.0486" (0.0055) 0.0476° (0.0052) 8.30
DR_13 Is the woman’s ill-treatment of her hushand (beating. insulting. etc.) a definite reason for divorce on its own? (Reference: No)

Yes:1 I 0.0259° (0.0075) 0.0254* (0.0072) | 5.23 | 0.0439* (0.0083) 0.0425* (0.0077) 4.24

DR_14 Is the man’s maltreatment of his wife (beating. insulting, etc.) a definite reason for divorce on its own? (Reference: No)
Yes:1 0.0221° (0.0074) 0.0218" (0.0072) | 527 0.0515" (0.0089) 0.0494°(0.0082) | 4.32

DR_17 Is the woman’s absence of children a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)

Yes:1 0.0354° (0.0093) | 0.0366° (0.0098) | 5.64 0.0164° (0.0080) 0.0166° (0.0082) 5.76
DR_18 Is the man’s absence of children a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)

Yes:1 [ 0.0319° (0.0096) [ 0.0328° (0.0102) | 5.63 0.0227" (0.0081) 0.0231° (0.0083) 5.74
DR_20 Is the man’s bad habits, such as drinking and gambling, a definite reason for divorce? (Reference: No)

Yes:1 Excluded* Excluded™ | Chi-square p>0.05 | 0.0189° (0.0077) | 0.0187° (0.0075) | 1.22
McKelvey and Zavoina's R | 0.330 | 0.290 | | 0.414 | 0.377 |

Notes: The values in parentheses are the standard errors, and the others are dy/dx values in marginal effect analysis. Categories with a VIF coefficient greater than ten were excluded
from the analysis and labelled Excluded. As a result of the chi-square test, the DR_20 variable was found to be insignificant for males, so it was excluded from the analysis and
labelled as Excluded*. DR stands for the reason for divorce. *p<.001; °p<.05; *>.05

As seen in Table 4, men who agree with the statement “a woman’s failure to do
housework properly is a definite reason for divorce” are more likely to get divorced than
those who disagree. This statement did not have a significant effect on the probability of
divorce for women. Both men and women agree with the statement, “Is the man’s failure to
do housework properly a definite reason for divorce?”, “Is the woman’s inability to provide
for the household economically a definite reason for divorce?”, “Is the man’s inability to
provide for the household economically a definite reason for divorce?” are more likely to
divorce than those who disagree. | agreed with the statement, “Is a woman’s catching a
disease that is difficult to treat a definite reason for divorce?”, “Is a man’s inability to get
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along with his wife’s family a definite reason for divorce?” and “Is a woman’s inability to
get along with her husband’s family a definite reason for divorce?”” had the highest effects
on the probability of divorce for men, respectively, while being agreed with the statement of
“Is the man’s maltreatment of his wife (beating. insulting etc.) a definite reason for divorce
on its own?” had the most negligible impact on the probability of divorce for men. In other
words, agreeing with the statement “Is a woman’s catching a disease that is difficult to treat
a definite reason for divorce?” increased the probability of divorce in men compared to other
statements. Similarly, | agree with the statement, “Is a man’s catching a disease that is
difficult to treat a definite reason for divorce?”, “Is a man’s inability to get along with his
wife’s family a definite reason for divorce?” and “Is the man’s maltreatment of his wife
(beating. insulting, etc.) a definite reason for divorce on their own?” had the highest effects
on the probability of divorce for women, respectively, while being agreed with the statement
of “Is the woman’s absence of children a definite reason for divorce?” had the most
negligible impact on the probability of divorce for women. Accordingly, agreeing with the
statement, “Is a man’s catching a disease that is difficult to treat a definite reason for
divorce?” increased the probability of divorce in women compared to other statements.

5. Conclusion and Discussion

Divorce affects the spouses’ psychology, daily life, social life, and socioeconomic
status. Although it was harder to divorce, especially for women in the past in Tirkiye, it has
become normalised and more accessible due to several factors such as technological
developments, legal developments, active participation of women in business life, increased
individualisation, and urbanisation. Preventing divorce, which has heavy psychological
effects on spouses and their children, as much as possible can contribute to solving the
problem of social disintegration.

Divorce is a problem that closely concerns all members of the family, reaches social
dimensions and causes severe psychological, sociological and economic damage. Along
with social and economic changes, gender differences are the main factors that increase
divorce rates. The distinguishing feature of this study from other studies is to determine the
reasons for divorce according to gender differences. In this context, the study aims to
determine the factors that are effective on divorce according to gender differences and the
effects of these factors on the probability of divorce.

This study used the data of 24,800 individuals who participated in the 2016 Family
Structure Survey conducted by TurkStat. Among the respondents, 8.46% of women and
7.58% of men were divorced. The study used binary logit and probit regression analysis
methods to determine the socio-demographic and economic factors that affect divorce
according to the gender differences of the individuals surveyed.

Both men and women living in the village and those living in the district centre had
a lower probability of divorce than those living in the city centre. This result is supported by
different studies on many cultures (Gautier et al., 2009; Swenson, 1996; Zhang et al., 2014).
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This may be because economic opportunities are more accessible in cities, whereby
individuals are more active in working life.

Employment status affects the probability of divorce differently in men and women.
Unemployed men were more likely to get divorced than others, whereas unemployed women
had a lower probability of divorce. Economic explanations for divorce are closely related to
the cultural values of the study sample (Kalmijn et al., 2004). Therefore, this result may be
because men are responsible for earning a living for their families in the Turkish family
structure. The participation rate of women in active working life is even less than half that
of men (TUIK, 2018). Unemployed women depend more on their husbands due to their poor
economic status. Notably, the probability of divorce decreases in men as their income
increases, while it increases in women as their income rises. Thus, this result supports our
previous results, suggesting that women with economic freedom are more likely to divorce.
Some studies have equivalent results (Killewald, 2016; Mansour et al., 2020).

Our study found that early marriage increased the probability of divorce for both men
and women. However, a first marriage age of 18 years and over also increased the likelihood
of divorce in women. There are studies with equivalent results regarding the effect of early
marriage on divorce in women (Lowenstein, 2005; Widyastari, 2020). Gentleman and Park
(1994) examined the age difference between spouses and found that the probability of
divorce decreased when the husband was older and increased when the wife was older. Our
study considered the age difference in absolute value. However, our result suggests that the
probability of divorce increased as the age difference increased for women, which is
consistent with those introduced by Gentleman and Park (1994).

The divorce probability decreased for both women and men as the marriage duration
increased. According to the TUIK (TUIK, 2020; 2021; 2022), more than half of the divorces
in Turkiye in 2019, 2020 and 2021 were realised within the first ten years of marriage. The
United States Census Bureau reported a similar result for the USA (Kreider, 2005).

Alcohol use increased the probability of divorce in both men and women. Studies in
the literature support this result (Caces et al., 1999; Can & Aksu, 2016; Salvatore et al.,
2017). Excessive use of alcohol harms not only oneself but also one's family structure and
members. Erdim (2019) has argued that an alcoholic spouse causes psychiatric problems in
family members, leading to divorce and several negative effects on children. Therefore,
controlling alcohol use can be an important effort to prevent divorce.

As a result of the analysis, it was concluded that the variable of women’s inability to
do housework has a significant effect on the probability of divorce for men, but it does not
have a substantial effect on women. On the other hand, men’s not doing housework has a
significant impact on the probability of divorce for both men and women. Some studies
report that housework is distributed more equally between spouses in cultures where access
to divorce is easier (Cooke, 2006; Ruppanner, 2012; Yodanis, 2005). Therefore, Turkish
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women expect their husbands to fulfil their housework duties, even if they cannot be
impartial about their share of housework.

According to the research results, the probability of divorce was higher in men who
had only religious marriages, met their spouses through the Internet or dating agencies, and
had the longest marriage between 0-12 years. In addition, the fact that the spouse suffered
from a severe illness and that the husband could not establish good relations with his own
family in terms of communication were among the factors that had the highest impact on the
probability of divorce for men. On the other hand, it was determined that women who had
only religious marriages, whose marriage duration was between 0-12 years and who were
unhappy individually were more likely to divorce. In addition, the fact that the hushand
suffered from a severe illness, that he could not establish good relations with his own family
in terms of communication and that the husband mistreated his wife (beating, insult) were
found to be the most critical determinants of the probability of divorce for women.

As a result of the research, it has been revealed that the statement of not being able
to provide for the household has a significant effect on the probability of divorce for both
women and men. However, it was determined that men had a slightly higher effect on the
likelihood of divorce than women.

Another finding obtained as a result of the research is that the spouse’s having a
difficult-to-treat illness is a factor that has the most significant effect on the probability of
divorce for both men and women. Glantz et al. (2009) and Karraker & Latham (2015)
explained that the risk of having a severe illness of the spouse has a significant effect on the
probability of divorce, which is in line with this finding of the study.

All variables that increased the probability of divorce for women were related to men.
However, some variables that increased this probability for men were related to both men
and women. In other words, while women hold their husbands responsible for the most
influential factors leading to divorce, men stated that they were also responsible for these
factors related to divorce.

According to the findings of the study, it was understood that the factors affecting the
probability of divorce of men and women differed according to gender. In this context,
individuals need to get to know each other and their families before marriage to prevent
divorces that increase the social structure of society. In addition, it is evaluated that directing
and supporting individuals to practices that provide family counselling and family therapy
services to solve problems occurring in the family can play a decisive role in reducing
divorces. Another suggestion to prevent divorces is that civil marriage can be an important
deterrent factor in divorces as it protects the rights of spouses before the law.

The results of this study will allow policy developers to improve and maintain the
family structure. Our study contributed to the literature by determining the variables that
increase divorce through statistical methods. For future studies, examining the subject in
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samples from different countries and comparing the cultural reasons for divorce is
recommended.
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