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ABSTRACT 

The goal of this research was to explore cohort differences in the role of communication 

in romantic relationships throughout the lifespan. This project explored the direct and indirect 

effects of attachment styles (i.e., anxious, avoidant) and negative communication patterns (i.e., 

Gottman’s four horsemen: criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) on commitment 

levels, psychosocial outcomes, attitudes toward union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, 

cohabitation), reasons for divorce, and reasons for delaying divorce as a direct function of 

experience with marital biographies. A marital biography refers to the history or experiences 

with union transitions in romantic relationships. A secondary aim is to test differences in these 

same variables as a function of direct experience with divorce moderated by age at the first 

divorce. Participants, including young divorced adults between ages 18-49 (N = 162) and gray 

adults ages 50+ (N = 96), completed a survey with measures including attachment, 

communication practices, commitment, attitudes toward union transitions, psychosocial 

outcomes, reasons for divorce, and reasons for delaying divorce. The results indicated that, 

insecure attachment styles and Gottman’s four horsemen are predictive of divorce, with 

stonewalling being an aggravating factor, particularly for anxious attachment styles, and the risk 

for divorce. The experience of union transitions, especially divorce, affect how we approach 

future romantic relationships in addition to altering psychosocial outcomes, personal, moral, and 

structural commitment. Gender differences were found in divorced participants’ personal and 

moral commitment, psychosocial outcomes, and reasons for divorce. Age at first divorce-related 

differences were present in participants’ structural commitment, reasons for divorce, length of 

delay, and reasons for delaying divorce. Even though age at first divorce was not a moderating 

factor, it still played an important role in reasons leading up to and outcomes of divorce. 
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I. Introduction 

Exploring Gray Divorce Through Attachment, Communication and Repartnering 

With the delay in marriage for emerging adults and the increase in divorce for a larger 

population of older adults, it is important to understand the underlying communication processes 

of divorce for an older sample. The purpose of this research is to uncover the communicative 

processes involving attachment styles and destructive communication practices (i.e., Gottman’s 

four horsemen) that lay the groundwork for negative outcomes in romantic relationships. 

People in romantic relationships bring individual factors such as attachment styles into 

their relationships that can contribute to divorce. The foundation of attachment styles (i.e., 

avoidant, anxious, secure) develops during infancy and is fairly stable throughout the lifespan 

(Bowlby, 1979). The two types of insecure attachment styles focused on throughout this paper 

include attachment-related avoidance and attachment-related anxiety. An individual with an 

avoidant attachment style is usually uncomfortable with closeness and dependence with romantic 

partners and desire more autonomy than an individual with a secure attachment style. 	  An 

individual with an anxious attachment style usually experience a strong need for closeness and 

dependence with a romantic partner and have insecurities regarding their partner’s perception 

and feelings about the romantic relationship. Securely attached individuals are comfortable with 

closeness and balanced levels of dependence and autonomy in romantic relationships. 

Attachment styles shed light on destructive marital communication practices, which are 

predictive of divorce (Domingue & Mollen, 2009).  

Negative or destructive communication is socially learned during childhood and modeled 

in adult children’s relationships and marriage. These practices of communication are among the 

most prominent factors in predicting divorce (Gottman, 1994a; Domingue & Mollen, 2009). 
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Children discover interpersonal rules through social learning via direct experience and 

observation, also known as modeling. Parental communication is observed and learned during 

childhood in the family of origin and reenacted in adult-children’s romantic relationships and in 

turn, influences adult-children’s attitudes toward marriage and divorce. Social learning theory 

(Bandura, 1977) explains the intergenerational transmission of communication practices, conflict 

management, divorce, and highlights the transference of outcomes that can affect the family unit 

across time.  

One component of the family unit that is particularly influenced by social learning is the 

communication between married partners. The intergenerational transmission of divorce stems 

from observing and reenacting destructive communication practices that are predictive of 

divorce. While divorce is a common area of research, divorce in older adults (50+), also known 

as gray divorce, is an understudied phenomenon. Previous research highlights the prevalence, but 

not the reasoning for divorce in older individuals (Brown & Lin, 2012). As of 2008, the marital 

biographies of older adults (65+) transitioned from widowed older adults to divorced adults and 

by 2010, about 25% of all divorces involved at least one older (50+) adult (Bowen & Jensen, 

2017). Divorce among older men doubled to 10% and tripled for older women to 12% since 

1980 (Manning & Brown, 2011). Compared to 1980, widowhood rates did not change for men 

and declined for women by 2008. With larger populations such as Baby Boomers in the older 

adult (50+) range, it is imperative that we investigate influences, such as attachment and the scar 

hypothesis, as well as the gray divorce cohort’s union transitions in order to understand 

implications of later life divorce (Brown & Lin, 2011). Post-divorce relationships commonly 

lead to remarriage for 75% within 3-5 years, especially for men (Lewis & Kreider, 2015). Gray 
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adults may also be more likely to experience multiple divorces compared to younger adults 

because gray adults have more opportunity to experience a second or third marriage or divorce.  

A review of current literature looks at differences in risk factors, attachment styles, 

destructive communication practices, commitment, attitudes toward union transitions (i.e., 

marriage, divorce, cohabitation), and psychosocial outcomes as a function of direct experience 

with divorce for older (50+ y/o) and younger cohorts (<50 y/o). The current study targets older 

gray divorce (50+) and younger adult divorce (<50) as the specific marital biography, or 

experiences with union transitions in romantic relationships (e.g., marriage, divorce, 

cohabitation). This paper highlights the predictors and effects of divorce, specifically in older 

adults, and provides theoretical grounding in attachment theory. After reviewing research on the 

role of attachment styles, destructive communication practices, and commitment in divorce, 

repartnering, psychosocial outcomes, and attitudes toward union transitions are discussed with 

justification from the scar hypothesis.  

General Predictors of Divorce  

Current divorce rates are fairly stable around 50% for first marriages and 60-65% for 

second marriages, direct attention to the factors that can contribute to dissolution in valued 

unions for romantic partners (Amato, 2010). Notable societal factors that vary between 

generations are associated with divorce include women in the workplace, more liberal attitudes 

toward divorce, and the uncoupling of parenthood and marriage (Amato, 2010). As a major life 

transition, divorce can also cause cascading challenges that can positively or negatively affect 

older adults’ short and long term trajectories related to well-being. For example, divorced adults 

are associated with more unhappiness, physical and psychological distress, substance abuse, and 

lower social support and life satisfaction than married persons who have not experienced divorce 
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(Bowen & Jensen, 2017). These societal factors and additional age-related challenges that older 

adults face when confronted with divorce are likely to be qualitatively different than younger 

divorcing adults (Greenwood, 2012).  

Relational factors can also influence relational outcomes for marital unions. Premarital 

cohabitation, a relationship-specific factor, does not necessarily cause divorce, but it is the 

selective factors of cohabitors that include unconventional beliefs about marriage, lower 

education, substance abuse, or the similarity in selective traits of the romantic partners, that 

contribute to dissolution for cohabitating partners. Supplementary factors such as extended 

lifespan, unrealistic or violated marital expectations, premarital childbirth, the presence of step-

children, low socio-economic status, unemployment, involvement in second-order or higher 

order marriages, and if one’s parents divorced are also factors associated with divorce (Amato, 

2010). 

Beyond societal, individual, and relationship factors, couples can also end marital unions 

based on personal incentives. Motivations to leave a marriage and explore other options could be 

attributed to a lack of attraction, lowered couple cohesiveness, a more rewarding alternative, and 

the perception of low barriers (Levinger, 1976). Divorce throughout the lifespan consistently 

involves issues such as “property division, allocation of retirement assets, alimony, spousal 

support or spousal maintenance, and sometimes child support, parenting time, and legal decision-

making” (Kirby & Leopardi, 2016, p. 2). However, there are different factors that impact divorce 

throughout the lifespan, especially when a couple is approaching retirement, or develops limited 

abilities and health concerns (Kirby & Leopardi, 2016). Additionally, older adults might have 

marital histories that differentiate them from younger individuals with a variety of marital 

biographies, including younger divorcés. 
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Predictors of Gray Divorce 

The majority of adults, 60% of men and 72% of women, marry with the intentions of 

staying together (Lewis & Kreider, 2015). However, the divorce rate is 50% for first marriages, 

upwards of 60% chance of dissolution for second marriages, and about 70% for third marriages 

(Lewis & Kreider, 2015; Kirby & Leopardi, 2016). Most divorce research pertains to younger 

individuals despite the fact that 1 in 4 divorcés involved adults 50 years old or older in 2008 

(Brown & Lin, 2012). The lack of older adult samples in divorce research could be due to 

differences in the marital biographies of these two cohorts or because older adult divorce was not 

a research concern before now.  

The marital biographies of older adults aged 50 and older populations differentiate this 

cohorts from younger age groups. Older (50+) individuals described as Baby Boomers (born 

between 1946-1964), were of age to marry between the 1970-1980s. During this time, there was 

an increase in divorce, possibly due to changes in social norms emphasizing individual 

fulfillment, and more positive attitudes toward divorce and remarriage (Brown & Lin, 2012), 

which could contribute to the increase in divorce and remarriage in today’s older age groups. The 

older populations also experience substantial life stages that younger generations are not privy to, 

such as empty nests, retirement, and possibly declining health. Life changes such as these can 

cause turbulence and require modification in family units and possibly divorce (Brown & Lin, 

2012). One notable quality of older adults is the likelihood of multiple marriages, which means 

that these individuals marry at least twice and are 2.5 times more likely to experience divorce 

compared to first marriages (Brown & Lin, 2011). The complex marital biography factor of older 

adults still does not give researchers a full picture of the motivations for such an increase in 

divorce, reasons for delaying divorce, or repartnering patterns in older cohorts. Additional 
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factors such as commitment levels and reasons for divorce in an older cohort may provide insight 

on specific characteristics that differentiate older divorced adults from a younger cohort. 

Consequently, this study aims to address the following research question: 

RQ1: What are the differences in gray divorcés’ (50+) commitment and reasons for 

divorce that differentiate the cohort from younger (<50) cohorts with a variety of marital 

biographies that previous research does not identify? 

Brown and Lin (2011) project a 25% increase in older adults undergoing divorce by the 

year 2030 with half of these splits transpiring from short-term remarriages lasting 10 years or 

less. In fact, the divorce rate for older adults doubled from 1980-2008 (Brown & Lin, 2011). 

Some gray divorcés are ending their second, third, or even fourth marriages. Divorcés who have 

had multiple divorces may be starkly contrast from gray divorcés who spent the majority of their 

life with their first marriage-partner. Therefore, there must be grounded and complex reasoning 

involved in the decision to divorce for gray divorcés compared to divorcés who have had 

multiple divorces. Canham, Mahmood, Stott, Sixsmith, and O’Rourke (2014) performed 

qualitative interviews to access motives and major themes behind older adult divorce, which 

included:  

Flawed reasoning in the decision to marry, personal or spousal ‘baggage’ brought to the 

marriage, physical and emotional abuse, communication: superficial, unemotional, and 

explosive, unbalanced responsibility or role imbalance in the marriage, change in spouse 

or change in interests: What worked before doesn’t work anymore (i.e., there is a change 

in spouse or change in interests), and delay in divorce decision. (p. 597)  

Canham et al. (2014) identified reasons for delaying older adult divorce, which involve 

remaining together for their children, stress of single-income finances and unemployment, 
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uncertainty of being alone or fear of being unable to establish new relationships, cultural or 

religious ideals regarding lifelong marriage, and hope for behavioral changes in a spouse. 

Uncovering these reasons behind divorce sheds light on some of the processes that underlie gray 

divorce. However, there is more to be learned through further research. Therefore, this study 

aims to answer the following research question: 

RQ2: Are gray divorcés delaying their divorce longer than people who divorce earlier in 

life? If so, why? 

Divorce and Psychosocial Outcomes 

Divorce can be associated with psychosocial, economic, and social network adjustment 

(Sakraida, 2005). Midlife stressors such as caretaking for parents and children, interpersonal 

stressors, and financial strains can spillover into the marital relationship and contribute to 

dissolution. However, divorcés who were unhappy in marriage and those who initiate the divorce 

often experience an “escape from conflict, the building of new more harmonious fulfilling 

relationships, and the opportunity for personal growth and individuation” (Hetherington, 2006, p. 

204). Divorce, especially for initiators, may involve celebration and positive feelings of renewal 

for a new partner (Sakraida, 2005). Not all psychosocial outcomes are positive for those who 

have experienced divorce. Most adults, more specifically older adult men who divorce, can 

experience negative consequences of divorce. These can include but are not limited to symptoms 

of depression, anxiety, substance use, higher risk of mortality (Amato, 2010), decreased well-

being and poor health (similar to the death of a spouse), feelings of loneliness especially for the 

partner who did not want the divorce, economic shortcomings, and sexually transmitted diseases 

or infections as a result of repartnering practices (Brown & Lin, 2012). Additionally, individuals 

who have experienced divorce are at a higher risk for psychosocial disorders (i.e., depression and 
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alcoholism), may feel uncertainty about being alone, and fear the diminished pool of potential 

spouses available compared to a younger divorcé who experiences hope towards finding a new 

partner (Sakraida, 2005). On the other hand, married individuals have enhanced physical and 

mental well-being compared to never married, widowed, divorced or separated persons 

(Sakraida, 2005; Kalmign & Monden, 2006). 

Women also experience negative outcomes related to divorce. Marital dissolution in older 

adult women is associated with greater financial loss and more negative psychosocial outcomes. 

More specifically, divorced middle-aged women experience a 43% decline in family income 

(Sharma, 2015) and 73% drop in their post-divorce standard of living compared to men’s 42% 

increase in their standard of living post-divorce (Saghir, 2000). The decrease in women’s 

standard of living and the increase in men’s stand of living post-divorce is most likely due to 

women taking on the majority of child care responsibilities and finances. Women who divorce 

around midlife (~50 years) report more age-specific stressors than younger females who have 

experienced divorce such as “accustomed lifestyle, overdependence on young adult children, and 

thinning remarriage pool, and fault-finding body changes” (Steiner, Suarez, Sells, & Wykes, 

2011). These age-specific stressors could contribute to negative mental health outcomes for older 

adult women experiencing divorce. In addition, women, ages 40-60 account for approximately 

20% of divorcés, tend to experience the highest frequency, intensity, and duration of anxiety, 

depression, and loneliness than both divorced men and younger divorced women (Sakraida, 

2005; Kalmign & Monden, 2006). The potential outcomes of an older adult divorce vary from 

younger adult relationships, especially for women. Therefore Hypothesis 1, (as shown in Figure 

1), predicts that age at first divorce and gender moderate the relationship between divorce and 

psychosocial outcomes. 
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Figure 1. The relationship between divorce and negative psychosocial outcomes [i.e., 

depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol 

use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, 

frequency of prescription medications] moderated by age at first divorce and gender model.  

H1a: Gray divorcés will have more negative psychosocial outcomes [i.e., depression, 

loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use 

(last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription 

medications, frequency of prescription medications] compared to younger divorced 

cohorts. 

H1b: Female divorcés will have more negative psychosocial outcomes [i.e., depression, 

loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use 

(last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription 

medications, frequency of prescription medications] compared to divorced men. 

Attachment and Divorce 

 Throughout each union transition (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation), attachment is the 

foundation for communication in relationships throughout the lifespan. Communication can be 

viewed as a tool used by romantic dyads to navigate tensions, cultivate intimacy, and manage 

conflict. From an attachment perspective, communication is a medium that provides an 

opportunity to develop internal working models from young infancy to adulthood (Domingue & 

Age	  at	  first	  
divorce	  

Divorce	  

Psychosocial factors [depression, 
loneliness, perceived stress, perceived 
social support, alcohol use (last year), 

alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking 
episodes (last 30 days), quantity of 

prescription medications, frequency of 
prescription medications] 

Gender	  

H1a	   H1b	  



21	  

	  

Mollen, 2009). Intimate communication creates a secure base with an individual (caregiver, 

attachment figure, romantic partner) and affords an arena to build and adapt internal working 

models or attachment styles (i.e., secure, anxious, or avoidant) through communication that can 

persist over the lifespan.  

Attachment theory focuses on active cognitive processing (Bowlby, 1980) of repeated, 

pervasive interactions between a primary caregiver and child that create representational models 

for expectations for interactions with an attachment figure (Bowlby, 1973). Humans develop 

bonds with others to serve evolutionary needs that persist throughout the lifespan and promote 

development (Bowlby, 1951). The connection made between an infant and a caregiver involves 

the consistency of attentiveness and responsiveness over time and develops an internal working 

model. The internal working model developed in infancy, mainly with a primary caregiver, can 

extend to others such as teachers and peers, that later cultivate bonds within social circles or 

intimate relationships such as a romantic partner as an adult (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; 

Bowlby, 1951; Karen, 1990). 

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) believed that interactions with caregivers are 

influential as infants develop internal working models, or a model of the self and others that 

influence future interactions. They applied Bowlby’s internal working models to adults, 

developing adult attachment styles. Depending on the combination of the positive or negative 

models of self and others, attachment styles form as secure (positive views of self and other), 

anxious or preoccupied (negative self and positive other views), avoidant or dismissing (positive 

self and negative other views), and fearful-avoidant (negative views of self and other) 

(Bartholomew, 1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Guerrero, 1996). Attachment styles have 
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explanatory power for analyzing adults’ orientation toward forming and maintaining intimate 

relations with romantic partners.  

This four-category continuum of attachment constructs is not as common as Mikulincer 

and Shaver’s (2012) three dimensional attachment styles, which include avoidant, anxious, and 

secure attachment styles. Attachment-related avoidance describes those who have “discomfort 

with closeness and dependence on relationship partners, a preference for emotional distance and 

self-reliance and the use of deactivating strategies to cope with insecurity and distress.” 

Attachment-related anxiety labels those with “a strong desire for closeness and protection, 

intense worries about a partner’s availability and responsiveness and one’s own value to the 

partner” (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012, p.12). The final dimension includes secure attachment for 

individuals who score low on attachment-related avoidance and anxiety. According to Shaver 

and Mikulincer (2006), internal working models provide foundation as to how infants attach with 

caregivers and romantic relationships. In fact, romantic relationships offer “some of the most 

important bonds in adulthood” (Shaver & Mikulincer, 2006, p. 251). Previous research 

(Guerrero, Farinelli, & McEwan, 2009; Morgan & Shaver, 1999; Simpson, 1990) found 

attachment styles to predict relational maintenance, satisfaction, communicating emotions, and 

commitment, which are closely linked with relational duration and stability. Based on previous 

attachment and divorce research, this study focuses on age at first divorce at the time of divorce 

as a moderator of the relationship between attachment styles and history of divorce. 

Individuals with destructive communication practices and an insecure attachment style 

could have a greater chance of divorce throughout the lifespan compared to those without 

destructive communication and insecure attachment styles. These corrosive traits (i.e., insecure 

attachment styles, destructive communication practices) precede involvement in romantic 
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relationships and are predictive of divorce. It may not be the presence of these traits that 

necessarily causes divorce, but the extended exposure or manifestation of these traits as 

unhelpful communication practices within romantic relationships. Therefore, older adults have 

more opportunities for exposure to corrosive traits through a longer marriage or multiple 

marriages. This is especially relevant to the Baby Boom cohort who faced exceptionally higher 

prevalence of divorce at a younger age than older populations (Noël-Miller, 2013). Therefore, if 

individuals with insecure attachment styles are more likely to experience divorce, and older 

adults have a greater chance of divorce, then gray divorcés may be more likely to have insecure 

attachment styles as presented in H2 (as shown in Figure 2).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: The relationship between insecure attachment styles (i.e., avoidant, anxious) and 

history of divorce moderated by age at first divorce at the time of divorce model.  

H2: Gray divorcés (50+) are more likely to have insecure attachments styles (i.e., anxious 

and avoidant) than other younger divorced cohorts (<50). 

Communication Styles 

While attachment is developed during infancy, communication styles are socially learned 

during childhood, reenacted in adult-children’s romantic relationships, and influence adults’ 

attitudes toward marriage and divorce (Flora & Segrin, 2015; Whitton et al., 2008). Taylor and 

Segrin (2010) report an intergenerational transmission of conflict behaviors, which means that 
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parents transmit socially learned conflict styles to their children. Adult children of divorce who 

mimic conflict behaviors from their divorced parents often view unproductive conflict and 

divorce as a solution to marital problems, perceive marriage to be less perpetual, and hold less 

positive attitudes towards marriage (Cui & Fincham, 2010; Segrin, Taylor, & Altman, 2005). 

Through social learning, children model their parents’ negative communication, and poor 

conflict management, which contributes to their increased risk of divorce in their own marriages. 

The following literature discusses destructive communication styles and attachment styles that 

are predictive of divorce. 

The presence and frequency of negative communication interactions during conflict are 

strong predictors of divorce. According to Gottman (1994a), the presence of the four horsemen 

(i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) in premarital and newlywed couples 

predicts greater likelihood of divorce compared to couples with positive communication within 

the first 15 years of marriage (Gottman, 2000). Gottman (1994a) describes the first horseman, 

the complain/criticize stage, as one spouse critically identifying a partner or a partner’s behavior 

as defective. Critical behavior during the complain/criticize stage can damage the self-esteem of 

the receiver. More critical partners will often provoke the second stage, defensiveness, in their 

partner. Defensiveness occurs when a self-protective partner who is the target of criticism denies 

responsibility, cross-complains, or counter blames the attacking partner. The third horsemen, 

contempt, occurs when spouses insult, put down, mock a partner, or engage in sarcasm, 

disapproval, or express hatred toward a partner. Of the four horsemen, contempt best predicts 

poor well-being, illness, and divorce within the following six years of marriage (Gottman, 

1994a). Once a partner stonewalls/withdraws from conflict, defined as communication with little 

to no feedback, eye contact, or contribution to the conversation, the last horseman prior to 



25	  

	  

marital dissolution takes place. Withdrawn partners, usually heterosexual men, can experience 

negative health outcomes such as a heart rate over 100 beats per minute (Gottman, 1994a). The 

eerie silence that occurs during stonewalling communicates that neither the relationship nor the 

partner is worth time or effort to fight for the relationship. The presence of one or more of the 

horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) does not predict divorce on its 

own; but it is the frequency of Gottman’s destructive communication practices’ occurrence and 

cascade-like progression that is predictive of divorce within the first six years of marriage 

(Gottman, 2000).  

Gottman’s (1994b) cascade model of marital dissolution describes the detrimental 

progression of negative communication in the form of the four horsemen (i.e., criticism, 

defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling). Once the horsemen become patterned communication 

between the couple, the marriage usually results in dissolution or divorce.  

The distance and isolation cascade toward divorce explains the perceptions of married 

couples as they experience patterned negative communication (Gottman, 1994b). The first level 

of the distance and isolation cascade is flooding, which involves overwhelming emotions that 

cause a flight instinct to get away from the partner inflicting the flooding. After the flooding 

stage, partners usually perceive that their marital problems are severe. In this stage, some couples 

can remain intact if they seek help, or they progress to the third stage where they desire to work 

problems out individually. In each stage there are always outliers that manage to remain together 

without seeking outside counsel for example. At this point in the cascade model, divorce is more 

likely to be the solution than not as one spouse is cut out of decision making for the other 

partner. The next stage involves action taken in the form of creating separate lives or living 
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separately. The final stage of the distance and isolation cascade is loneliness that divorcés 

experience as they adjust to life post-divorce (Gottman, 1994b).  

Different attachment styles lead to varied communication styles in romantic dyads that 

can be predictive of divorce (Johnson, 2003; Domingue & Mollen, 2009). Securely attached 

individuals engage in more positive communication, such as mutuality, reciprocal caregiving and 

support, and comfort with closeness and intimacy are evident of happy marriages. Insecurely 

attached individuals lack disclosure and responsive interactions causing dissatisfaction, conflict 

and distress (Domingue & Mollen, 2009). Attachment styles can also predict communication 

practices during conflict (i.e., mutual constructive, demand-withdraw, mutual avoidance, and 

withholding). Constructive positive dialogue is a strong predictor of relationship satisfaction, 

which can contribute to relational duration, as communication is a vehicle that nurtures intimacy 

and dependence in relationships (Domingue & Mollen, 2009). Additionally, Johnson (2003) 

found secure adults communicate more self-disclosure, participate in direct and open 

communication and develop and maintain relationships naturally with ease. Insecure adults have 

ambivalent evaluations of others and the self, resulting in dependence (preoccupied), withdrawal 

(dismissing), extreme autonomy (fearful-avoidant), and often communicate through making 

demands, stonewalling, and withdrawing (Domingue & Mollen, 2009). Due to positive views of 

the self and others, securely attached individuals have positive relational evaluations and remain 

married as opposed to separated or divorced individuals, who would be characterized as one of 

the insecure attachment styles. If secure attachment styles predict positive interpretations of 

communication, and insecure adults engage in destructive communication practices, which are 

predictive of divorce (Gottman, 1994a), we can presume that attachment styles predictive of 
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destructive communication such as Gottman’s Four Horseman, in turn, can forecast divorce (as 

shown in Figure 3). 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
Figure 3. The relationship between insecure attachment styles (i.e., avoidant, anxious) and 

history of divorce mediated by Gottman’s four horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, 

contempt, stonewalling) model. 

H3a: Insecure attachment styles will be positively associated with Gottman’s four 

horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling). 

H3b: Insecure attachment styles will be positively associated with a history of divorce. 

H3c: Gottman’s four horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) 

will mediate the relationship between insecure attachment styles (avoidant and anxious) 

and a history of divorce.  

Commitment  

Communication practices, attachment styles, and commitment levels are important 

factors in romantic relationships. According to Givertz, Burke, Segrin, and Woszidlo (2016), 

commitment symbolizes a long-term orientation to a relationship due to feelings of attachment to 

the partner and the relationship. Commitment stems from initial attraction and relational 

satisfaction that grows into relational ties that can be difficult to terminate an enduring 
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relationship. Johnson, Caughlin, and Huston (1999) explain that commitment is not a single 

phenomenon, but includes three components: personal, moral, and structural commitment. 

Personal commitment occurs when a partner wants to stay in a relationship while moral 

commitment involves feeling morally obligated to stay in a relationship. These two types of 

commitment are internally experienced as a function of individual’s attitudes and values. 

Structural commitment includes feeling constraints to stay in the relationship due to external 

perceptions of constraints that make leaving the relationship costly to the individual.  

Attachment styles can play into individuals’ reasons to remain in a relationship (Givertz 

et al., 2016). Attachment styles impact commitment in interpersonal relationships due to the level 

of closeness and dependence insecurely and securely attached individuals engage in. High levels 

of commitment are associated with greater relational satisfaction, as highly committed spouses 

engage in more relational maintenance behaviors, which promote greater relational satisfaction 

(Givertz, Woszidlo, Segrin, Knutson, 2013). Marital dissatisfaction that leads to divorce is often 

supplemented by problematic behaviors (i.e., gambling), abuse (emotional, verbal, and physical), 

substance addition, infidelity, financial troubles, long-term gender inequality or role imbalance in 

the marriage (Canham et al., 2014), and insecure attachment styles causing lower relationship 

quality (Givertz et al., 2013).  

Commitment moderates the relationship between attachment style and relationship 

maintenance, which can explain why relationships are maintained regardless of changes in 

satisfaction (Bello, Brandau-Brown, & Ragsdale, 2008; Ragsdale, Brandau-Brown & Bello, 

2010). Feelings of being stuck that result from insecure attachment styles and low dedication 

increase the chances that the individual will remain in a low commitment relationship longer 

than individuals who have secure attachment styles that acts as a buffer against perceptions of 
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high structural commitment (Givertz et al., 2016). Structural commitment stems from 

individual’s perceptions of the social, emotional, moral, or economic costs that would be 

associated with ending a relationship (Stanley & Markman, 1992). Rhoades, Stanley, and 

Markman (2009) proposed that felt constraint or structural commitment only slows the process 

of relational termination. However, the underlying feelings of escaping the relationship triumph 

in the end. Therefore, those who experienced divorce may have higher perceptions of structural 

commitment that delay the dissolution process, resulting in an older divorced population (as 

shown in Figure 4). 

 

 

Figure 4. Age at first divorce moderates the relationship between commitment (i.e., personal, 

moral, and structural commitment) and history of divorce model. 

RQ3a: Is commitment (i.e., personal, moral, and structural commitment) associated with 

a history of divorce? 

RQ3b: Does age at first divorce moderate the association between commitment (i.e., 

personal, moral, and structural commitment) and history of divorce? 

In addition, it is predicted that age at first divorce moderates the relationship between history of 

divorce and structural commitment, and Gottman’s four horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, 

contempt, stonewalling) (As shown in Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Age at first divorce moderates the relationship between history of divorce and 

structural commitment, and the relationship between history of divorce and Gottman’s four 

horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) model. 

H4: Gray divorcés will have higher levels of structural commitment and Gottman’s four 

horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) than younger divorced 

cohorts. 

Repartnering Post-Divorce  

With an increase in divorce occurring in mature families and most of the divorce research 

focusing on young to middle-aged divorce or the effects of divorce on children, there is a need 

for research to further understand the factors that contribute to divorce in older adults and the 

consequences of later-life divorce. The changing demography of divorce and repartnering 

patterns from younger to older adults uncovers communication practices and outcomes for 

relationships experiencing later-life dissolution and union transitions. This section reviews 

research regarding union transitions and provides reasoning behind changes in attitudes toward 

union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation).  
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Shifts in union transitions such as remarriage, re/partnering, or separation of romantic 

dyads can alter relationship quality, relationship stability, and relationship satisfaction (van 

Eeden-Moorefield & Pasley, 2013). Re/partnering or union transitions such as marriage, divorce, 

and cohabitation, can occur through various pathways with most couples beginning unions with 

positive expectations. However, most remarriages follow a similar time frame from initiation to 

termination as first marriages, ending in about eight years (Cherlin, 2010). 

The benefits of partnership might encourage individuals who have experienced divorce to 

repartner, especially for older adults who require significantly more assistance with every day 

tasks than younger adults. Marriage and repartnering provide social support for partners 

including companionship, assistance with everyday tasks, emotional support, and encourage 

positive behaviors (i.e., eating a healthy diet, avoiding harmful substances, and attending routine 

medical checkups) (Amato, 2010). While couples have a 50% chance of divorce, there is hope 

for those, especially young divorcés, who do not find life-long love the first time around to 

repartner. With increases in premarital and post divorce cohabitation, a delay in marriage for 

younger adults, and a decrease in marriage for older adults, it is important to look at the 

repartnering patterns of divorced individuals to understand dating practices, especially for less 

researched older adults (50+). In general, repartnerships post-divorce have less cohesion, less 

negativity, and more withdrawal during conflict (van Eeden-Moorefield & Parsley, 2013).  

Despite feelings of low satisfaction in previous relationships or marriages, similar 

satisfaction levels are found in repartnerships (van Eeden-Moorefield & Pasley, 2013). Perhaps 

the most telling explanation for failed post-divorce repartnering is the remarriage market 

hypothesis (Segrin & Flora, 2011), which accounts for a less appealing pool of available 
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romantic partners with traits that do not promote repartnering. Often times, the existing romantic 

options have traits that led to a previous divorce or relational dissolution.  

Divorce is a common event for about 50% of couples in their first marriage.  Remarriage 

accounts for approximately 50% of marriages and about 30% of all marriages involve at least 

one divorced partner (van Eeden-Moorefield & Parsley, 2013).  Divorced individuals, especially 

men, do not stay single for long and typically remarry within five years of the initial divorce. The 

length of first marriages moderates remarriage, meaning that the longer the first marriage, the 

less likely the divorced individuals will engage in marital repartnering (van Eeden-Moorefield & 

Parsley, 2013). Repartnering, similar to remarriage, can include stepfamilies or step-like families 

that participate in an adjustment of family roles that can make repartnering very different from 

other partners, first marriages, and remarriages without the presence of children.  

Even with the doubled divorce rate for middle- and older-aged couples, remarriage is on 

the rise for the gray divorce cohort (Brown & Lin, 2012).  For the population that is 50 years and 

older, 19% of this cohort were in remarriages in 1980. In 2010, the percentage of remarriages for 

this group increased to about 30% (Brown & Lin, 2012). Baby Boomers who experienced 

abounding divorce rates a younger age are in second or higher-order marriages as they approach 

midlife. Second marriages are less stable with relatively the same marital satisfaction as first 

marriages, hence an accelerating divorce rate for this older cohort (Stepler, 2017). 

While romantic dyads can recouple in a variety of ways, one common path to 

repartnering is cohabitation, which prolongs or replaces the marital process. The widespread 

divorce rate that decreased slightly to 45% could be a result of an increase in cohabitation as a 

repartnering practice for divorced couples (Canham et al., 2014). Moreover, 54% of cohabitating 

couples have never been married and 34% are divorced (Canham et al., 2014; van Eeden-
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Moorefield & Pasley, 2013). This increase in cohabitation as a repartnering pattern is especially 

prevalent for the Baby Boom cohort who faced exceptionally higher prevalence of divorce than 

other populations (Noël-Miller, 2013). Older generations such as gray divorcés, often cohabitate 

or do not marry at all, especially educated women with children. In fact, two-thirds of women 

under age 45 who remarry report premarital cohabitation with their remarriage partner. This 

common cohabitation practice is the most pronounced demographic trend in the last 50 years for 

American families evident in first and second time marriages (Sweeney, 2010). The increase in 

cohabitation across generations is widespread and research has yet to examine long-term effects 

of cohabitation for gray divorcés (Rose-Greenland & Smock, 2013).  

Experiencing one or more of these significant union transitions such as marriage, 

cohabitation, or divorce in the lifespan could alter individuals’ perceptions to hold more liberal 

attitudes about experiences in particular types of unions. Cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 

1957) would say that people change their attitudes to bring them in line with their behaviors. 

This theory supports the idea that individuals who engage in a union may become more 

supportive of the arrangement, in turn adopting an attitude in accordance with their experience 

with that union. For example, adults who cohabitate may develop more tolerant attitudes toward 

cohabitation in response to their engagement in a cohabitating union (Cunningham & Thornton, 

2005). The dissolution of unions, such as marriage via divorce, might lead to more tolerant 

attitudes toward repartnering alternatives such as cohabitation as a trial period due to relationship 

impermanence. Cunningham and Thornton’s (2005) results evidenced that participants who 

divorce after entering directly into marriage adopt more positive positions toward cohabitating. 

Additionally, those who marry without premarital cohabitation hold less positive attitudes toward 

cohabitation than those who have experienced divorce or cohabitation. Once individuals 
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experience a union transition, their attitudes toward that union remain favorable regardless of 

subsequent union transitions (Cunningham & Thornton, 2005).  

These effects are also supported by depression literature’s scar hypothesis (Klimstra et 

al., 2010; O’Grady, Tennen, & Armeli, 2010). A “scar” is, “a relatively permanent residual 

deficit that is created by the episode….much in the same way that a cut or surgical operation may 

leave a physical scar” (Rohde, Lewinsohn, & Seeley, 1990). The scar hypothesis indicates that 

individuals who have experienced a depressive episode are more vulnerable to depression and 

react differently to future events than those who have not experienced a depressive episode as a 

consequence of a previous depressive episode. Effects of psychosocial experiences such as 

depression can be long-term (O’Grady et al., 2010) similar to union transitions such as marriage, 

divorce, cohabitation, and repartnering. In this way, experience with a union transition could 

“scar” an individual and develop more liberal attitudes toward that union that were not present 

before experience with that union. Based on cognitive dissonance and the scar hypothesis, 

individuals with the least experience with union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation) 

would have more ideal or conservative ideas about these re/partnering patterns than cohorts with 

a union transition “scar” (as shown in Figure 6). 

 

 

 

Figure 6. History of divorce and liberal attitudes toward union transitions (i.e., marriage, 

divorce, cohabitation) model. 

H5: Divorcés will have more liberal attitudes toward union transitions (i.e., marriage, 

divorce, cohabitation) compared to participants without a history of divorce. 

Liberal attitudes toward union transitions (i.e., 
marriage, divorce, cohabitation)	  
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II. METHOD 

Participants  

This investigation included 434 participants (56% female) that included undergraduate 

students (n = 30), undergraduate referrals (n = 150), and participants recruited through Qualtrics 

panels (n = 250). The ethnic/racial composition of the sample was 2% American Indian, Alaska 

Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian, or Pacific Islander, 2% other, 5% Black/African American, 11% 

Hispanic/Latina/o, and 80% White/Caucasian. Approximately 71% of the sample was 50 years 

or older and the mean age of the sample was 50.68 (SD = 16.53) years. Participants reported the 

highest level of education they attained as 1.5% less than high school, 14% high school, 36% 

some college/associate’s degree, 33% bachelor’s degree, 11% master’s degree, and 4.5% Ph.D. 

or professional degree (e.g., JD, MD). Participants’ mothers’ highest education was 11% less 

than high school, 47% high school, 19% some college/associate’s degree, 16% bachelor’s 

degree, 5% master’s degree, and 2% Ph.D. or professional degree (e.g., JD, MD). Participants’ 

fathers’ highest education was 14% less than high school, 34% high school, 20% some 

college/associate’s degree, 18% bachelor’s degree, 7% master’s degree, and 7% Ph.D. or 

professional degree (e.g., JD, MD).  

The sample reported their sexual orientation as 96.5% heterosexual, 2% LGBTQ, and 

1.5% other, or prefer not to say. Participants indicated their number of sexual partners in their 

lifetime as 0-1 partner (11%), 2-5 partners (33%), 6-10 partners (23%), 11-15 partners (10%), 

16-20 partners (6%), 21-25 partners (4%), and 13% reported more than 25 sexual partners. The 

majority of participants (70%) reported ever living with a romantic partner, while only 16% 

indicated that they lived with a romantic partner at the time of the survey. The current marital 

status of the sample was 17% single and never married, 37% single and previously divorced, 4% 
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single and widowed, 6% separated, 5% currently married and previously divorced, 17% 

currently married and never divorced, 4% currently in a non-married relationship and never 

divorced, and 10% currently in a non-married relationship and divorced. The majority (70%) of 

participants were parents. Of those who identified as parents, they reported having one child 

(24%), two (42%), three (20%), four (10%), or five or more (4%) children. Participants 

described their religiosity (M = 3.20, SD = 1.01) on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (very often) through 

a series of questions about the difficulty of accepting some doctrines or practices of a religious 

body, the importance of spirituality, the frequency of prayer/communication with a higher power 

and attending religious services.   

Marital Biographies 

Participants’ marital biographies were reported through a series of questions regarding 

their history or experiences in romantic relationships specifically with union transitions (e.g., 

marriage, divorce, cohabitation). The participants with a history of marriage (79%) had an 

average of 1.44 marriages (SD = .77).  Of the participants who had experienced marriage (N = 

342), 70% experienced one marriage, 20% experienced two marriages, and 10% experienced 

three or more marriages. Participants with a history of marriage indicated their age at their first 

(M = 24.78, SD = 5.54, N = 342), second (M = 34.67, SD = 10.22, N = 103), third (M = 39.94, 

SD = 11.72, N = 36), and fourth (M = 37.71, SD = 10.47, N = 7) marriages. Participants with a 

history of marriage also reported the length of their first (M = 5.79, SD = 2.57), second (M = 

4.28, SD = 2.38), and third (M = 3.56, SD = 1.86) marriages in years. Participants described their 

cohabitation experiences with their marriage partner(s) through the age at which they began 

cohabitating for their first (M = 24.23, SD = 4.74, N = 159), second (M = 33.85, SD = 9.28, N = 

60), and third (M = 35.13, SD = 6.78, , N = 16) marriages. Participants with a history of marriage 
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also reported the length of cohabitation for their first (M = 1.84, SD = .88), second (M = 1.68, SD 

= 1.03), and third (M = 2.06, SD = 1.00) marriages in years. 

The participants (N = 342) who experienced divorce (60%) had an average of 1.37 

divorces (SD = .68). Of the total sample (N = 433), 33% (N = 143) of participants had divorced 

parents. Of the divorced participants, 73% were currently in the process of their first divorce, 

18% had experienced one divorce, 8% had experienced two divorces, and 1% had experienced 

three or more divorces. A main component of this study focused on what age participants 

experience their first divorce. Of the divorced participants, 63% (N = 162) experienced their first 

divorce before the age of 50 years old while 37% (N = 96) experienced their first divorce at 50 

years or older. Participants who had experienced divorce indicated their age at their first (M = 

41.19, SD = 13.14, N = 258), second (M = 40.56, SD = 11.44, N = 70), and third (M = 41.35, SD 

= 9.66, N = 23) divorces. Each divorce is described through participants’ role in the divorce, the 

length of delaying the divorce (time from initial decision to divorce until formal legal 

progression with the divorce), and repartnering in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1 

Marital Biographies 

Participants with a history 
of marriage (N = 342) 

One Marriage 
(N = 342) 

Two Marriages 
(N = 67) 20% 

Three Marriages  
(N = 28) 8% 

Four+ Marriages 
(N = 8) 2% 

Age at marriage M = 24.78, 
SD = 5.54 

M = 34.67, 
SD = 10.22 

M = 39.94,  
SD = 11.72 

M = 37.71,      
SD = 10.47 

Participants with a history 
of divorce (N = 258) 

First Divorce 
(N = 258) 

Second Divorce 
(N = 70) 27% 

Third Divorce 
(N = 23) 9% 

Age at first divorce M = 41.19, SD = 13.14  M = 40.56, SD = 11.44  M = 41.35, SD = 9.66 

<50 years old 63% (N = 162) 84% (N = 59) 78% (N = 18)  

      >50 years old 37% (N = 96) 16% (N = 11) 22% (N = 5) 

Decision to divorce    

Initiator 48% (N = 123) 49% (N = 34) 35% (N = 8) 

Recipient 29% (N = 75) 34% (N = 24) 43% (N = 10) 

Mutual 23% (N = 60) 17% (N = 12) 22% (N = 5) 

Length of Delay to Divorce    

Less than 1 month 10% (N = 26) 16% (N = 11) 17% (N = 4) 

1-3 months 18% (N = 46) 20% (N = 14) 22% (N = 5) 

4-6 months 19% (N = 48) 21% (N = 15) 26% (N = 6) 

7-9 months 9% (N = 22) 7% (N = 5) 0% (N = 0) 

10 months - 1 year 17% (N = 44) 17% (N = 12) 22% (N = 5) 

2 or more years 28% (N = 72) 19% (N = 13) 13% (N = 3) 

Repartner    

Did not remarry  57% (N = 147) 50%( N = 35) 70% (N = 16) 

Desire to remarry 21% (N = 31) 14% (N = 5) 13% (N = 2) 

Date 38% (N = 56) 26% (N = 9) 25% (N = 4) 

Find companionship 50% (N = 74) 51% (N = 18) 44% (N = 7) 

  Live with a companion 27% (N = 40) 23% (N = 8) 44% (N = 7) 

Desire to have a 
romantic partner 29% (N = 42) 23% (N = 8) 38% (N = 6) 

Note: N = 342. Participants who had not remarried after their divorce were asked to select all alternatives 
that applied (remarry, date, find companionship, live with a companion, and no desire to have a romantic 
partner), hence the aforementioned desired add up to more than 100%. 
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Procedure 

A comprehensive sample was required to achieve diversity in marital biographies 

throughout the lifespan. Therefore, the sample was broken down into four cohorts based on age 

and marital biography: Group 1 (<50 years, never divorced), Group 2 (>50 y/o, never divorced), 

Group 3 (<50 y/o, history of divorce), and Group 4 (>50 y/o, history of divorce). Participants 

who never experienced divorce could also include participants who never married. It is important 

to note this inclusion to identify cohort differences differentiated by marital biography. A history 

of divorce was operationalized as having at least one divorce within the marital biography. 

Participants were recruited in three ways. The first recruitment procedure involved 

undergraduate students (18-25 y/o) enrolled in communication courses at the University of 

Arizona (n=30) who received extra credit or course credit in exchange for completing an online 

questionnaire.  The second sampling procedure involved an additional 75 undergraduate students 

who completed a short online questionnaire that took approximately 5-10 minutes, in which they 

provided the names of two referrals who completed an additional online survey (n=150). The 

two referrals had to have working emails and they could not be undergraduate students. One 

referral needed to be less than 50 years old and one referral needed to be older than 50 years. The 

two referrals could not be in a relationship with each other. There were no additional marital 

status requirements for this group in order to get a varied sample of marital biographies. The two 

referrals were contacted via email with a unique survey link and after the two referrals completed 

the questionnaire, the undergraduate students received extra credit points for their class.  

The third sampling procedure used Qualtrics panels and paid $7.50 per subject for 

completion of an online survey. Qualtrics provides a more representative sample (e.g., sex, 

education, race) of the larger national population compared to in-person and convenience 
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samples, standard Internet samples, and college samples (Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012). The 

specific inclusion and exclusion criteria for the third sampling procedure was tailored to provide 

precision sampling that made up for any sample deficits (e.g., too few divorced adult males) that 

resulted from the first two sampling methods.  

Measures 

 Participants completed a survey containing the following measures, which can be found 

in Appendix A. In addition to these scales, participants also answered questions not relevant in 

this analysis. 

 Demographics. Participants were asked to provide information on their gender, sexual 

orientation, age, race/ethnicity, religiosity, education, parents’ education, parents’ marital status, 

children, and sexual partners. Participants were measured on their marital biography. Questions 

concerning participants’ marital histories include: marital status, current/most recent partner, 

number of marriages, age at each marriage, relationship duration, and cohabitation before 

marriage. Questions regarding divorce included: number of divorces, age at the time of divorce, 

remarriage, repartnering, and if participants delayed divorce. Participants, if unmarried after 

divorce were also be asked about repartnering.  

Attachment. Wei et al.’s (2007) Experiences in Close Relationship Scale-Short Form 

(ECR-S) uses 12 items to measure how participants generally experience relationships. 

Participants were asked to recall their most recent or current romantic relationship to rate 

statements concerning feelings in romantic relationships on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree) 7-point Likert Scale. The ECR-S indicates two factors, Anxiety and Avoidance, and has 

comparable results in relation to the original version of the ECR (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 

1998). Example items from the Avoidance subscale include, “I try to avoid getting too close to 
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my partner” and “I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back.” Two sample items 

from the Anxiety subscale are, “I find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as I would 

like” and “My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.” For this study, the 

coefficient alpha was .73 for the Anxiety subscale and .73 for the Avoidance subscale relative to 

Wei et al.’s (2007) analysis of the (ECR)-Short Form with coefficient alphas as .77 for the 

Anxiety subscale and .78 for the Avoidance subscale.  

Communication. Participants’ ability to resolve conflicts in their communication style 

with their partner was measured with Fowler and Dillow’s (2011) Attachment Dimension and 

the Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse that included four sub-scales to measure criticism, 

defensiveness, contempt, and stonewalling. Fowler and Dillow (2011) adapted most of the items 

from Gottman’s (1994b) Self-Test for The Four Horsemen Of The Apocalypse, as the original 

measure referenced the perceived behavior of a partner; therefore Fowler and Dillow (2011) 

constructed additional items to reflect behavior at the individual level. In each case, higher scores 

indicate a stronger tendency to engage in that behavior. The reliability from Fowler and Dillow’s 

(2011) four horsemen scales is as follows, criticism (α=.83), defensiveness (α=.82), contempt 

(α=.88), and stonewalling (α=.82). In the current study criticism (α=.84) was measured with 

seven items and includes items such as, “When I complain about something to my partner, the 

issue is often some kind of problem with his/her character that I need to point out” and “When 

my partner and I disagree, it is important to me to show them that he/she is at fault.” The 

defensiveness scale (α=.92) included seven items for example, “I feel unfairly attacked when my 

partner is negative towards me” and ‘‘If my partner complains about something I’ve done or 

said, I feel I have to ‘ward off’ those attacks and defend myself.” Contempt (α=.91) was 

measured with eight items and contains statements such as, “Some of the things my partner does 
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or says makes it hard for me to show respect for them” and ‘‘When we disagree, I try to point out 

ways in which my partner is inadequate.’’ The stonewalling scale (α=.90) contained eight 

statements such as, “When my partner complains, I feel that I just want to get away from the 

situation” and ‘‘I’d rather withdraw from an argument or conflict with my partner than get my 

feelings hurt.’’  

Commitment was assessed through three commitment indicators (personal, moral, and 

structural commitment), attitudes toward marriage and divorce, reasons for divorce, and delaying 

divorce. Wording was adapted to include those who are not married (i.e., spouse was changed to 

partner) and participants were asked rate statements as being characteristic of their relationship 

quality with their current or most recent partner. Participants rated 42 statements on Likert Scales 

to measure various aspects of each type of commitment (Johnson et al., 1999). Personal 

commitment compiles three subscales, Love (α=.87), Marital Satisfaction (one item), Relational 

Words (α=.96), and Couple Identity (α=.82), totaling seven statements such as, “To what extent 

do you love [partner's name] at this stage?” and “You would miss the sense of being a couple.”  

Johnson et al.’s (1999) original moral commitment measure (α=.84) is comprised of three 

subscales, Divorce Attitudes (α=.74), Partner Contract (α=.76), and Consistency Values (α=.71), 

with a total of 13 items including, “You could never leave [partner's name] because [he/she] 

needs you too much” and “When you agree to get married, you are morally bound to stay 

married.” Participants in this study completed two of the three subscales Divorce Attitudes 

(α=.79), Partner Contract (α=.81) for the moral commitment measure (α=.84), which comprised 

of 9 items. 

The scale, structural commitment uses 22 items within the four subscales, Alternatives, 

Social Pressure, Termination Procedures, and Investment (α=.82). Alphas are not given for the 
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three of the four structural components because, in a causal-indicators model, alphas are not 

appropriate and because only the Investment subscale was used in the survey. Sample items from 

the structural commitment scale are, “If you and [partner's name] were to breakup, you would 

miss important income, insurance, or other property” and “You would be upset because you 

would lose your place or standing in the community.” Participants were instructed to refer to 

their current marriage or romantic relationship when answering questions. Skip logic was used 

for questions regarding children.  

To measure attitudes toward marriage and divorce (α = .79), participants rated their 

agreement or disagreement with the following statements on 6-point (1 = very strongly disagree 

to 6 = very strongly agree) Likert scale: “Marriage is a lifetime relationship and should never be 

ended except under extreme circumstances” and “Being married is a very important goal for 

me.” This measure was based on Willoughby and Carroll’s (2011) attitudes toward marriage 

scale. Additional items were added to increase reliability. These items were reverse coded and 

include: “Marriage is a not a lifetime relationship and can be ended under extreme 

circumstances” and “Being married is not a very important goal for me.”  

Reasons for Divorce and Delaying Divorce. Participants were directed through skip 

logic to a relevant section about divorce depending on their marital status. Those who fall into 

the “ever divorced” category moved onto a section about reasons for divorce. In this portion, 

participants rated 8 words and phrases (i.e., flawed reasoning in decision to marry, personal or 

spousal “baggage” brought to the marriage, physical or emotional abuse, communication with 

spouse was superficial, unemotional, or explosive, unbalanced responsibility or roles in the 

marriage, change in spouse or change in interests, or a new/alternative partner) on a scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) based on how these words or phrases explained their 



44	  

	  

reasons for their most recent divorce. Divorced participants who reported that they delayed their 

divorce also completed a section about reasons for delaying their divorce. In this section, 

participants rated 5 words and phrases (i.e., children, income/unemployment, uncertainty of 

being along or fear of being unable to establish new relationships, hope for change in my spouse, 

and cultural/religious ideals that disprove of divorce or support one lifetime mate) on a scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Participants rated the statements on how these words or 

phrases explained their reasons for delaying their most recent divorce. These sections are adapted 

from a qualitative study measuring marital dissolution in later life (Canham et al., 2014).  

Cohabitation. Participants’ history of premarital cohabitation was assessed with two 

questions, “Are you currently living with a romantic partner?” and “Have you ever lived with a 

romantic partner?” Participants were asked to rate three statements on a 1-10 scale (1 = not at all 

accurate to 10 = very accurate) about their current or most recent cohabitation situation. 

Statements included, “It was a formal decision agreed upon by both parties (deciding),” “It “just 

happened” gradually (sliding),” “I discussed our intentions with the relationship (i.e., marriage) 

with my partner before cohabitating.” 

Attitudes toward cohabitation were assessed using two items from Willoughby and 

Carroll’s (2011) measure (α =  .91). The complete measure contains three main subscales: 1) The 

Belief That Cohabitation Is Beneficial, 2) General Endorsement Of Cohabitation With Marital 

Plans, and 3) General Endorsement Of Cohabitation Without Marital Plans. Participants rated 

their agreement with two items related to their attitudes toward cohabitation on a 7-point scale (1 

= very strongly disagree to 7 = very strongly agree). Two items were used to measure general 

endorsement of cohabitation with and without marital plans: “It is all right for a couple to live 



45	  

	  

together without planning to get married” and “It is all right for an unmarried couple to live 

together as long as they have plans to marry.”  

Reasons for Cohabitation were assessed with a measure by Rhoades et al., (2009), 

which asked participants to rate their agreement with 29 reasons for cohabitation on a 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) Likert scale. This scale specifically identifies three categories of 

cohabitation reasons: Time Together (α = .69), Convenience (α = .67), and Testing (α = .73). The 

three subscales used in this study include a Time Together subscale (α = .93) containing 10 items 

such as, “Because I thought it would bring us closer together” and “Because we didn’t have 

enough time together when we lived in separate places.” The Convenience subscale (α = .85) 

includes 6 items such as, “Because we were spending most nights together anyway,” and 

“Because I could not afford rent on my own.” The Testing subscale (α = .95) uses 13 statements 

such as, “Because I wanted a trial run for marriage” and “Because I wanted to make sure we 

would both contribute to running the household.” 

Depression was measured with the Short Form of the Center for Epidemiological 

Studies-Depression (CES-D) Scale (Andresen, Carter, Malmgren, & Patrick, 1994; Radloff, 

1977). The CES-D short form is a self-report measure of depression that includes 10 items and 

yielded reliability of α=.88. The scale items assess different symptoms of depression experienced 

over the past week. Sample items include “I felt depressed,” “I felt everything I did was an 

effort,” and “I was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me.” Participants rated 

statements on a scale of 1 (rarely or none of the time) to 4 (most or all of the time) for a possible 

total score of 10–40.  

Loneliness was measured with the short-form version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale 

(Hays & DiMatteo, 1987), which is a shortened version of the original UCLA Loneliness Scale 
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(Russell, 1996; Russell, Peplau, & Ferguson, 1978). The shortened version includes 8-items such 

as “How often do you feel left out” and “How often do you feel isolated from others?” 

Participants rate each statement on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always), with a 

scale total of 8–32. This study achieved reliability of α=.84 for the short-form version of the 

UCLA Loneliness Scale. 

Stress. The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS)  (Cohen, Kamarck, &Mermelstein, 1983) 

assesses subjective appraisals of stress. Participants rated 10-items on a 0 (never) to 4 (very 

often) with a total scale range of 0–40. Sample scale items include, “How often have you felt 

difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome them?” and “In the last month, 

how often have you found that you could not cope with all the things that you had to do?” 

Reliability was approximately α=.90 for this study. 

  Social support (α=.95) was evaluated with The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived 

Social Support (Zimet, 1998; Zimet, Powell, Farley, Werkman, & Berkoff, 1990). This scale 

measures availability and adequacy of social support with12 items. The measure included three 

subscales with four items per subscale: social support received from family, friends, and a 

significant other. Each statement was rated from 1(very strongly disagree) to 7 (very strongly 

agree) with a total score of 4–28 on each subscale. Sample items from this measure include “My 

family really tries to help me” and “I can talk about my problems with my friends.”  

Alcohol consumption (α = .82) was recorded with 3 items (Raffaelli et al., 2007). The 

first item in the instrument measures the frequency of drinking beer/wine/wine 

coolers/champagne/ liquor during the past year and during the past 30 days on a 1 to 4 scale, 

ranging from never to at least once a week for the item with a one-year frame of reference. The 

30-day item responses range on a 1to 4 scale from never to 10 or more times.  The third item 



47	  

	  

assessed the number of heavy drinking episodes (5 or more drinks in one sitting) in the past 30 

days on a 1 (none) to 5 (6 or more times) scale.  

Prescription medication use scales indexes participants’ prescription medication use 

(LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011). Participants reported a “yes” or “no” on their prescription 

medication use during the past year to treat eight conditions individually including: ADHD, 

anxiety, asthma, depression, hypertension, insomnia, migraines, and pain. Skip logic directed 

participants who responded “yes” for each medication to an additional set of questions about the 

duration of medication use over the past year (α = .64) (e.g., “How long did you take the anxiety 

medication for?”).  Response options include, 1 (for 2-3 days or less), 2 (for about a week), 3 

(for more than one week, but less than one month), 4 (for one to six months), and 5 (for more 

than six months). 
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III. RESULTS 

Statistical Analyses 

This study examined age-differentiated cohort differences in the communication 

mechanisms that underlie components of divorce, which include, attachment styles, 

communication practices, commitment, attitudes toward union transitions (i.e., marriage, 

divorce, cohabitation), and reasons for divorce and delaying divorce. The current research 

identifies attachment styles and destructive communication practices, Gottman’s four horsemen 

(i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) as important variables in understanding 

divorce. This study also focused on the generational differences that explain attitudes toward 

union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation) and explores the role of age at the time of 

divorce. The subsequent section presents the hypotheses and research questions and associated 

statistical analyses that were used to test each prediction and inquiry. 

Research Question 1: Divorce, Commitment, Reasons for Divorce, and Gender 

RQ1 compares commitment and reasons for divorce for gray divorcés (50+) (N =96) that 

differentiate the cohort from younger (<50) (N =162) cohorts with a variety of marital 

biographies. In order to test this question, a two-group MANOVA was used to test age at first 

divorce: gray (50+) and younger (<50), as the independent variable and six dependent variables 

that make up the three types of commitment (i.e., personal, moral, and structural commitment). 

Personal commitment is broken down into four factors: love, relational words, marital 

satisfaction, and couple identification. Moral and structural commitment account for the fifth and 

sixth dependent variables.  

There was no significant main effect (D1Age: F (6, 258) = 1.97, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .955, partial 

η2 = .05) in personal, moral, and structural commitment for gray divorcés (50+) that differentiate 
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the cohort from younger (<50) divorced cohorts as shown in Table 2. As an ancillary test, this 

two-group MANOVA was run with gender as an additional variable with age at first divorce 

with the six dependent variables that make up the three types of commitment (i.e., personal, 

moral, and structural commitment). There was a significant main effect (Gender: F (6, 257) = 

2.22, p < .05; Wilk’s Λ = .950, partial η2 = .05) for divorced males’ and females’ and personal, 

moral, and structural commitment. Of the divorced participants, males (N =122) reported 

significantly higher levels of the following types of commitment than females (N =135): 

Personal commitment (i.e., relational words, marital satisfaction) and moral commitment as 

shown in Table 2. There were no significant interaction effects (Gender*D1Age: F (6, 257) = 

1.60, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .028, partial η2 = .03) for the 2 x 2 x 6 MANOVA as reported in Table 3. 

Gender and age at first divorce were the independent variables and the six dependent variables 

made up the three types of commitment (i.e., personal, moral, and structural commitment).  

Table 2   
PMS Commitment Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Gender and Age at First 
Divorce. 
Personal, Moral, Structural 
Commitment 

Male  
(N =122) 

Female  
(N =135) 

D1Age (<50) 
(N =162) 

D1Age (50+) 
(N =96) 

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Personal commitment: Love 4.30 (1.62) 4.06 (1.82) 4.24 (1.81) 4.07 (1.59) 

Personal commitment: Relational 
words  4.76a (1.39) 4.26b (1.65) 4.45 (1.52) 4.59 (1.60) 

Personal commitment: Marital 
Satisfaction  4.84a (1.99) 4.33b (2.13) 4.51 (2.07) 4.68 (2.09) 

Personal commitment: Couple 
Identification 4.82 (1.45) 4.56 (1.70) 4.65 (1.60) 4.73 (1.56) 

Moral commitment  3.70a (1.26) 3.39b (1.19) 3.49 (1.23) 3.63 (1.22) 
Structural commitment 3.74 (1.45) 3.86 (1.54) 3.63 (1.50) 4.10 (1.44) 

Note: (N = 258). Means with different subscripts across rows for gender differ significantly; 
main effects tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. The commitment means represent 
a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
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Table 3   
PMS Commitment Means and Standard Deviations: Interaction Effects for Gender by Age at 
First Divorce. 
Personal, Moral, Structural Commitment D1Age (<50) (N =162) D1Age (50+) (N =96) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Personal commitment: Love   
     Male (N = 122) 4.38 (1.69) 4.18 (1.52) 

     Female (N = 135) 4.13 (1.91) 3.95 (1.67) 
Personal commitment: Relational words    

     Male (N = 122) 4.69 (1.39) 4.88 (1.39) 
     Female (N = 135) 4.25 (1.60) 4.28 (1.75) 

Personal commitment: Marital 
Satisfaction    

     Male (N = 122) 4.62 (2.11) 5.16 (1.78) 
     Female (N = 135) 4.42 (2.07) 4.17 (2.27) 

Personal commitment: Couple 
Identification   

     Male (N = 122) 4.82 (1.45) 4.81 (1.46) 
     Female (N = 135) 4.52 (1.72) 4.65 (1.67) 

Moral commitment    
     Male (N = 122) 3.64 (1.29) 3.80 (1.23) 

     Female (N = 135) 3.37 (1.19) 3.44 (1.20) 
Structural commitment   

     Male (N = 122) 3.65 (1.46) 3.87 (1.43) 
     Female (N = 135) 3.61 (1.55) 4.34 (1.43) 

Note: (N = 258). Main effects tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. The 
commitment means represent a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

As an ancillary test, an independent samples t-test was used to assess divorced 

participants who were currently in a relationship to more accurately analyze the commitment 

variables. There were no significant differences between gray divorcés (50+) and younger 

divorcés (<50) who were currently in a romantic relationship’s commitment levels (i.e., personal, 

moral, and structural commitment), t (66) = -.90, ns, as shown in Table 4. 
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Table 4   
PMS Commitment Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Age at First Divorce for 
Those who are Currently in a Relationship. 
Personal, Moral, Structural Commitment D1Age (<50) (N =49) D1Age (50+) (N =16) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Personal commitment: Love 5.38 (1.52) 4.63 (1.68) 
Personal commitment: Relational words  5.41 (1.38) 4.95 (1.57) 

Personal commitment: Marital Satisfaction  5.57 (1.59) 5.56 (1.50) 
Personal commitment: Couple Identification 5.16 (1.36) 5.15 (1.22) 

Moral commitment  3.54 (1.19) 3.61 (.99) 
Structural commitment 3.27 (1.58) 3.67 (1.45) 

Note: (N = 66). The commitment means represent a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree). 

A 2X2X8 MANOVA was used to test age at first divorce: gray (50+) and younger (<50), 

and gender as the independent variables and eight dependent variables, which were reasons for 

divorce (i.e., flawed reasoning in decision to marry, personal or spousal “baggage” brought to the 

marriage, physical or emotional abuse, communication with spouse was superficial, unemotional, 

or explosive, unbalanced responsibility or roles in the marriage, change in spouse or change in 

interests, a new/alternative partner, or delayed divorce: time elapsed between the decision to 

divorce until legal steps were taken). There were significant main effects (D1Age: F (8, 257) = 

3.22, p = .002; Wilk’s Λ = .905, partial η2 = .095; Gender: F (8, 257) = 4.57, p = .000; Wilk’s Λ 

= .871, partial η2 = .13) for gray divorcés (50+) (N =96) and younger (<50) (N =162) divorced 

cohorts’ gender by their eight reasons for divorce as shown in Table 6. There were no significant 

interaction effects (D1Age*Gender: F (8, 257) = 0.858, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .973, partial η2 = .03) as 

shown in Table 5.  
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Table 5  
Reasons for Divorce Means and Standard Deviations: Interaction Effects for Gender by Age at 
First Divorce 
Reasons for Divorce D1Age (<50) (N =161) D1Age (50+) (N =96) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Flawed/Faulty reasoning in the decision to marry 
     Male (N = 122) 4.29 (1.82) 3.29 (1.94) 

     Female (N = 135) 4.05 (2.22) 3.64 (1.97) 
Personal or spousal "baggage" brought to marriage 

     Male (N = 122) 3.90 (1.89) 3.31 (1.87) 
     Female (N = 135) 4.10 (2.11) 3.23 (2.04) 

Physical or emotional abuse 
     Male (N = 122) 2.97 (1.91) 2.86 (1.93) 

     Female (N = 135) 4.67 (2.34) 4.02 (2.18) 
Communication with spouse was superficial, 
unemotional, explosive/reactive, or unpredictable  

     Male (N = 122) 4.27 (1.67) 3.71 (1.92) 

     Female (N = 135) 4.85 (2.08) 4.89 (1.95) 
Unbalanced responsibility or roles 

     Male (N = 122) 4.27 (1.78) 3.71 (1.92) 
     Female (N = 135) 4.59 (2.06) 4.26 (2.19) 

Change in spouse or spousal interests 
     Male (N = 122) 4.21 (1.80) 4.10 (1.92) 

     Female (N = 135) 4.45 (2.05) 4.79 (2.01) 
New partner 

     Male (N = 122) 2.73 (1.92) 2.12 (1.63) 
     Female (N = 135) 2.69 (2.22) 2.09 (1.72) 

Delayed: time elapsed between the decision to divorce 
until legal steps were taken  

     Male (N = 122) 3.49 (1.86) 3.69 (2.08) 
     Female (N = 135) 3.81 (2.28) 4.30 (2.26) 

Note: (N = 258). Main effects tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. Reasons for 
divorce means represent a scale of 1 (very strongly disagree) to 6 (very strongly agree). 
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Of the divorced participants (N =258), females (N =135) rated two reasons for divorce 

significantly higher than males (N =122): physical or emotional abuse, and communication with 

spouse that was superficial, unemotional, or explosive/reactive or unpredictable, as shown in 

Table 6. Of the divorced participants (N =258), those who encountered their first divorce before 

the age of 50 years old (N =162) rated the following reasons for divorce significantly higher than 

gray divorcés (N =96) who divorce after the age of 50 years old: flawed/faulty reasoning in the 

decision to marry, personal or spousal “baggage” brought to the marriage, and a new partner, as 

shown in Table 6.  

Table 6 
Reasons for Divorce Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Age at First Divorce and 
Gender 
 Age at first divorce Gender 

Reasons for Divorce D1Age (<50) 
(N =162) 

D1Age (50+) 
(N =96) 

Male       
(N =122) 

Female    
(N =135) 

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Flawed/Faulty reasoning in the decision 
to marry 

4.17a (2.05) 3.46b (1.95) 3.89 (1.93) 3.90 (2.14) 

Personal or spousal "baggage" brought 
to marriage 

4.03a (2.02) 3.27b (1.94) 3.66 (1.90) 3.80 (2.12) 

Physical or emotional abuse 3.92 (2.32) 3.43 (2.13) 2.93a (1.91) 4.44b (2.30) 
Communication with spouse that was 
superficial, unemotional, or 
explosive/reactive or unpredictable 

4.60 (1.92) 4.29 (2.01) 4.05a (1.79) 4.87b (2.03) 

Unbalanced responsibility or roles 4.46 (1.93) 3.98 (2.06) 4.05 (1.85) 4.47 (2.10) 
Change in spouse or spousal interests 4.35 (1.94) 4.44 (1.98) 4.16 (1.84) 4.57 (2.04) 

New partner 2.70a (2.08) 2.10b (1.66) 2.48 (1.83) 2.48 (2.07) 
Delayed: time elapsed between the 
decision to divorce until legal steps 
were taken 

3.68 (2.11) 3.99 (2.18) 3.57 (1.95) 3.98 (2.28) 

Note: (N = 258). Means with different subscripts within columns regarding age at first divorce 
and gender differ significantly in the reason for divorce; main effects tested with F statistics 
using MANOVA, p < .05. Reasons for divorce means represent a scale of 1 (very strongly 
disagree) to 6 (very strongly agree). 
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A 2X2X5 MANOVA was used to test age at first divorce: gray (50+) and younger (<50), 

and gender as the independent variables and five dependent variables, which were reasons for 

delay (i.e., children, income or unemployment, uncertainty of being alone or fear of being unable 

to establish new relationships, cultural, religious ideals that disprove of divorce or support one 

lifetime mate, and hope for change in spouse). There were no significant main effects (D1Age: F 

(5, 258) = .76, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .984, partial η2 = .02; Gender: F (5, 258) = 2.02, ns; Wilk’s Λ = 

9.59, partial η2 = .04) for gray divorcés (50+) (N =96) and younger (<50) (N =162) divorced 

cohorts’ gender and their five reasons for delaying divorce as shown in Table 7. There was no 

significant interaction effect (D1Age*Gender: F (5, 258) = 1.424, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .971, partial η2 

= .03) as shown in Table 7.  
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Table 7 
Reasons for Delaying Divorce Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Age and 
Gender 

Reason for Delaying Divorce D1Age (<50) 
(N =162) 

D1Age (50+) 
(N =96) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Children   

     Male (N = 119) 3.01 (2.06) 3.07 (1.97) 
     Female (N = 125) 2.88 (2.17) 3.64 (2.40) 

Income or unemployment   
     Male (N = 119) 2.60 (1.66) 2.22 (1.62) 

     Female (N = 125) 2.94 (2.12) 3.36 (2.28) 
Uncertainty of being alone or fear of being unable to establish 
new relationships   

     Male (N = 119) 2.53 (1.61) 2.24 (1.45) 

     Female (N = 125) 2.33 (1.74) 3.03 (2.02) 
Cultural, religious ideals that disprove of divorce or support of 
one lifetime mate   

     Male (N = 119) 2.19 (1.47) 2.39 (1.60) 

     Female (N = 125) 2.16 (1.70) 2.33 (1.63) 
Hope for change in spouse   

     Male (N = 119) 3.77 (1.98) 3.41 (2.05) 
     Female (N = 125) 3.43 (2.17) 3.54 (2.27) 

Note: (N = 258). Reasons for delaying divorce means represent a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 
7 (strongly agree). 
 
Research Question 2: Age at First Divorce and Reasons for Delayed Divorce  

RQ2 asks if gray divorcés (50+) are delaying their divorce longer than people who 

divorce earlier in life, and if so, why? In order to test if gray divorcés are delaying their divorce, 

(i.e., the difference between when the person first wanted the divorce and when they actually got 

a divorce), an independent samples t-test was used. Gray divorcés (50+) (M = 4.85 years, SD = 

2.75, N =96) had a significantly longer delay (i.e., the difference between when the person first 
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wanted the divorce and when they actually got a divorce), than younger divorcés (<50) (M = 

4.28 years, SD = 2.31, N =162), t (256) = -1.73, p < .05. It is important to note that the length of 

the marriage was not considered in respect to delaying divorce for this analysis. 

In order to find out why gray divorcés are delaying their divorce longer than people who 

divorce earlier in life (RQ2), a correlation was used to test the association between the five 

reasons for delaying divorce (children, income or unemployment, uncertainty of being alone or 

fear of being unable to establish new relationships, cultural or religious ideals that disprove of 

divorce or support one lifetime mate, and hope for change in spouse) and the length of delaying 

the divorce, which describes the time from initial decision to divorce until formal legal 

progression with the divorce. The length of delaying divorce was broken down into nine ordered 

categories (less than 1 month, 1-3 months, 4-6 months, 7-9 months, 10-11 months, 1 year, 2-3 

years, 4-5 years, and more than 5 years). The length of delaying divorce was used as a 

continuous variable for this analysis. Participants who were experiencing their first divorce or 

those who had experienced one divorce (N = 235) were included for this correlation analysis to 

avoid false associations or confounding variables with second or third divorces and the five 

reasons for delaying divorce. Participants’ length of delay to divorce was significantly positively 

correlated with all five reasons for delaying divorce as shown in the correlation matrix in Table 

8.  
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Table 8  
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Length of Delay and Reasons for Delaying 
Divorce 

Variable M (SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. Delaying Divorce 4.50(2.46)       

2. Children 3.18(2.16) .179**      
3. Income or unemployment 2.82(1.95) .217*** .481***     

4. Uncertainty of being alone 
or fear of being unable to 
establish new relationships 

2.53(1.71) .131* .235*** .347***   
 

5. Cultural, religious ideals 
that disprove of divorce or 
support one lifetime mate 

2.27(1.59) .157* .242*** .242*** .407***  
 

6. Hope for change in spouse 3.49(2.11) .146* .174** .182** .441*** .386***  

Note: (N = 235). *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. The length of delaying divorce Mean 
represents the nine ordered categories (less than 1 month, 1-3 months, 4-6 months, 7-9 months, 
10-11 months, 1 year, 2-3 years, 4-5 years, and more than 5 years). The reasons for delaying 
divorce means represent a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

A regression was used to determine the effects of the five reasons for delaying divorce, 

entered as the predictor variables, on the dependent variable, length of delaying the divorce. The 

length of delaying divorce was measured on a 9-point scale, represented as: less than 1 month, 1-

3 months, 4-6 months, 7-9 months, 10-11 months, 1 year, 2-3 years, 4-5 years, and more than 5 

years. Regression indicated that as a whole, the predictor variables (reasons for delaying 

divorce), were significantly associated with delaying the divorce, R = .26, Adjusted R2 = .05, F 

(5, 216) = 3.19, p = .008. As a whole, the predictor variables explained a significant unique 

variance (R2 =.07) in participants’ delay in divorce. However, none of the predictor variables 

(reasons for delaying divorce) individually explained significant unique variance in participants’ 

delaying divorce as shown in Table 9.  
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Table 9   
Summary of Regression Analysis for Reasons for Delaying Divorce Predicting Length of Delay 

Reason for Delaying Divorce B SE B β t p value 

Children .087 .086 .077 1.013 .312 
Income or unemployment .189 .098 .149 1.916 .057 

Uncertainty of being alone or 
fear of being unable to 
establish new relationships 

-.005 .114 -.004 -.048 .962 

Cultural, religious ideals that 
disprove of divorce or 
support one lifetime mate 

.114 .117 .074 .980 .328 

Hope for change in spouse .091 .088 .078 1.035 .302 

Note. N = 235; *** p < .001. The reasons for delaying divorce means represent a scale of 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  

Hypothesis 1a and 1b: Negative Psychosocial Outcomes, Age at Divorce, and Gender 

H1a predicted that gray divorcés (50+) would have more negative psychosocial outcomes 

[i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), 

alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription 

medications, frequency of prescription medications] compared to younger divorced cohorts 

(<50). A two-group MANOVA was used to test the independent variable, age at first divorce 

with nine psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social 

support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 

days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of prescription medications] as the 

dependent variables. There was no significant main effect (D1Age: F (9, 257) = 1.49, ns; Wilk’s 

Λ = .948, partial η2 = .052) in the psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived 

stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking 

episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of prescription 
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medications] between gray divorcés (50+) and younger divorced (<50) cohorts as shown in 

Table 10. 

As an ancillary test, a two-group MANOVA was used to test the independent variable, 

history of divorce with nine psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, 

perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking 

episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of prescription 

medications] as the dependent variables. There was a significant main effect (Divorce: F (9, 342) 

= 12.73, p = .000; Wilk’s Λ = .918, partial η2 = .256) in the psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, 

loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 

days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of 

prescription medications] between those who experienced divorce and those who did not 

experience divorce. Participants who experienced divorce (N =258) scored significantly higher 

on the following indicators of psychosocial problems than those who did not experience divorce: 

depression, loneliness, perceived stress, the quantity of prescription medications, and frequency 

of prescription medications. Participants who did not experience divorce (N =84) rated the 

following psychosocial factors at a significantly higher rate than those who experienced divorce: 

perceived social support, alcohol use in the last year, and alcohol use in the last 30 days (shown 

in Table 11). 

As an ancillary test a 2X2X9 MANOVA was used to test the independent variables 

divorce frequency and age at first divorce with nine psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, 

loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 

days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of 

prescription medications] as the dependent variables. This test was performed to test for 
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differences between participants who were currently involved in their first divorce (N = 188) and 

participants who have experienced at least one divorce (N = 70). There was no significant main 

effect (D1Age: F (9, 258) = 1.03, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .964, partial η2 = .036) in the psychosocial 

factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last 

year), alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription 

medications, frequency of prescription medications] between gray divorcés (50+) and younger 

divorced (<50) cohorts as shown in Table 10. There was no significant main effect (Divorce 

Frequency: F (9, 258) = 6.18, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .978, partial η2 = .022) in the psychosocial factors 

[i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), 

alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription 

medications, frequency of prescription medications] between participants who were currently 

involved in their first divorce and participants who had experienced at least one divorce as 

shown in Table 10. There were no significant interaction effects (Divorce Frequency*D1Age: F 

(9, 258) = 1.37, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .952, partial η2 = .05) for the 2 x 2 x 9 MANOVA as reported in 

Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Psychosocial Factor Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Divorce Frequency and Age at 
First Divorce 

Psychosocial Factor Currently Experiencing 
First Divorce (N =188) 

Experienced at Least One 
Divorce (N =70) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Depression   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 1.86 (.63) 2.03 (.76) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 1.99 (.79) 1.70 (.50) 

Loneliness   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 2.17 (.71) 2.20 (.73) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 2.24 (.72) 2.44 (.46) 

Perceived Stress   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 2.58 (.75) 2.64 (.82) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 2.53 (.90) 2.80 (.58) 

Perceived Social Support   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 3.48 (.98) 3.40 (.96) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 3.58 (.91) 3.52 (.42) 

Alcohol Use (last year)   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 2.52 (1.17) 2.41 (1.11) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 2.36 (1.25) 3.00 (.82) 

Alcohol Use (last 30 days)   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 2.09 (1.07) 1.91 (1.06) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 1.89 (1.09) 2.25 (.50) 

Heavy Drinking Episodes (last 30 days)   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 1.49 (1.00) 1.36 (.94) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 1.32 (.77) 1.50 (1.00) 

Quantity of prescription medications   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 9.49 (1.62) 10.24 (1.76) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 9.46 (1.58) 8.75 (.50) 

Frequency of prescription medications   

        D1Age (<50) (N =162) 5.91 (6.94) 9.15 (8.39) 

        D1Age (50+) (N =96) 6.33 (7.18) 1.25 (1.26) 
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Note: (N = 258) Main effects tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. The depression 
means represent a scale of 1 [Rarely or none of the time (less than 1 day)] to 4 [Most or all of the 
time (5-7 days)]. The depression means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (always). The 
perceived stress means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (very often). The perceived social 
support means represent a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The alcohol use 
(last year) means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (at least once a week). The alcohol use (last 
30 days) means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (10 or more times). The heavy drinking 
episodes (last 30 days) means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (6 or more times). The quantity 
of prescription medications means represent a scale of 8 (none of the eight prescriptions in the 
last year) to 14 (all eight prescriptions in the last year). The frequency of prescription 
medications means represent a scale of 0 (at least one prescription medication for 2-3 days or 
less in the past year) to 30 (all eight prescription medications for more than 6 months in the past 
year). The frequency of prescription medications range represents participants’ scores on each of 
the eight prescription medications on a scale of 4 (2-3 days or less in the past year) to 8 (for more 
than 6 months in the past year). These scores were compiled for the total frequency of 
medication for the year.  
 

H1b predicted that women (N =135) would have more negative psychosocial outcomes 

[i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), 

alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription 

medications, frequency of prescription medications] compared to men (N =122). In order to test 

this prediction a two-group MANOVA was used to test divorced males and females as the 

independent variable with nine dependent variables. There was a significant main effect (Gender: 

F (9, 257) = 4.54, p = .000; Wilk’s Λ = .858, partial η2 = .142) for divorced males and females 

across psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social 

support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 

days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of prescription medications]. Divorced 

females rated the following psychosocial factors at a significantly higher rate than divorced 

males: depression, perceived stress, the quantity of prescription medications, frequency of 

prescription medications, as shown in Table 11. Divorced males rated the following psychosocial 

factors at a significantly higher rate than females: alcohol use in the last 30 days, and heavy 
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drinking episodes during the last 30 days, significantly higher than females, as shown in Table 

11.  

Table 11  
Psychosocial Factor Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Experience with 
Divorce, Divorced Participant Gender, and Age at First Divorce 

Psychosocial 
Factor 

Never 
Divorced  
(N =84) 

Ever 
Divorced 
(N =258) 

Divorced 
Males  

(N =122) 

Divorced 
Females 
(N =135) 

D1Age  
(<50)  

(N =162) 

D1Age  
(50+)  

(N =96) 

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Depression 1.53b (.46) 1.95a (.72) 1.80a (.63) 2.09b (.78) 1.93 (.69) 1.98 (.78) 

Loneliness 1.75b (.54) 2.21a (.71) 2.13 (.66) 2.28 (.76) 2.18 (.72) 2.24 (.71) 

Perceived  
Stress 2.32b (.66) 2.58a (.82) 2.40a (.74) 2.75b (.85) 2.60 (.77) 2.55 (.89) 

Perceived  
Social Support 

4.26b (.70) 3.50a (.94) 3.47 (.91) 3.52 (.98) 3.45 (.97) 3.58 (.89) 

Alcohol Use 
(last year) 

3.33b (.88) 2.44a (1.18) 2.55 (1.26) 2.34 (1.10) 2.48 
(1.14) 

2.39 (1.24) 

Alcohol Use 
(last 30 days) 

2.83b (1.05) 1.98a (1.07) 2.13a (1.14) 1.84b (.99) 2.02 
(1.07) 

1.91 (1.08) 

Heavy Drinking 
Episodes  
(last 30 days) 

1.51 (1.06) 1.40 (.90) 1.57a (1.06) 1.24b (.71) 1.44 (.97) 1.32 (.78) 

Quantity of 
prescription 
medications 

8.92b (1.26) 9.66a (1.66) 9.25a (1.38) 10.04b 
(1.81) 

9.80 
(1.72) 

9.43 (1.55) 

Frequency of 
prescription 
medications 

2.81b (4.61) 6.81a (7.49) 5.20a (6.32) 8.33b (8.16) 7.23 
(7.71) 

6.11 (7.11) 

Note: Means with different subscripts comparing ever verses never divorced participants (N = 
342) and divorced males verses females (N = 257) differ significantly; main effects tested with F 
statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. The depression means represent a scale of 1 [Rarely or none 
of the time (less than 1 day)] to 4 [Most or all of the time (5-7 days)]. The depression means 
represent a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (always). The perceived stress means represent a scale of 1 
(never) to 5 (very often). The perceived social support means represent a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The alcohol use (last year) means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 
4 (at least once a week). The alcohol use (last 30 days) means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 4 
(10 or more times). The heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days) means represent a scale of 1 
(never) to 5 (6 or more times). The quantity of prescription medications means represent a scale 
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of 8 (none of the eight prescriptions in the last year) to 14 (all eight prescriptions in the last year). 
The frequency of prescription medications means represent a scale of 0 (at least one prescription 
medication for 2-3 days or less in the past year) to 30 (all eight prescription medications for more 
than 6 months in the past year). The frequency of prescription medications range represents 
participants’ scores on each of the eight prescription medications on a scale of 4 (2-3 days or less 
in the past year) to 8 (for more than 6 months in the past year). These scores were compiled for 
the total frequency of medication for the year.  
 

As an ancillary test a 2X2X9 MANOVA was used to test the independent variables 

divorce frequency and gender with nine psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, 

perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 days), 

heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of 

prescription medications] as the dependent variables. This test was performed to test for 

differences between participants who were currently involved in their first divorce and 

participants who have experienced at least one divorce. There was a significant main effect 

(Gender: F (9, 257) = 2.91, p < .05; Wilk’s Λ = .903, partial η2 = .097) in the psychosocial 

factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last 

year), alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription 

medications, frequency of prescription medications] between males and females as shown in 

Table 12. Females (N = 135) currently experiencing their first divorce and those who had 

experienced at least one divorce reported more depression, perceived stress, quantity of 

prescription medications, and frequency of prescription medications than men (n = 122) as 

shown in Table 12. Males (N = 122) currently experiencing their first divorce and those who had 

experienced at least one divorce reported more heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days) than 

women (N = 135) as shown in Table 12.   

There was no significant main effect (Divorce Frequency: F (9, 257) = 1.39, ns; Wilk’s Λ 

= .951, partial η2 = .049) in the psychosocial factors [i.e., depression, loneliness, perceived stress, 
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perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 days), heavy drinking 

episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of prescription 

medications] between participants who were currently involved in their first divorce (N = 188) 

and participants who had experienced at least one divorce (N = 69) as shown in Table 12. There 

were no significant interaction effects (Divorce Frequency*Gender: F (9, 257) = 1.30, ns; Wilk’s 

Λ = .954, partial η2 = .046) for the 2 x 2 x 9 MANOVA as reported in Table 12.   
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Table 12 

Psychosocial Factor Means and Standard Deviations Divorce Frequency and Gender. 

Psychosocial Factor Currently Experiencing 
First Divorce (N =188) 

Experienced at Least One 
Divorce (N =70) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Depression   

        Males (N = 122)  1.79a (.64) 1.82a (.58) 

        Females (N = 135) 2.05b (.75) 2.17b (.84) 

Loneliness   

        Males (N = 122)  2.10 (.66) 2.20 (.67) 

        Females (N = 135) 2.30 (.75) 2.23 (.77) 

Perceived Stress   

        Males (N = 122)  2.35a (.77) 2.55a (.63) 

        Females (N = 135) 2.76b (.83) 2.73b  (.92) 

Perceived Social Support   

        Males (N = 122)  3.48 (.95) 3.45 (.80) 

        Females (N = 135) 3.58 (.95) 3.38 (1.06) 

Alcohol Use (last year)   

        Males (N = 122)  2.51 (1.30) 2.67 (1.16) 

        Females (N = 135) 2.38 (1.13) 2.26 (1.04) 

Alcohol Use (last 30 days)   

        Males (N = 122)  2.15 (1.16) 2.07 (1.11) 

        Females (N = 135) 1.84 (.99) 1.82 (1.00) 

Heavy Drinking Episodes (last 30 days)   

        Males (N = 122)  1.59a (1.07) 1.50a (1.04) 

        Females (N = 135) 1.23b (.64) 1.28b (.86) 

Quantity of prescription medications   

        Males (N = 122)  9.05a (1.29) 9.87a (1.48) 

        Females (N = 135) 9.88b (1.76) 10.44b (1.90) 

Frequency of prescription medications   

        Males (N = 122)  4.58a (5.98) 7.10a (7.07) 

        Females (N = 135) 7.58b (7.68) 10.15b (9.07) 

Note: Means with different subscripts comparing males verses females (N = 257) differ 
significantly; main effects tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. Main effects tested 
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with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. The depression means represent a scale of 1 [Rarely 
or none of the time (less than 1 day)] to 4 [Most or all of the time (5-7 days)]. The depression 
means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (always). The perceived stress means represent a scale 
of 1 (never) to 5 (very often). The perceived social support means represent a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The alcohol use (last year) means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 
4 (at least once a week). The alcohol use (last 30 days) means represent a scale of 1 (never) to 4 
(10 or more times). The heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days) means represent a scale of 1 
(never) to 5 (6 or more times). The quantity of prescription medications means represent a scale 
of 8 (none of the eight prescriptions in the last year) to 14 (all eight prescriptions in the last year). 
The frequency of prescription medications means represent a scale of 0 (at least one prescription 
medication for 2-3 days or less in the past year) to 30 (all eight prescription medications for more 
than 6 months in the past year). The frequency of prescription medications range represents 
participants’ scores on each of the eight prescription medications on a scale of 4 (2-3 days or less 
in the past year) to 8 (for more than 6 months in the past year). These scores were compiled for 
the total frequency of medication for the year.  
 
Hypothesis 2: Insecure Attachment Styles (i.e., avoidant, anxious) and Gray Divorce 

H2 predicted that gray divorcés (50+) are more likely to have insecure attachments styles 

(i.e., anxious and avoidant) than other younger divorced cohorts (<50). In order to test this 

prediction a two-group MANOVA tested the independent variable, age at first divorce, with two 

dependent variables (e.g., anxious and avoidant attachment styles). There was no significant 

main effect (Age at First Divorce: F (2, 258) = .483, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .996, partial η2 = .004) for 

the divorced participants’ age at their first divorce and participants’ anxious and avoidant 

attachment styles (as shown in Table 13).  

Table 13 
Attachment Means and Standard Deviations for Divorced Participants’ Age at First Divorce 

Attachment Style D1Age (<50) (N =162) D1Age (50+) (N =96) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Anxious Attachment                  3.72 (1.17)   3.85 (1.07) 

Avoidant Attachment               2.99 (.87) 2.97 (1.01) 

Note: (N = 258). Means with different subscripts across rows differ significantly; main effects 
tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. The attachment style means represent a scale of 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
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Hypothesis 3a, 3b, and 3c: Attachment, Destructive Communication, and Divorce 

A hierarchical regression analysis was used for H3a, H3b, and H3c. H3a, which predicted 

that insecure attachment styles (i.e., avoidant, anxious) would be positively associated with 

Gottman’s four horsemen (i.e., criticism, contempt, defensiveness, stonewalling) (see Table 14). 

The hierarchical regression analysis was performed for each of Gottman’s four horsemen 

(criticism, contempt, defensiveness, and stonewalling), entering the predictor variable, anxious 

attachment styles, in the first step (Model 1) followed by the second predictor variable, avoidant 

attachment styles, in the second step (Model 2).  

The regression analysis indicated that each of the predictor variables had a significant 

effect on criticism, R = .40, Adjusted R2 = .16, F (2, 430) = 41.00, p = .000. Each of the predictor 

variables explained a significant unique variance in participants’ destructive communication in 

the form of criticism. Anxious attachment styles predicted criticism, β = .28, t = 6.07, p = .000, 

pr2 = .08.  In addition, avoidant attachment styles also jointly predicted criticism, β = .27, t = 

4.93, p = .000, pr2	  = .05. 

Regression indicated that the set of predictors, insecure attachment styles (avoidant and 

anxious), significantly predicted contempt, R = .50, Adjusted R2 = .24, F (2, 430) = 70.10, p = 

.000. Each of the predictor variables explained a significant unique variance in participants’ 

destructive communication in the form of contempt. Anxious attachment styles predicted 

contempt, β = .33, t = 5.88, p = .000, pr2	  = .07.  In addition, avoidant attachment styles also 

jointly predicted contempt, β = .56, t = 8.42, p = .000, pr2	  = .14. 

Regression indicated that the set of predictors, insecure attachment (avoidant and anxious 

attachment styles), significantly predicted defensiveness, R = .47, Adjusted R2 = .22, F (2, 430) = 

60.92, p = .000.  Each of the predictor variables explained a significant unique variance in 
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participants’ destructive communication in the form of defensiveness. Anxious attachment styles 

predicted defensiveness, β = .46, t = 6.88, p = .000, pr2	  = .10.  In addition, avoidant attachment 

styles also jointly predicted defensiveness, β = .52, t = 6.57, p = .000, pr2	  = .09. 

Regression indicated that the set of predictors, insecure attachment styles (avoidant and 

anxious attachment), predicted stonewalling, R = .34, Adjusted R2 = .11, F (2, 430) = 27.61, p = 

.000.  Each of the predictor variables explained a significant unique variance in participants’ 

destructive communication in the form of stonewalling. Anxious attachment styles predicted 

stonewalling, β = .24, t = 4.31, p = .000, pr2	  = .04.  In addition, avoidant attachment styles also 

jointly predicted stonewalling, β = .31, t = 4.74, p = .000, pr2	  = .05.  
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Table 14 
Summary of Regression Analysis for Insecure Attachment Predicting Gottman’s Four Horsemen 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 

 B SE B β B SE B β 

Criticism       

      Anxious Attachment  .335*** .045 .336 .277*** .046 .278 

      Avoidant Attachment     .265*** .054 .226 

      R2 .113 .160 

      F for change in R2 54.700 24.330 

Contempt       
      Anxious Attachment  .456*** .059 .349 .334*** .057 .255 

      Avoidant Attachment     .562*** .067 .365 
      R2 .121 .246 

      F for change in R2 59.607 70.926 
Defensiveness       

      Anxious Attachment  .571*** .067 .377 .459*** .067 .303 
      Avoidant Attachment     .515*** .078 .290 

      R2 .142 .221 
      F for change in R2 71.613 43.203 

Stonewalling       
Anxious Attachment  .307*** .055 .260 .239*** .055 .203 

Avoidant Attachment     .309*** .065 .223 
R2 .067 .114 

F for change in R2 31.188 22.477 

Note. N = 430; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
 

H3b predicted that insecure attachment styles would be positively associated with a 

history of divorce. A hierarchical logistic regression was performed to determine the effects of 

anxiety attachment styles and avoidant attachment styles on the presence of divorce. The 

hierarchical logistic regression revealed that avoidant attachment styles (in step 1) contributed 

significantly to the regression model, Wald coefficient = 31.502, p = .000, OR = 2.404. The first 
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model explained 15% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in divorce and correctly classified 74.3% 

of cases. Introducing the anxious attachment styles variable (step 2) in the second model 

explained a total of 20% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in the likelihood to divorce and 

correctly classified 76.3% of cases. In this second model, avoidant attachment styles 

significantly contributed to the regression model, Wald coefficient = 20.766, p = .000, OR = 

2.067. The higher an individual reported their avoidant attachment style, the more likely they 

were to experience divorce. The anxious attachment styles variable significantly contributed to 

the regression model (step 2), Wald coefficient = 11.911, p = .000, OR = 1.570. The higher an 

individual reported their anxious attachment style, the more likely they were to divorce.  

H3c predicted that Gottman’s four horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, 

stonewalling) would mediate the relationship between insecure attachment styles and a history of 

divorce. In order to test for mediation, Model 4 in Hayes’s PROCESS macros was used (Hayes, 

2012) with attachment as the independent variable, each of Gottman’s four horsemen as the 

mediating variables, and history of divorce as the dependent variable. The bias-corrected 

bootstrapping procedure based on 1000 bootstrap samples was used to estimate the confidence 

intervals. The indirect effect of attachment anxiety on history of divorce through stonewalling 

was significant, indirect effect: b = .07, 95% CI [.007, .150]. The mediation model using anxiety 

attachment combined with stonewalling explained 12.31% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in 

experiencing divorce. The higher an individual reported their anxious attachment style, the more 

likely they were to use the destructive communication in the form of stonewalling, and in turn 

they were more likely to experience divorce. The mediation models for anxiety attachment on a 

history of divorce through Gottman’s horsemen; criticism (indirect effect = -.04, 95% CI [-.142, 

.031]), contempt (indirect effect = .07, 95% CI [-.010, .169]), and defensiveness (indirect effect 
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= .05, 95% CI [-.049, .153]) were not significant. In addition, the mediation models for avoidant 

attachment styles on a history of divorce through Gottman’s four horsemen; criticism (indirect 

effect = -.05, 95% CI [-.135, .021]), contempt (indirect effect = .04, 95% CI [-.086, .184]), 

defensiveness (indirect effect = .04, 95% CI [-.087, .170]), and stonewalling (indirect effect = 

.07, 95% CI [-.023, .151]) were not significant. 

Research Question 3a and 3b: Commitment and History of Divorce 

RQ3a asks if commitment (e.g., the four indicators of personal commitment: love, 

relational words, marital satisfaction, and couple identification, moral, and structural 

commitment) is associated with a history of divorce. A two-group MANOVA tested the 

independent variable, history of divorce, with six dependent variables (e.g., personal: love, 

relational words, marital satisfaction, and couple identification, moral, and structural 

commitment). There was a significant main effect (Ever Divorced: F (6, 342) = 14.431, p = .00; 

Wilk’s Λ = .795, partial η2 = .205) for commitment (e.g., personal: love, relational words, 

marital satisfaction, and couple identification, moral, and structural commitment) and a history 

of divorce. The participants who did not have a history of divorce (N =84) reported significantly 

higher levels of the following elements of commitment than participants who experienced 

divorce (N =258): Personal commitment (i.e., love, relational words, marital satisfaction, couple 

identification) and Moral commitment as shown in Table 15. There was no significant main 

effect (D1Age: F (6, 258) = 1.97, ns; Wilk’s Λ = .955, partial η2 = .045) for commitment (e.g., 

personal: love, relational words, marital satisfaction, and couple identification, moral, and 

structural commitment) between gray divorcés (50+) and younger divorced (<50) cohorts as 

shown in Table 15. 
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Table 15 
Commitment Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by History of Divorce and Age at 
First Divorce 
Commitment Never Divorced 

(N =84) 
Ever Divorced 

(N =258) 
D1Age (<50) 

(N =162) 
D1Age (50+) 

(N =96) 

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Personal commitment: Love 5.93a (1.47) 4.17b (1.73) 4.24 (1.81) 4.07 (1.59) 

Personal commitment: 
Relational words  5.67a (1.29) 4.50b (1.55) 4.45 (1.52) 4.59 (1.60) 

Personal commitment: 
Marital Satisfaction  5.77a (1.76) 4.57b (2.08) 4.51 (2.07) 4.68 (2.09) 

Personal commitment: 
Couple Identification 5.77a (1.27) 4.68b (1.59) 4.65 (1.60) 4.73 (1.56) 

Moral commitment  4.37a (1.31) 3.54b (1.23) 3.49 (1.23) 3.63 (1.22) 
Structural commitment 3.65 (1.65) 3.81 (1.49) 3.63 (1.50) 4.10 (1.44) 

Note: (N = 342). Means with different subscripts across rows comparing ever verses never 
divorced participants (N = 342) and age at first divorce cohorts (N = 258) differ significantly; 
main effects tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. The commitment means represent 
a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

As an ancillary test, an independent samples t-test was used to assess participants who 

were currently in a relationship to more accurately analyze the commitment variables. Of the 

participants who were currently in a relationship, those who had not experienced divorce (M = 

6.20, SD = 1.28) had a significantly more personal commitment in the form of love than those 

who experienced divorce (M = 5.19, SD = 1.57). In addition, of the participants who were 

currently in a relationship, those who had not experienced divorce (M = 5.85, SD = 1.18) had a 

significantly more personal commitment in the form of relational words than those who 

experienced divorce (M = 5.31, SD = 1.43), t (256) = -1.73, p < .05, as shown in Table 16. 
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Table 16 
Commitment Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by History of Divorce and Age at 
First Divorce 
Commitment Never Divorced (N =74) Ever Divorced (N =66) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Personal commitment: Love 6.20a (1.28) 5.19b (1.57) 
Personal commitment: Relational words  5.85a (1.18) 5.31b (1.43) 

Personal commitment: Marital Satisfaction  6.01 (1.61) 5.58 (1.55) 
Personal commitment: Couple Identification 5.97 (1.13) 5.15 (1.31) 

Moral commitment  4.51 (1.28) 3.57 (1.13) 
Structural commitment 3.85 (1.62) 3.39 (1.55) 

Note: (N = 140). Means with different subscripts across rows comparing ever verses never 
divorced participants differ significantly. The commitment means represent a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

Hypothesis 4: Age, History of Divorce, Structural Commitment, and Destructive 

Communication 

H4 predicted that older divorced adults would have higher levels structural commitment 

and Gottman’s four horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling) than 

younger divorced adults. In order to test this prediction a correlation was used to test a) the 

association between the age at the time of participants’ first divorce and structural commitment, 

and b) the association between the age at the time of participants’ first divorce and Gottman’s 

four horsemen (i.e., criticism, defensiveness, contempt, stonewalling).   

Age at the time of the first divorce was significantly positively correlated with structural 

commitment (Structural Commitment), r (258) = .152, p < .05. In order to test for significant 

differences between gray and younger divorcés, an independent samples t test was used. Gray 

divorcés (N =96), who experienced their first divorce after the age of 50 years old, (M = 4.10, 

SD = 1.44) did not report significantly higher levels of structural commitment than younger 

divorcés who experienced their first divorced before the age of 50 years old (N =162) (M = 3.63, 
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SD = 1.50), t (258) = -2.46, ns. Age at the time of the first divorce was not significantly 

correlated with Gottman’s horsemen: (Criticism), r (258) = -.097, ns; (Contempt), r (258) = -

.052, ns; (Defensiveness), r (258) = -.013, ns; (Stonewalling), r (258) = -.049, ns.  

As an ancillary test, an independent samples t-test was used to assess divorced 

participants who were currently in a relationship to more accurately analyze the commitment 

variables. There were no significant differences between gray divorcés (50+) and younger 

divorcés (<50) who are currently in a romantic relationship’s structural commitment, t (63) = -

.90, ns, as shown in Table 17. 

Table 17 
Commitment Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Age at First Divorce 
Commitment D1Age (<50) 

(N =49) 
D1Age (50+) 

(N =16) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Structural commitment 3.27 (1.58) 3.67 (1.45) 

Note: (N = 65). The commitment means represent a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree). 

Hypothesis 5: History with Union Transitions and Attitudes Toward Union Transitions 

(i.e., Marriage, Divorce, Cohabitation) 

H5 predicted that those experienced divorce would have more favorable attitudes toward 

union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation) compared to participants who had not 

experienced divorce. Attitudes toward union transitions were measured with statements 

regarding attitudes toward marriage, divorce, and cohabitation compiled from Willoughby and 

Carroll’s (2011) attitudes toward marriage scale, two components of Johnson, Caughlin, and 

Huston’s (1999) moral commitment scale: marriage and divorce attitudes and partner contract, 

and Willoughby and Carroll’s (2011) attitudes toward cohabitation scale. These statements were 

drawn from preexisting measures to pull indicators about attitudes toward union transitions. In 
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order to make claims regarding the effects of the experience of union transitions on attitudes 

toward corresponding union transitions, MANOVA tests were performed to analyze the effects 

of experience with union transitions (divorce and cohabitation) on attitudes toward union 

transitions. To test these predictions, two MANOVA tests were used to look at two independent 

variables: experience with divorce and cohabitation, with seventeen dependent variables for 

statements regarding attitudes about union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation).  

In order to test H5, a two-group MANOVA was used to test the independent variable, a 

history of divorce, with seventeen dependent variables that include statements regarding attitudes 

about union transitions (as shown in Table 18). There was a significant main effect (Ever 

Divorced: F (15, 342) = 6.253, p = .00; Wilk’s Λ = .777, partial η2 = .223) for attitudes toward 

union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation) by history of divorce. The participants 

who had experienced divorce (N =258) reported a significantly more favorable attitude toward 

the following statement: it is all right for couples to cohabitate without planning to get married. 

The participants who did not experience divorce (N =84) reported significantly higher levels of 

favorability toward the following statements/attitudes regarding union transitions: moral 

commitment, attitudes towards marriage, marriage is a lifetime relationship and should never be 

ended except under extreme circumstances, marriage is an important goal, marriage is not a 

lifetime relationship and can be ended under extreme circumstances, marriage is not a very 

important goal, if you divorced you would be disappointed in yourself because you had broken a 

sacred vow, getting a divorce violates religious beliefs, it is alright to get a divorce if things are 

not working out, if a couple works hard at making their relationship succeed and cannot get 

along, divorce is the best thing that they can do, when you agree to get married, you are morally 

bound to stay married, you would feel bad about breaking up/getting a divorce because you 
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promised [partner's name] you would stay with [him/her] forever, you could never leave 

[partner's name] because he/she needs you too much, it would be difficult to tell [partner's name] 

that you wanted to break up/ divorce, you could never leave [partner's name] because you would 

feel guilty about letting him/her down, as shown in Table 18.  
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Table 18 
Attitudes Toward Union Transitions Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by Divorce 
Attitudes/Statement about Union Transitions Never Divorced 

(N =84) 

Ever Divorced  

(N =258) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Moral commitment  4.37a (1.31) 3.54b (1.23) 
It is alright for couples to cohabitate without marital plans* 3.35a (1.29) 3.86b (1.25) 

It is alright for unmarried couples to cohabitate as long as they 
have plans to marry* 3.08 (1.21) 2.97 (1.19) 

Attitudes towards marriage 5.32a (1.30) 3.93b (1.46) 
Marriage is a lifetime relationship and should never be ended 
except under extreme circumstances 5.48a (1.75) 4.40b (1.92) 

Marriage is an important goal 5.62a (1.74) 3.88b (1.90) 

Marriage is not a lifetime relationship and can be ended under 
extreme circumstances 4.50a (2.13) 3.70b (1.93) 

Marriage is not a very important goal 5.69a (1.60) 3.74b (1.94) 
If you divorced you would be disappointed in yourself because 
you had broken a sacred vow  4.56a (1.96) 3.71b (2.03) 

Getting a divorce violates religious beliefs 4.11a (2.15) 3.35b (2.11) 

It is alright to get a divorce if things are not working out 4.14a (1.85) 3.18b (1.76) 
If a couple works hard at making their relationship succeed and 
cannot get along, divorce is the best thing that they can do 3.35a (1.73) 2.71b (1.57) 

When you agree to get married, you are morally bound to stay 
married 4.25a (1.93) 3.69b (1.97) 

You would feel bad about breaking up/getting a divorce 
because you promised [partner's name] you would stay with 
[him/her] forever 

5.02a (1.77) 4.25b (1.92) 

You could never leave [partner's name] because he/she needs 
you too much 3.86a (1.81) 3.04b (1.71) 

It would be difficult to tell [partner's name] that you wanted to 
break up/ divorce 5.63a (1.79) 4.59b (1.92) 

You could never leave [partner's name] because you would feel 
guilty about letting him/her down  4.43a (2.00) 3.38b (1.80) 

Note: (N = 342). Means with different subscripts across rows differ significantly; main effects 
tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. All means represent a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) except two statements* which represent a scale of 1 (very strongly 
disagree) to 6 (very strongly agree). 
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As an ancillary test the hypothesis (H5) inquiring about the relationship between 

experiencing divorce and attitudes toward divorce, a two-group MANOVA was used to test the 

independent variable, a history of cohabitation, with seventeen dependent variables that include 

statements regarding attitudes about union transitions (as shown in Table 19). There was a 

significant main effect (Ever Cohabitated: F (15, 433) = 2.458, p = .002; Wilk’s Λ = .919, partial 

η2 = .081) for attitudes toward union transitions (i.e., marriage, divorce, cohabitation) and a 

history of cohabitation. The participants who experienced cohabitation (N = 180) reported a 

significantly more favorable attitude toward the following statement: it is all right for couples to 

cohabitate without planning to get married. The participants who did not experience cohabitation 

(N = 78) reported significantly higher levels of favorability toward the following 

statements/attitudes regarding union transitions: moral commitment, it is all right for couples to 

cohabitate as long as they have plans to marry, attitudes towards marriage, marriage is a lifetime 

relationship and should never be ended except under extreme circumstances, marriage is an 

important goal, marriage is not a lifetime relationship and can be ended under extreme 

circumstances, marriage is not a very important goal, if you divorced you would be disappointed 

in yourself because you had broken a sacred vow, getting a divorce violates religious beliefs , 

you would feel bad about breaking up/getting a divorce because you promised [partner's name] 

you would stay with [him/her] forever, it would be difficult to tell [partner's name] that you 

wanted to break up/ divorce, you could never leave [partner's name] because you would feel 

guilty about letting him/her down, as shown in Table 19.  
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Table 19 
Attitudes Toward Union Transitions Means and Standard Deviations Differentiated by 
Cohabitation 
Attitudes/Statement about Union Transitions Never 

Cohabitated 
(N = 78) 

Ever 
Cohabitated 
(N = 180) 

 M (SD) M (SD) 

Moral commitment  3.98a (1.27) 3.71b (1.23) 
It is alright for couples to cohabitate without marital plans* 3.56a (1.30) 3.86b (1.22) 

It is alright for unmarried couples to cohabitate as long as they have 
plans to marry* 

3.22a (1.19) 2.97b (1.20) 

Attitudes towards marriage 4.92a (1.48) 4.25b (1.57) 
Marriage is a lifetime relationship and should never be ended except 
under extreme circumstances 

5.17a (1.77) 4.63b (1.97) 

Marriage is an important goal 5.09a (1.97) 4.27b (2.01) 

Marriage is not a lifetime relationship and can be ended under 
extreme circumstances 

4.42a (1.97) 3.92b (2.01) 

Marriage is not a very important goal 4.98a (1.93) 4.19b (2.08) 
If you divorced you would be disappointed in yourself because you 
had broken a sacred vow  

4.43a (1.98) 3.85b (2.04) 

Getting a divorce violates religious beliefs 3.87a (2.15) 3.36b (2.10) 

It is alright to get a divorce if things are not working out 3.41 (1.79) 3.45 (1.82) 
If a couple works hard at making their relationship succeed and 
cannot get along, divorce is the best thing that they can do 

2.85 (1.59) 2.90 (1.62) 

When you agree to get married, you are morally bound to stay 
married 

4.11 (2.01) 3.81 (1.94) 

You would feel bad about breaking up/getting a divorce because you 
promised [partner's name] you would stay with [him/her] forever 

4.80a (1.81) 4.38b (1.88) 

You could never leave [partner's name] because he/she needs you 
too much 

3.27 (1.64) 3.25 (1.74) 

It would be difficult to tell [partner's name] that you wanted to break 
up/ divorce 

5.16a (1.79) 4.79b (1.94) 

You could never leave [partner's name] because you would feel 
guilty about letting him/her down  

3.96a (1.90) 3.57b (1.84) 

Note: (N = 433). Means with different subscripts across rows differ significantly; main effects 
tested with F statistics using MANOVA, p < .05. All means represent a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) except two statements* which represent a scale of 1 (very strongly 
disagree) to 6 (very strongly agree). 
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IV. DISCUSSION 

 This research focuses on age-differentiated cohort differences in communication 

processes that impact romantic relationships. More specifically, this study measures the direct 

and indirect effects of attachment styles and destructive communication practices on 

commitment levels, mental health, reasons for divorce and delaying divorce, and attitudes toward 

union transitions as a direct result of marital biographies. A second objective is to test these same 

variables as a function of direct experience with divorce moderated by age at first divorce.   

 The current study explores the role of communication in romantic relationships between 

age-differentiated cohorts, namely the prediction that insecure attachments styles and destructive 

communication practices are predictive of divorce. Participants with a history of divorce are 

changed by their experience with union transitions. The moral, personal, and structural 

commitment findings are relatively similar for individuals with and without a history of divorce; 

however, interesting gender- and age at first divorce-effects are present for commitment. The 

results of this study confirm predictions about gender and history of divorce differences in 

psychosocial factors in line with prior research. Finally, this research supports the gender 

differences and the differences between gray and young divorce cohorts’ reasons for divorce, 

length of delaying divorce, and reasons for delaying divorce presented in this study. The 

following sections connect current findings with past research and theoretical foundations, and 

make recommendations for future work that considers the role of communication in romantic 

relationships throughout the lifespan. 

Age at First Divorce 

It should be noted that age at first divorce plays an important role in the groundwork for 

outcomes in romantic relationships although age at first divorce does not have indirect effects on 
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outcomes for the relationships in this study. Age at first divorce was not a predictive factor when 

considering gender and commitment, currently relationships status and commitment, gender and 

reasons for divorce, gender and reasons for delaying divorce, divorce frequency and 

psychosocial factors, and attachment. The lack of significant relationships between age at first 

divorce and the previously mentioned variables distinctively shows that divorce is, for the most 

part, the same for both young and old divorce cohorts. While the lack of significant results 

regarding age at first divorce are telling, perhaps future demographic work should be done on an 

older divorce age group since the variables tested in this study did not yield significant results.  

Additionally, 73% of the current sample was in the process of getting divorce, which 

could influence the findings related to the experience of divorce. The large number of 

participants currently involved in their first divorce might not have had time to reflect on their 

experience and psychosocial factors could be extremely strong or not persistent enough over 

time to show for this group of newly or current divorcés. 

Attachment, Gottman’s Horsemen, and Divorce 

 Attachment styles are predictive of long-term relational outcomes, relationship quality 

and satisfaction (Cooper, Totenhagen, McDaniel, & Curran, in press), relational maintenance, 

communicating emotions, and commitment, which are closely linked with relational duration and 

stability (Guerrero et al., 2009; Morgan & Shaver, 1999; Simpson, 1990). In line with current 

research regarding the attachment perspective, the age at first divorce is not a predictor of 

insecure attachment styles, which is consistent with the idea that attachment styles are relatively 

stable patterned expectations/beliefs about partners (Fraley & Shaver, 2000) that influence 

models for one’s own behavior complemented by perceptions of partners’ behaviors that persist 

throughout the lifespan (Collins & Feeney, 2004; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2009; Su¨mer & 
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Cozzarelli, 2004). While attachment styles are stable across people who divorce at different ages 

in the lifespan, it is not clear if the effects of attachment could change slightly over time from 

secure to slightly more insecure due to experience with divorce for example. This speculation 

complements research regarding earned or acquired security or the idea that early negative 

relationship experiences with caregivers are later molded to form a secure working model of 

attachment as an adult (Saunders, Jacobvitz, Zaccagnino, Beverung, & Hazen, 2011). Additional 

longitudinal research could uncover slight changes in attachment throughout the lifespan at the 

individual level. 

This study highlights the relationship between attachment styles and divorce. The results 

of this study confirm that an individual with an insecure attachment style (i.e., anxious or 

avoidant) has a higher risk for divorce regardless of age group. The results of this study also 

confirm that individuals with low anxious or avoidant attachment styles (i.e., secure attachment) 

usually experience positive relationships and relational outcomes throughout the lifespan 

compared to people with insecure attachment styles, who experience the opposite (Simpson & 

Overall, 2014; Feeney, Noller, & Roberts 2000; Li & Chan, 2012). These findings could have 

implications for the negative effects of divorce on attachment styles in the way that divorce 

could exemplify the characteristics of pre-existing insecure attachment style and result in more 

severe insecure attachment styles post divorce. 

The results of this study reveal a somewhat stronger positive association between the risk 

of divorce and avoidant attachment styles compared to an individual with an anxious attachment 

style. Relational partners with a high anxious attachment style experience emotional 

hypervigilance, which is a heightened awareness to others’ social and emotional cues 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2009). Individuals with anxious attachment styles perceive more conflict, 
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escalate relational conflict, and experience lower relational quality (Campbell, Simpson, Boldry, 

& Kashy, 2005; Cooper et al., in press). Those with a higher avoidant attachment style tend to be 

emotionally disabled, have dull social responsiveness (Bradford, Feeney, & Campbell, 2002; 

Fraley, Niedenthal, Marks, Brumbaugh, & Vicary, 2006), participate less in support-seeking and 

disclosure, create relational distance, and are extremely self-reliant (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2009; 

2012). The current findings suggest that the negative communication that accompanies insecure 

attachment styles negatively affects romantic relationships’ trajectory throughout the lifespan, 

mainly in the form of divorce.  

Relatively stable insecure attachment styles provide a framework for communication 

practices throughout the lifespan that can be destructive in nature due to the overactive or stunted 

communication behaviors and responses to a romantic partner, especially for those with high 

anxious and avoidant attachment styles (Bowlby, 1980). Insecurely attached adults battle 

ambivalent evaluations of others and the self, resulting in dependence (preoccupied), withdrawal 

(dismissing), extreme autonomy (fearful-avoidant), and often engage in destructive 

communication (e.g., making demands, stonewalling, and withdrawing) predictive of divorce 

(Domingue & Mollen, 2009; Gottman, 1994a). Similar to attachment styles, destructive 

communication practices develop at an early age through interaction with others. Through social 

learning and observation, children model destructive communication practices and poor conflict 

management in their adult romantic relationships, which can contribute to an increased risk of 

divorce in their own marriages (Flora & Segrin, 2015; Whitton et al., 2008). These corrosive 

traits (i.e., insecure attachment styles, destructive communication practices) often precede 

involvement in romantic relationships and are predictive of divorce. However, it is possible that 

involvement in an unhealthy relationship could “teach” romantic partners similar destruction 
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practices of communication through experience or trial and error; therefore future research 

should replicate this effect with a longitudinal study. 

This study complements previous research (Fowler, & Dillow, 2011) with the finding that 

both anxious and avoidant attachment styles are predictive of Gottman’s four horsemen 

(criticism, contempt, defensiveness, stonewalling). The effects of attachment styles on 

destructive communication practices and risk of divorce are relatively stable across age groups. 

Therefore, the finding that age at the first divorce is not associated with Gottman’s four 

horsemen is understandable even though it does not support the original prediction. These 

outcomes suggest that both insecure attachment styles create environments that are undesirable 

or unsatisfying (Ruppel & Curran, 2012) resulting in dissolution that reflects the very situations 

these individuals fear or are trying to avoid. For example, anxious individuals are preoccupied 

with fears of abandonment and individuals with an avoidant attachment styles distrust relying on 

others, expect neglect from others, and as a result, avoid intimate interactions (Shaver & 

Mikulincer, 2006). While an individual with an anxious attachment style are associated with 

heightened emotional responsiveness to partners’ social and emotional cues, avoidant attachment 

styles project dulled social responsiveness, support-seeking and disclosure, all of which are 

associated with lower relational satisfaction and relational quality. This study’s findings suggest 

that the combination of insecure attachment styles, associated relational components, and 

destructive communication (i.e., Gottman’s four horsemen) negatively affect marital unions in 

the form of divorce as a detrimental relational outcome. 

Stonewalling is the only one of Gottman’s horsemen that mediates the relationship 

between anxious attachment styles and divorce. The higher an individual reports their anxious 

attachment style, the more likely they are to use destructive communication in the form of 
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stonewalling, and in turn they are more likely to experience divorce. The mediation models for 

anxious attachment styles on a history of divorce through Gottman’s horsemen, criticism, 

contempt, and defensiveness, are not significant. In addition, the mediation models for avoidant 

attachment styles on a history of divorce through Gottman’s four horsemen (criticism, contempt, 

defensiveness, stonewalling) are not significant. These results reveal that those who are high in 

attachment anxiety engage in stonewalling or withdrawing from conflict are communicating that 

neither the relationship nor the partner is worth time or effort to fight for the relationship 

(Gottman, 1994a). The lack of feedback, eye contact, and contribution to the conversation 

involved in stonewalling opposes the hypervigilance, or the heightened awareness to others’ 

social and emotional cues (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2009), that individuals with high anxious 

attachment style experience. Based on the perceptions of relational communication for 

individuals with anxious attachment styles (Campbell et al., 2005; Cooper et al., in press) and an 

individual with an avoidant attachment style (Bradford et al., 2002; Fraley et al., 2006), previous 

research indicates that an individual with an anxious attachment style would be more likely to 

engage in Gottman’s other three horsemen, criticism, contempt, defensiveness, and not 

stonewalling. Therefore, an individual with an anxious attachment style who is withdrawing 

from the conflict must be anticipating marital dissolution and either have a tendency to mentally 

disconnect or choose to communicate an eerie silence through stonewalling instead of engaging 

in criticism, contempt, defensiveness, or other forms of conflict with their partner.  

Scar Hypothesis and Union Transitions  

The results of this study uncover changes in attitudes about union transitions for those 

who experience negative union transitions (i.e., divorce and cohabitation). This study expected 

that experience with union transitions could cause relational scars causing individuals with these 
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experiences to develop more liberal attitudes toward the corresponding union that were not 

present before experience with that union. The scar hypothesis predicts that negative experiences 

with a union transition (i.e., divorce, cohabitation) could “scar” an individual by altering future 

relational development. Those who do not have a history of negative union transitions (i.e., 

divorce and cohabitation) hold more favorable attitudes about union transitions than those who 

have a history of union transitions respectively.  

 Divorced participants and participants who experience cohabitation only hold a more 

favorable attitude on one out of seventeen statements regarding attitudes about union transitions 

compared to those without a history of divorce and those without a history of cohabitation: it is 

all right for couples to cohabitate without planning to get married. This finding suggests that the 

experience of cohabitation is relatively positive and these participants would cohabitate in the 

future. However, the divorced individuals in this study could have negative associations with 

marriage and prefer to cohabitate instead of remarry at this time.  

Those who did not experience divorce and those who did not have a history of 

cohabitation identified more with all other statements regarding attitudes about union transitions 

than those who have a history of divorce and those who have a history of cohabitation 

respectively. The findings from this study suggest that those who did not experience divorce or 

cohabitation hold more favorable attitudes about marriage and less favorable attitudes regarding 

divorce unless the marriage is not working out. This suggests that individuals with fewer union 

transitions are somewhat naïve to romantic relationship transitions compared to those who have 

experience with similar transitions.  

These results reflect current relational trends in the older adult population. Brown and 

Wright (2016) found similar results for attitudes toward cohabitation specifically. In relation to 
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married persons, divorced persons are 2.5 times and widowed persons are 1.5 times more likely 

to support cohabitation. Older adults (50+) experience the largest numbers of ever-divorced, 

currently divorced, and married at least twice making their marital biographies very complex 

(Kreider & Ellis, 2011). It is no surprise then that today one in three Baby Boomers is single 

compared to one in five in 1980 (Lin & Brown, 2012) and cohabitation rates for this group 

tripled from less than 1 million in 2000 (Brown, Lee, & Bulanda, 2006) to more than 3.3 million 

in 2013 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). These trends signify society’s increasing acceptance of 

repartnering in the form of cohabitation, especially for older adults, and that those who are 

divorcing at a later age are not remarrying-but cohabitating, possibly because of their relational 

scar experienced in divorce.  

The previous findings from this study suggest that the scar hypothesis is applicable to 

romantic relationships regardless of age at first divorce, but with different outcomes for 

experiences with union transitions than what appears in the depression literature (Klimstra et al., 

2010; O’Grady et al., 2010; Rohde et al., 1990). In the case of union transitions, a scar forms 

after experiencing divorce or cohabitation as analyzed in this study. In the current study, 

individuals with a relational scar seem to be more conservative about union transitions based on 

their experience. Instead of becoming more susceptible to experiencing another depressive 

episode (Rohde et al., 1990; O’Grady et al., 2010) or anxiety symptoms (Klimstra et al., 2010) as 

the psychology literature would suggest, relational scars make individuals with particular union 

experiences more cautious of transitions and the potentially negative consequences, according to 

the current study’s results. This study’s findings suggest that relational scars might deter 

individuals from making similar commitments involved in union transitions with prospective 

romantic partners.  
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Future research should consider the positive and negative associations individuals assign 

to their experiences with union transitions and the valence of attitudes toward union transitions in 

direct relation to their experience with a union transition in order to understand relational scars. 

Additionally, future research should inquire if those with negative experiences in union 

transitions have discrepancies in their communication that predisposes them to negative 

relational outcomes, or if this deficit is a function of altered communication due to the negative 

union experiences. Future investigations should employ longitudinal research to determine if this 

post hoc justification is related to self-perception theory (Bem, 1972), or the idea that people’s 

attitudes develop after perceiving their own behavior, or if attitudes related to union transitions 

were in place before experiencing union transitions and therefore played a causal role in the 

relational outcome. In this way, research should aim to uncover if the relational scar is the 

prelude to a negative union transition that causes permanently changed attitudes or if the 

relational scar is an aggravating factor of changed attitudes toward union transitions. 

Additionally, this study’s findings on psychosocial factors in support the scar hypothesis will be 

discussed in a later section. 

Commitment: Personal, Moral, and Structural Commitment 

 For all the commitment analyses, participants were asked to consider their current or 

most recent romantic relationship. In analyzing commitment, those without a history of divorce 

have more moral commitment and personal commitment in the form of love, relational words, 

marital satisfaction, and couple identification than those with a history of divorce. In support of 

this finding, commitment symbolizes a long-term orientation to a relationship due to feelings of 

attachment to the partner and the relationship (Givertz et al., 2016). Therefore individuals who 

have not experienced divorce should identify with personal and moral commitment, as these are 
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internal functions of individual’s attitudes and values (Johnson et al., 1999). This finding 

suggests that married persons without a history of divorce experience a desire to stay in the 

relationship (personal commitment) and also feel justly obligated to stay in the relationship, also 

known as moral commitment (Johnson et al., 1999). Therefore, persons without a history of 

divorce could experience personal commitment including attraction to their partner, attraction 

to their relationship, and assign value to their self-concept through their couple identity (Aron, 

Aron, & Smollen, 1992; Bolton, 1961), more than those who have experienced divorce. This 

finding also suggests that individuals without a history of divorce experience more integrity to 

remain in a union (relationship-type obligation), more responsibility toward a partner to remain 

in a union based on promises or partner dependency (personal moral obligation), and a need to 

maintain consistency in feelings, actions, and thoughts (general consistency values), which when 

combined create moral commitment (Johnson et al., 1999).  

Of the divorced participants referring to their current or most recent romantic 

relationship, males reported significantly higher levels of personal commitment in the form of 

relational words, marital satisfaction, and moral commitment compared to divorced females. 

These findings could arise from post-divorce shifts in attitudes about commitment, time since the 

divorce, current marital status, or the number of divorces that may differ between men and 

women. In addition, this gender difference in commitment levels could be a result of role 

overload and strain from inequity in household labors for women (Frisco & Williams, 2003). 

With dual-income families becoming more normative, women are taking on household labor 

roles in addition to work outside the home. When there is imbalance in household labor roles on 

top of both spouses working outside the home, conflict and dissatisfaction occur (Frisco & 

Williams, 2003). The combination of mismatched gender role expectations and pressure to work 
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outside the home might be causing dissatisfaction among women leaving men to feel more desire 

to want to stay in the marital union (personal commitment) and the desire that he should stay in 

the marriage (moral commitment). Increased opportunities to pursue careers outside of the home 

also give women more financial stability, reducing some structural barriers to divorce. Women 

without careers and incomes of their own might be more likely to be stuck in a bad marriage 

without the option of divorce. An implication from this finding is that women may feel they want 

to and can leave a marriage since they have been fulfilling multiple roles while remaining in the 

marriage and can continue fulfilling multiple roles as a non-married adult. With evolving 

household and workforce participation (Canham et al., 2014), especially for younger generations, 

future research should explore possible generational differences between men and women’s 

perceptions of gender roles in addition to their personal experiences with gender roles within 

unions to draw a stronger conclusion about these implications.  

There were no distinct differences between gray divorcés and younger divorcés’ personal, 

moral, or structural commitment. Additionally, there were no significant interaction effects for 

males’ and females’ three types of commitment (i.e., personal, moral, and structural 

commitment) when considering age at first divorce. Connecting this finding to attachment 

literature, attachment orientation can play into individuals’ perceptions for reasons to remain in a 

relationship (Givertz et al., 2016). Attachment styles, which are consistent throughout the 

lifespan impact commitment in interpersonal relationships due to the level of closeness and 

dependence insecurely and securely attached individuals engage in. Commitment moderates the 

relationship between attachment style and relationship maintenance, which can explain why 

relationships are maintained regardless of changes in satisfaction (Bello et al., 2008; Ragsdale et 

al., 2010). If commitment levels are associated with fairly stable attachment styles, then this 
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finding from the current study suggests that the association between commitment and divorce 

appears to be consistent across different age cohorts of divorced people.  

An interesting caveat to the previous finding in the current study is the positive 

correlation between age at the time of the first divorce and structural commitment. This finding 

implies that as the age at which individuals experienced their first divorce increases, the higher 

levels of structural commitment the divorced individual felt due to more involvement in life’s 

complications (e.g., mortgage, children, car payment, care for aging parents). Structural 

commitment is a function of external constraints or the perception of barriers to stay in the 

relationship that make leaving the relationship costly to the individual (Johnson et al., 1999). 

Individuals who experience structural commitment may feel dependent on the marital union 

based on a lack of quality relational alternatives available if the individual were to leave the 

union (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), or economic, housing, employment constraints, and limited 

contact with children (Johnson, 1973; Udry, 1981). Social pressures that stem from individuals’ 

opposition to divorce within social networks can also add to the constraints older married 

couples feel prior to divorce. Many married couples that consider divorce perceive the 

termination procedures involved with the legal processes to achieve divorce as a major 

emotional and lengthy barrier to dissolution. The final barrier within structural commitment 

involves irretrievable investments. This form of constraint concerns time, resources, experiences, 

and feelings invested into the relationship that can never be recuperated. While some feel their 

efforts were well spent in the relationship, others view this loss of resources and foregone 

opportunities in a negative light and may choose to remain in the relationship (Johnson et al., 

1999). 
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Psychosocial Factors 

The results of this study confirmed previous research findings regarding gender and 

history of divorce differences amongst psychosocial problems [i.e., depression, loneliness, 

perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol use (last 30 days), 

heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, frequency of 

prescription medications]. It was predicted that those with a history of divorce, older divorcés, 

and females experience more negative psychosocial factors than persons without a history of 

divorce. Divorced participants experience more indicators of psychosocial problems than those 

who did not experience divorce, which include: depression, loneliness, perceived stress, the 

quantity of prescription medications, and frequency of prescription medications. In turn, 

participants without a history of divorce experience more perceived social support, alcohol use in 

the last year, and alcohol use in the last 30 days. These factors match the idea that experiencing 

divorce scars individuals and puts them at higher risk for psychosocial disorders, specifically 

depression, than married persons, who have enriched physical and mental well-being, are not as 

susceptible to problems with the support of their spouse (Sakraida, 2005; Kalmign & Monden, 

2006). These findings are also reasonably consistent with the scar hypothesis (Klimstra et al., 

2010; O’Grady, Tennen, & Armeli, 2010; Rohde, Lewinsohn, & Seeley, 1990), although these 

problems could have been present before the divorce, which calls for replication in longitudinal 

research. Future studies should report on problems associated with drinking to determine if 

married individuals, who report more alcohol consumption than divorced persons, are consuming 

alcohol with a positive or negative associations (e.g., celebration or socializing with others verses 

drinking to self-medicate). Furthermore, it is not clear whether substance mis/use is a causal 

agent present prior to the romantic relationship and in turn triggered the divorce or if the divorce 
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plummeted them into psychological despair causing the substance mis/use. Therefore, future 

studies should investigate these relationships through longitudinal research to determine if a self-

medication effect is present. 

In contrast to research on differences in older adult divorce, there are no significant 

differences between gray and younger divorced participants’ psychosocial factors [i.e., 

depression, loneliness, perceived stress, perceived social support, alcohol use (last year), alcohol 

use (last 30 days), heavy drinking episodes (last 30 days), quantity of prescription medications, 

frequency of prescription medications]. To the extent that these psychosocial factors may arise 

from divorce, it seems that the effects of divorce on our psychological well-being are fairly 

universal between age at first divorce cohorts. In other words, divorce is detrimental to 

psychosocial well-being for both gray (50+) and young (<50) divorcés. The prediction that older 

adults experience more negative psychosocial factors post divorce stems from the effects of 

divorce on physical and mental well-being in combination with preexisting age-related stressors 

and adjustments (Amato, 2010; Kalmign & Monden, 2006; Sakraida, 2005). Additionally, older 

adult women (40-60 years old) account for approximately 20% of divorcés and are associated 

with the highest frequency, intensity, and duration of anxiety, depression, and loneliness 

compared to both divorced men and younger divorced women (Sakraida, 2005; Kalmign & 

Monden, 2006). Age-specific stressors for older-adult females (50+) such as an accustomed 

lifestyle, overdependence on young adult children, a thinning remarriage pool, and fault-finding 

body changes, also contribute to negative mental health outcomes (Steiner et al., 2011). Possibly 

one of the biggest changes women experience post divorce is their change in income, which 

decreases by 43% (Sharma, 2015) in addition to their post-divorce standard of living, which 
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decreases by 73% compared to men’s 42% increase in their standard of living post-divorce 

(Saghir, 2000).  

The prediction that divorced females would have more psychosocial problems compared 

to divorced males is supported. When analyzing gender differences associated with divorce and 

psychosocial issues, the outcomes of this study suggested that divorced females experience more 

psychosocial problems related to depression, perceived stress, the quantity of prescription 

medications, and frequency of prescription medications than their male counterpart who 

experience more psychosocial factors related to alcohol use in the last 30 days, and heavy 

drinking episodes during the last 30 days. These negative psychosocial factors, for women in 

particular, could be more tightly coupled with their self-esteem, relationship status, and well-

being compared to men experiencing divorce. While women did report an increased quantity of 

psychosocial factors, the differences reported between men and women were not fully supported 

by prior research. Previous research suggests that men experience negative consequences of 

divorce including depression, anxiety, substance use (Amato, 2010), decreased well-being, poor 

health (similar to the death of a spouse), and feelings of loneliness especially for the partner who 

did not want the divorce (Brown & Lin, 2012). Wang and Amato (2000) found the spouse who 

initiates the divorce or the spouse who expresses a greater desire to divorce report more 

favorable levels of post divorce adjustment than the recipient of divorce. Future research should 

connect the role the divorcé identifies with (i.e., the initiator, the recipient, or neither, it was a 

mutual decision). Finally, women are more likely to seek social support from others, especially 

for later-life divorce (Hammond & Muller, 1992). Surprisingly, the associations between divorce 

and loneliness, perceived social support, and alcohol use in the last year are the same for men 

and women.  
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Reasons for Divorce 

This research identifies gender differences and age at first divorce-related differences for 

the eight reasons for divorce (i.e., flawed reasoning in decision to marry, personal or spousal 

“baggage” brought to the marriage, physical or emotional abuse, communication with spouse 

was superficial, unemotional, or explosive, unbalanced responsibility of roles in the marriage, 

change in spouse or change in interests, a new/alternative partner, or delayed divorce: time 

elapsed between the decision to divorce until legal steps were taken). Of the divorced 

participants, females identify with two reasons for divorce more than males: physical or 

emotional abuse, and communication with a spouse that was superficial, unemotional, or 

explosive/reactive or unpredictable. This finding is supported by previous research, that report 

emotional and physical abuse to be commonly cited reasons for marital dissolution (McDaniel & 

Coleman, 2003; Rokach, Cohen, & Dreman, 2004; Canham et al., 2014). This suggests that men 

either do not experience physical or emotional abuse to the same extent as women do or men are 

not affected by the physical or emotional abuse they experience similarly to women. Men are 

usually the aggressor or the initiator of intimate partner violence, while women who inflict abuse 

are often acting violently as a response or reactionary response to men’s violence (Lloyd, 2013). 

Furthermore, this suggests that women consider the abuse they experience in their decision to 

divorce more than men.  

The latter finding that women identify their spouse’s communication as a reason for 

divorce, could be linked to Gottman’s (1994a) five to one ratio also known as the behavioral 

balance theory of marriage, which identifies positive relational outcomes from a balance of five 

positive experiences or communication interactions for every one negative interaction. Negative 

communication practices included in this ratio are likely the four horsemen of the apocalypse 
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(i.e., criticism, contempt, defensiveness, and stonewalling or withdrawing). The superficial or 

unemotional communication women identify as a reason for divorce in this study could be linked 

to Gottman’s (1994a) stonewalling, which is usually employed by the male in a heterosexual 

relationship. This type of communication involves one partner withdrawing from conversation, 

conflict, or interaction with a neutral affect in an attempt to keep conflict from escalating 

(Gottman & Levenson, 1992). The clear message behind stonewalling is the conversation is not 

worth engaging in, which assigns little value to the partner and relationship. Often, stonewalling 

precedes dissolution (Gottman, 1994b; Fowler & Dillow, 2011). 

Gray and young divorce cohorts do not differ by gender in their eight reasons for divorce. 

This finding implies that men and women identify with similar reasons for divorce regardless of 

their age at first divorce. While divorce consistently involves similar issues regardless of age at 

first divorce including, “property division, allocation of retirement assets, alimony, spousal 

support or spousal maintenance, and sometimes child support, parenting time, and legal decision-

making” (Kirby & Leopardi, 2016, p. 2), younger divorcés differ on three main reasons for 

divorce. The results from this study show that of the divorced participants, younger divorcés 

identify with the following reasons for divorce more than gray divorcés: flawed/faulty reasoning 

in the decision to marry, personal or spousal “baggage” brought to the marriage, and a new 

partner. This suggests that older divorcés, who have more opportunity to be married for longer 

than younger divorces, desire to conform to consistency values in their reasoning and decision to 

marry and remain married to their partner. If gray divorcés identify with flawed/faulty reasoning 

in the decision to marry or personal or spousal “baggage” brought to the marriage, gray divorcés 

could be in contrast to the thoughts, feelings, and actions they employed over time regarding 

their partner and marriage, causing cognitive dissonance (Kelley, 1983). An implication of the 
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latter finding infers that younger divorcés may also perceive lower barriers to leaving a marriage 

attributed to their lack of attraction toward their partner, attraction toward a new partner, or their 

perception of a more rewarding alternative (Levinger, 1976; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) that could 

add to low couple cohesiveness and unsatisfied partners resulting in dissolution. The perception 

of quality new/alternative partners for younger divorce cohorts complements current literature on 

the diminished pool of eligible partners (Sakraida, 2005).  

Delaying Divorce 

The results from this study uncover some differences in the length of delaying divorce, 

and reasons for delaying divorce in relation to age at first divorce and gender. The results of this 

study reveal that of the participants who were in the process of their first divorce or those who 

had experienced one divorce, gray divorcés (50+) had a significantly longer delay (i.e., how long 

it took to get divorced) than younger divorcés (<50). This finding implies that gray divorcés 

seem to be more tentative or cautious about getting divorced even though 1 in 4 divorces 

involved older adults (50+) in 2008 (Brown & Lin, 2012).  

This finding implies that gray divorcés, perceive the alternative of being alone or the 

diminished pool of eligible alternative partners to be less desirable compared to younger divorcés 

who perceive more hope in their desirable romantic alternatives (Sakraida, 2005). This delay in 

divorce for an older population due to perceptions of undesirable alternatives of being alone or 

unfavorable partners could stem from older single women who face a diminished pool of male 

alternatives at similar age or older age compared to older men’s increased pool of eligible 

women of a similar or younger age. The asymmetrical portions of romantic alternatives for an 

older female population are a result of men who are already married, men who have passed on, 

and men who are dating younger women (Brown & Wright, 2016). The lack of desirable 
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alternatives might be the motivating factor for an older population regardless of gender to remain 

married or delay divorce longer than a younger cohort of divorcés. 

Gray divorcés are also less financially secure compared to married or widowed adults, 

especially for women (Stepler, 2017). Expectations about living standards and retirement created 

by dual-income or income from a partner compared to the reality of post divorce financial stress 

(Kirby & Leopardi, 2016) could be a factor deterring gray divorcés from divorcing earlier. 

Another possible motivator for gray divorcés to remain married longer is the decline in health, 

making living alone detrimental to their financial comfort, social lives, and physical health 

(Stepler, 2017). Another hypothesis to consider is that gray divorcés may be more accepting of 

less perfect circumstances and partners for longer periods of time and therefore may be more 

tentative about divorce compared to younger divorcés. In addition, younger divorcés may have 

more idealistic expectations about marital unions that are easily shattered when marriage does 

not meet their unrealistic ideals and more hastily chose to divorce compared to gray divorcés. 

Societal factors including women in the workplace, empty nests, and medical advances 

promoting lifespan longevity (Amato, 2010) most likely influence older adults’ perspectives on 

the phrase, “‘till death due us part.” In other words, gray divorcés could perceive relational 

turbulence and extended years of their life as an opportunity to divorce from an unsatisfying 

marriage (Brown & Lin, 2012). Additionally, the reduced cultural and religious stigma toward 

divorce could be a result of the baby boomers’ unprecedented divorce rates at a younger age and 

the divorce rate doubling for this age group since 1990 (Stepler, 2017). The direct experience of 

divorce or the indirect effects of a child or friend experiencing divorce most likely influenced 

more liberal attitudes toward divorce. Earlier divorce for the baby boomer cohort caused long-
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term effects in the trajectory of this cohort’s romantic relationships, usually in the form of 

instability in higher order marriages (Stepler, 2017).  

This research highlights the positive association between participants’ length of delaying 

divorce and the five reasons for delaying divorce (i.e., children, income or unemployment, 

uncertainty of being alone or fear of being unable to establish new relationships, cultural or 

religious ideals that disprove of divorce or support one lifetime mate, and hope for change in 

spouse). The length of delaying the divorce describes the time from initial decision to divorce 

until formal legal progression with the divorce. The length of delaying divorce is broken down 

into nine ordered categories (i.e., less than 1 month, 1-3 months, 4-6 months, 7-9 months, 10-11 

months, 1 year, 2-3 years, 4-5 years, and more than 5 years) and used as a continuous variable. 

The more reasons for delaying divorce that divorced persons identified with, the longer they 

delay their divorce. However, none of the reasons for delaying divorce individually explain a 

significant unique variance in participants’ length in delaying divorce.  

These findings imply that participants who delay divorce longer felt they have more to 

lose than those who took less time to divorce. Connecting these findings to the four factors 

within structural commitment, divorcés who delay longer might feel trapped in the marital union 

due to costly constraints of leaving the relationship including: perception of undesirable 

alternatives, social pressure from family or friends to remain married, financial strains during or 

after termination procedures, or irretrievable investments and resources, sometimes involving 

foregone experiences or children (Johnson et al., 1999). The five reasons for delaying divorce are 

not associated with age at first divorce (i.e., gray and young divorced cohorts) or gender in 

divorced participants. These findings suggest that the reasons for delaying divorce are fairly 

consistent across age-differentiated cohorts for both genders.  
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Limitations and Future Directions 

 Limitations for this study offer suggestions for future research related to studying 

romantic relationships throughout the lifespan. Due to the nature of survey research, causal 

claims cannot be made. Divorce is the dissolution of a marital union due to a plethora of 

individual and couple factors. The purpose of this research was to uncover age-differentiated 

cohort differences in relationships between variables affected by communication (i.e., 

attachment, destructive communication, commitment, etc.). However the multitude of factors 

that can contribute to divorce is beyond what can be measured in one study. This research 

provided information regarding a major piece, but not the entire picture of events related to 

divorce. Future research should incorporate longitudinal research to uncover additional 

indicators of divorce over time in order to increase understanding of romantic relationships and 

union transitions throughout the lifespan.  

Some participants may have experienced survey fatigue and used breaks over a few days 

to complete the survey, which was estimated at 45 minutes to complete. In order to mitigate 

negative effects of survey fatigue, each page of the survey was limited in the quantity of 

questions to avoid the need to scroll. A progress bar was also included to encourage participants’ 

to complete the survey. In order to motivate participants to complete the survey in full, Qualtrics’ 

participants were paid $7.50 to complete the survey. However, there were some errors detected 

in the consistency of participants’ responses in early analyses. Based off the marital biography 

inconsistencies uncovered in responses, it is assumed that participants who were initially kicked 

out of the survey based off inclusion/exclusion criteria or attention check responses, accessed the 

study until they chose a correct answer for these questions in order to remain in the study and 

receive payment. In an effort to ensure quality data, additional sampling was conducted through 
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the Qualtrics system to ensure consistent marital biographies within the final sample.  Future 

studies should consider payment amounts to make the survey less desirable for those who do not 

fit the criteria.  

A main goal of the sampling procedure was to collect data from a fairly balanced set of 

married and divorced marital biographies and two fairly equal groups of divorced participants: 

gray (50+) and young (<50). A limitation to the sampling procedure for this study is the quota 

sample used to include undergraduate students (n = ~30), undergraduate referrals (n = ~150), and 

participants recruited through Qualtrics panels (n = ~250) with balanced gender. This non-

random sample collected 79% married persons and 60% who experienced divorce. About half 

(56%) of the participants were females. Future research using a nationally representative sample 

of participants with a variety of marital biographies would give a more accurately reflective 

picture of communication within marital biographies. 

A limitation of the current study is that individuals were asked to self-report about a 

relational event involving two romantic partners. While it only takes one person to divorce, the 

current study’s data cannot speak to partners’ perceptions of events and communication 

surrounding divorce. As the stigma of divorce dissipates with younger cohorts delaying marriage 

and continuing into later life, union transitions might change and should continue to be examined 

incorporating a dyadic perspective. A limitation to this study is that it only uses individual-level 

data as it only takes one partner to divorce. One limiting implication of individual-level data is 

the participant’s partner’s attachment style or the communication practices (Gottman’s four 

horsemen) for example are unknown. A dyadic perspective would compliment the current 

individual perception and provide a more complete picture of romantic relationships throughout 
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the lifespan.  Collecting data through observation compared to self-report could add more 

objectivity to findings and interpretations as well. 

Second, the current survey was designed to capture individual perceptions and 

experiences with romantic relationships throughout their lifespan. For some participants, there is 

an extended amount of time between relational transitions and their responses for this study. This 

delay in response time could have assigned a more positive or negative recollection of events 

during this survey. Future longitudinal research throughout the lifespan would access more 

accurate perceptions of romantic relationships during development, relational maintenance, and 

after dissolution. 

Conclusion 

This research investigated the role of communication in romantic relationships across 

age-differentiated cohorts. The direct and indirect effects of destructive communication practices 

and attachment styles on commitment levels, mental health, reasons for divorce and delaying 

divorce, and attitudes toward union transitions as a direct result of marital biographies were 

studied independently. These same variables were tested as a function of direct experience with 

divorce moderated by age at first divorce.  

 Given the positive associations between insecure attachment styles (i.e., anxious or 

avoidant), Gottman’s four horsemen (criticism, contempt, defensiveness, stonewalling), and the 

risk for divorce, this study highlighted the importance of attachment as a foundation for 

outcomes in relationships throughout the lifespan. The combination of stonewalling and insecure 

attachment, specifically an anxious attachment style, is the most detrimental mixture of 

attachment styles and destructive communication practices and increases the chances of 

experiencing divorce throughout the lifespan. Not only are union transitions such as divorce 
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difficult at the time of the event, but union transitions also appear to create scarring effects on 

psychosocial well-being and the development of forthcoming romantic relationships. In addition 

to affecting the way we approach romantic relationships, the experience of divorce affects the 

personal and moral commitment, especially for men, and the negative psychosocial factors, 

particularly for women. This study found structural commitment to have a positive association 

with age at first divorce. While age at the time of first divorce- and gender-related differences are 

present in reasons for divorce, the more reasons for delaying divorce participants identify with, 

the longer they are expected to delay divorce, especially for the gray divorce cohort. 

 Overall, divorce can be detrimental for a previously happy couple regardless of age, age 

at first divorce, and gender. However, there are certain communication practices that when 

employed within relational communication, can help couples to have a more positive relationship 

and maybe even avoid dissolution. The main communication practice to avoid would be 

Gottman’s four horsemen. This cascade of destructive communication is detrimental for a 

relationship and should be avoided if possible. If divorce does arise, acknowledging the potential 

psychosocial factors that could be outcomes of divorce could jumpstart the recovery process for 

divorced couples. While divorce is not a pleasant experience for most married persons, it seems 

that each union transition leaves a relational scar that we use to make future decisions regarding 

a romantic relationship. 

To conclude, attachment styles and destructive communication practices are important 

foundations used to explain the negative outcomes of romantic relationships throughout the 

lifespan. It is possible that the gray divorce phenomenon in many ways may not be all that 

distinct from younger divorces. In an effort to understand romantic relationships in an older 

cohort, it is important to continue research that uncovers the relationships between gender, age at 
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first divorce, reasons for dissolution, and commitment that influence negative consequences in 

romantic relationships that are contingent on attachment styles and destructive communication 

practices. 

 

 

 
  



106	  

	  

APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Exploring Romantic Relationships Throughout The Lifespan 
 
Consent 
I am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-titled research project. The purpose of this 
project is to examine the attitudes toward romantic relationships across the lifespan. If I voluntarily agree 
to participate, I will be asked to consent to filling out an online questionnaire.  The questionnaire will take 
approximately half an hour to complete, but it may take me more or less time, and I may take a break if I 
need to. There are no known risks associated with participating in this study. There are no direct benefits 
to me as a result of participating in this research study. However, my participation in this research will 
allow scientists to better understand people’s romantic relationships across their life. I am able to 
withdraw from the study at any time without penalty but I will not receive compensation. Any questions I 
may have about the study will be answered and I can withdraw from the study at any time without 
causing bad feelings.  Only the principal investigator (Melissa McNelis, M.A.) will have access to my 
completed questionnaire.  After I complete the survey, there will be a section where I can enter my name 
and information, after which I will compensation in exchange for completing the survey. This information 
will never be associated with any of my responses to the actual survey.  I may choose to answer some or 
all of the questions.  I can obtain further information from the principal investigator, Melissa McNelis, 
M.A. at (610) 737-3373. If I have questions concerning my rights as a research subject, I may call the 
University of Arizona Human Subjects Committee office at (520) 626-6721.             
Melissa McNelis                    10 January, 2017  
    Investigator                             Date       
 
By checking the box I affirm that I have read the information above, am 18 years old or older, and I am 
giving my consent to participate in this study.  
m I consent to participate in this study. (1) 
m I do NOT wish to participate in this study. (2) 
Condition: I do NOT wish to participate... Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block. 
 
Exclusion/Inclusion/Attention Check Items 
 
EX/IN 1 Have you ever been divorced? 
m Yes (1) 
m I am currently in the process of a divorce (2) 
m No (3) 
Condition: No Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block. 
 
EX/IN2 What was your age at your first divorce? 
m 18-24 years old (1) 
m 25-49 years old (2) 
m 50 years or older (3) 
Condition: 18-24 years old Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block. 
 
EX/IN3 What is the gender you identify as? 
m Male (1) 
m Female (2) 
m Other (3) 
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Display This Question: 
If  rid Is Empty 

IMC Most modern theories of decision-making recognize the fact that decisions do not take place in a 
vacuum. Individual preferences and knowledge, along with situational variables can greatly impact the 
decision process. In order to facilitate our research on decision-making we are interested in knowing 
certain factors about you, the decision maker. Specifically, we are interested in whether you actually take 
the time to read the directions; if not, then some of the data we collection may not be valid. So, in order to 
demonstrate that you have read the instructions, please ignore the sports items below. Instead, simply 
continue on with the survey without clicking any of the options for this question.  Thank you very much. 
Which of these activities do you engage in regularly? (select all that apply) 
m basketball (4) 
m soccer (5) 
m running (6) 
m hockey (7) 
m football (8) 
m swimming (9) 
m tennis (10) 
Condition: basketball Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block.Condition: soccer Is Selected. Skip To: End of 
Block.Condition: running Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block.Condition: hockey Is Selected. Skip To: 
End of Block.Condition: football Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block.Condition: swimming Is Selected. 
Skip To: End of Block.Condition: tennis Is Selected. Skip To: End of Block. 
TRAP Please answer "I'm good at this" for this question. 
m I'm poor at this; I'd feel so uncomfortable and unable to handle this situation, I'd avoid it if possible 

(1) 
m I'm only fair at this; I'd feel uncomfortable and would have lots of difficulty handling this situation (2) 
m I'm OK at this; I'd feel somewhat uncomfortable and have some difficulty handling this situation (3) 
m I'm good at this; I'd feel quite comfortable and able to handle this situation (4) 
m I'm EXTREMELY good at this; I'd feel very comfortable and could handle this situation very well (5) 
Condition: I'm good at this; I'd feel ... Is Not Selected. Skip To: End of Block. 

 
 
Marital Biography 
 
MBInstr Instructions: The following questions refer to your romantic relationships. Please respond to the 
following set of questions based on your past and current romantic relationships. 
 
sexpart How many sexual partners have you had in your lifetime? 
m 1 or less (1) 
m 2-5 (2) 
m 6-10 (3) 
m 11-15 (4) 
m 16-20 (5) 
m 21-25 (6) 
m more than 25 (7) 
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kids Do you have any children? 
m Yes (indicate how many) (1) ____________________ 
m Maybe (2) 
m No (3) 
 
Marital Biography: Marriage 
CurMarital What is your current marital status? 
m Single and never married (1) 
m Single and previously divorced (2) 
m Single and widowed (3) 
m Separated (4) 
m Currently married and previously divorced (5) 
m Currently married and never divorced (6) 
m Currently in a non-married relationship, never divorced (7) 
m Currently in a non-married relationship, divorced (8) 
 
ParDiv Did your parents ever divorce? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
 
EvrMar Have you ever been married? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
NoMar How many times have you been married? 
m 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m 5 (5) 
m 6 (6) 
m more than 6 times (7) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
M1age In relation to your first marriage: how old were you when you got married? 
m less than 18 years old (18) - 85 or older (85) 
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 

M1length In relation to your first marriage: How long have you been/were you married?  
m Less than 1 year (1) 
m 1-2 years (2) 
m 3-5 years (3) 
m 6-10 years (4) 
m 11-15 years (5) 
m 16-20 years (6) 
m 21-25 years (7) 
m 26-30 years (8) 
m 31-35 years (9) 
m 36-40 years (10) 
m 41-45 years (11) 
m 46 years or more (12) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
M1cohab In relation to your first marriage: Did you live together before marriage? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 

If In relation to your first marriage: Did you live together before marriage? Yes Is Selected 
M1CohabAge In relation to your first marriage: How old were you when you first lived together (before 
marriage)? 
m less than 18 years old (18)- 85 or older (85) 
 
Display This Question: 

If In relation to your first marriage: Did you live together before marriage? Yes Is Selected 
M1cohabL In relation to your first marriage: How long did you live together before marriage? 
m less than 1 year (1) 
m 1-2 years (2) 
m 3-4 years (3) 
m 5 or more years (4) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
And How many times have you been married? 1 Is Not Selected 

M2age In relation to your second marriage: how old were you when you got married? 
m less than 18 years old (17) - 85 years or older (85) 
 



110	  

	  

Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
And How many times have you been married? 1 Is Not Selected 

M2length In relation to your second marriage: How long have you been/were you married?  
m less than 1 year (1) 
m 1-2 years (2) 
m 3-5 years (3) 
m 6-10 years (4) 
m 11-15 years (5) 
m 16-20 years (6) 
m 21-25 years (7) 
m 26-30 years (8) 
m 31-35 years (9) 
m 36-40 years (10) 
m 41-45 years (11) 
m 46 years or more (12) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
And How many times have you been married? 1 Is Not Selected 

M2cohab In relation to your second marriage: Did you live together before marriage?  
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 

If In relation to your second marriage: Did you live together before marriage?  Yes Is Selected 
M2cohabAge In relation to your second marriage: How old were you when you first lived together 
(before marriage)? 
m less than 18 years old (18) - 85 or older (85) 
 
Display This Question: 

If In relation to your second marriage: Did you live together before marriage?  Yes Is Selected 
M2CohabL In relation to your second marriage: How long did you live together before marriage?  
m Less than 1 year (1) 
m 1-2 years (2) 
m 3-4 years (3) 
m 5 -6 years (4) 
m 7-8 years (5) 
m 9-10  years (6) 
m 11 or more years (7) 
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
And How many times have you been married? 3 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 4 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 5 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 6 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? more than 6 times Is Selected 

M3age In relation to your third marriage: how old were you when you got married? 
m less than 18 years old (17) - 85 years or older (85) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
And How many times have you been married? 3 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 4 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 5 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 6 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? more than 6 times Is Selected 

M3length In relation to your third marriage: How long have you been/were you married?  
m less than 1 year (1) 
m 1-2 years (2) 
m 3-5 years (3) 
m 6-10 years (4) 
m 11-15 years (5) 
m 16-20 years (6) 
m 21-25 years (7) 
m 26-30 years (8) 
m 31-35 years (9) 
m 36-40 years (10) 
m 41-45 years (11) 
m 46-50 years (12) 
m 51-55 years (13) 
m 56 years or more (14) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
And How many times have you been married? 3 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 4 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 5 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? 6 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been married? more than 6 times Is Selected 

M3cohab In relation to your third marriage: Did you live together before marriage?  
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
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Display This Question: 
If In relation to your third marriage Did you live together before marriage  Yes Is Selected 

M3cohabage In relation to your third marriage: How old were you when you first lived together (before 
marriage)? 
m less than 18 years old (17) - 85 years or older (85) 
 
Display This Question: 

If In relation to your third marriage Did you live together before marriage? Yes Is Selected 
M3cohabL In relation to your third marriage: How long did you live together before marriage?  
m Less than 1 year (1) 
m 1-2 years (2) 
m 3-4 years (3) 
m 5-6 years (4) 
m 7-8 years (5) 
m 9-10 years (6) 
m 11 or more years (7) 
 
Marital Biography: Divorce 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been married? Yes Is Selected 
Div Have you ever been divorced? 
m Yes (1) 
m Currently in the process of my first divorce (2) 
m No (3) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or Have you ever been divorced? Currently in the process of my first divorce Is Selected 

DivFreq How many times have you been divorced? 
m I am currently in the process of my first divorce (0) 
m 1 (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m 5 or more times (5) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or Have you ever been divorced? Currently in the process of my first divorce Is Selected 

D1Age In relation to your first divorce: How old were you when you got divorced? 
m 18 (18) - 86 years or older (86) 
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or Have you ever been divorced? Currently in the process of my first divorce Is Selected 

D1Delay Think back to when you arrived at the conclusion to get divorced from your first marriage. We 
understand this can be vague or feelings can build up to the divorce. About how long was it after this 
initial decision to divorce until you began formal progression (legally) with the divorce?  
m less than 1 month (1) 
m 1-3 months (2) 
m 4-6 months (3) 
m 7-9 months (4) 
m 10-11 months (5) 
m 1 year (6) 
m 2-3 years (7) 
m 4-5 years (8) 
m more than 5 years (9) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or Have you ever been divorced? Currently in the process of my first divorce Is Selected 

D1ID In relation to your first divorce, were you: 
m the initiator (1) 
m the recipient (2) 
m neither, it was a mutual decision (3) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Rem1 Did you get remarried after your first divorce? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Did you get remarried after your first divorce? No Is Selected 
Rem1alt Do you desire to (Check all that apply): 
q Remarry (1) 
q Date (2) 
q Find Companionship (3) 
q Live with a companion (4) 
q I have no desire to have a romantic partner (5) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Did you get remarried after your first divorce? Yes Is Selected 
Rem1Age How old were you when you got remarried after your first divorce? 
m 18 (18) - 86 years or older (86) 
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? I am currently in the process of my first divorce Is Not 

Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 1 Is Not Selected 

D2Age In relation to your second divorce: How old were you when you got divorced? 
m 18 (18) - 86 years or older (86) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? I am currently in the process of my first divorce Is Not 

Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 1 Is Not Selected 

D2Delay Think back to when you arrived at the conclusion to get divorced from your second marriage. 
We understand this can be vague or feelings can build up to the divorce. About how long was it after this 
initial decision to divorce until you began formal progression (legally) with the divorce?  
m less than 1 month (1) 
m 1-3 months (2) 
m 4-6 months (3) 
m 7-9 months (4) 
m 10-11 months (5) 
m 1 year (6) 
m 2-3 years (7) 
m 4-5 years (8) 
m more than 5 years (9) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? I am currently in the process of my first divorce Is Not 

Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 1 Is Not Selected 

D2ID In relation to your second divorce, were you: 
m the initiator (1) 
m the recipient (2) 
m neither, it was a mutual decision (3) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? I am currently in the process of my first divorce Is Not 

Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 1 Is Not Selected 

Rem2 Did you get remarried after your second divorce? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
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Display This Question: 
If Did you get remarried after your second divorce? No Is Selected 

Rem2alt Do you desire to (Check all that apply): 
q Remarry (1) 
q Date (2) 
q Find Companionship (3) 
q Live with a companion (4) 
q I have no desire to have a romantic partner (5) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Did you get remarried after your second divorce? Yes Is Selected 
Rem2age How old were you when you got remarried after your second divorce? 
m 18 (18) - 86 years or older (86) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 3 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 4 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 5 or more times Is Selected 

D3Age In relation to your third divorce: How old were you when you got divorced? 
m 18 (18) - 86 years or older (86) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 3 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 4 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 5 or more times Is Selected 

D3Delay Think back to when you arrived at the conclusion to get divorced from your third marriage. We 
understand this can be vague or feelings can build up to the divorce. About how long was it after this 
initial decision to divorce until you began formal progression (legally) with the divorce?  
m less than 1 month (1) 
m 1-3 months (2) 
m 4-6 months (3) 
m 7-9 months (4) 
m 10-11 months (5) 
m 1 year (6) 
m 2-3 years (7) 
m 4-5 years (8) 
m more than 5 years (9) 
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 3 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 4 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 5 or more times Is Selected 

D3ID In relation to your third divorce, were you: 
m the initiator (1) 
m the recipient (2) 
m neither, it was a mutual decision (3) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 3 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 4 Is Selected 
Or How many times have you been divorced? 5 or more times Is Selected 

Rem3 Did you get remarried after your third divorce? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Did you get remarried after your third divorce? No Is Selected 
Rem3alt Do you desire to (Check all that apply): 
q Remarry (1) 
q Date (2) 
q Find Companionship (3) 
q Live with a companion (4) 
q I have no desire to have a romantic partner (5) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Did you get remarried after your third divorce? Yes Is Selected 
Rem3Age How old were you when you got remarried after your third divorce? 
m 18 (18) - 86 years or older (86) 
 
Reasons for Divorce 
Canham, S.L., Mahmood, A., Stott, S., Sixsmith, J., & O’Rourke, N. (2014) ’Til divorce do us part: 

Marriage dissolution in later life. Journal of Divorce & Remarriage, 55(8), 591-612, DOI: 
10.1080/10502556.2014.959097 

 
Note: This scale is adapted from Canham, Mahmood, Stott, Sixsmith and O’Rourke’s (2014) qualitative 
study measuring marital dissolution in later life. 
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 
Or Have you ever been divorced? Currently in the process of my first divorce Is Selected 

Reas4Div This section of questions will ask you about your experience with your most recent 
divorce.   Instructions: Please report the degree to which you feel the statements below contributed to 
your reasons for your most recent divorce. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

My divorce is the result of 
flawed/faulty reasoning in the 

decision to marry. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce is the result of 
personal or spousal 

“baggage” brought to the 
marriage. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce is the result of 
physical or emotional abuse. 

(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce is the result of 
communication with my 

spouse that was superficial, 
unemotional, or 

explosive/reactive or 
unpredictable. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce is the result of 
unbalanced responsibility or 

roles in the marriage. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce is the result of a 
change in spouse or change in 

spousal interests. (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce is the result of 
new partner. (7) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

The decision to divorce was 
delayed, meaning that my 

spouse or I wanted a divorce 
for quite a while before legal 

steps were taken. (8) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 

Reas4Delay Instructions: Please report the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements, which describe the reasons for delaying the decision to divorce. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

My divorce was 
delayed due to 
children. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce was 
delayed due to 

income or 
unemployment. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce was 
delayed due to 

uncertainty of being 
alone or fear of being 

unable to establish 
new relationships. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce was 
delayed due to 

cultural or religious 
ideals that disprove 

of divorce or support 
one lifetime mate. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My divorce was 
delayed due to hope 
for changes in my 

spouse. (5) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
 
  



119	  

	  

Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 

FeelPostD1 Instructions: Please report the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about the feelings you experienced after your most recent divorce. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

I felt 
satisfaction. (1) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt maturity. 
(2) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt sadness. 
(3) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt relief. (4) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I felt freedom. 

(5) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt anger. (6) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I felt hostility. 

(7) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt 
forgiveness. (8) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt suspicion. 
(9) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt guilt. (10) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I felt 

happiness. (11) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt 
confusion. (12) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt 
disorientation. 

(13) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Display This Question: 
If Have you ever been divorced? Yes Is Selected 

FeelPostD2 Instructions: Please report the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about the feelings you experienced after your most recent divorce. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

I felt positivity. 
(1) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt rejection. 
(2) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt balance 
and peace. (3) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt betrayal. 
(4) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt bitterness. 
(5) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt improved 
confidence. (6) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt resentment. 
(7) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt regret over 
not divorcing 

earlier. (8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt loneliness. 
(9) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt personal 
growth. (10) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt autonomy. 
(11) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I felt hurt. (12) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I felt resolve 
knowing the 

past cannot be 
changed (13) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Attitudes Toward Marriage  
Willoughby, B.J., & Carroll, J.S. (2011). Associations With Demographics, Relational Attitudes, and 

Dating Behavior. Journal of Family Issues, 20(10), 1-27.  DOI: 10.1177/0192513X11429666 
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Att2Mar Instructions: The next set of questions are designed to determine how people feel about 
marriage. Please report the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

Marriage is a 
lifetime relationship 
and should never be 
ended except under 

extreme 
circumstances. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Being married is a 
very important goal 

for me. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Marriage is a not a 
lifetime relationship 

and can be ended 
under extreme 

circumstances. (3) 
(R) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Being married is not 
a very important 

goal for me. (4) (R) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Cohabitation 
Willoughby, B.J., & Carroll, J.S. (2011). Associations With Demographics, Relational Attitudes, and 

Dating Behavior. Journal of Family Issues, 20(10), 1-27.  DOI: 10.1177/0192513X11429666 
 
Cohab0 Instructions: The next set of questions are designed to determine how people feel about 
cohabitation (living with a romantic partner before marriage). Please select the response that best 
represents how you feel. 
 
Cohab1 Please answer YES or NO to the following questions: 

 YES (1) NO (2) 
Are you currently living with a 

romantic partner? (1) m  m  

Have you ever lived with a 
romantic partner? (2) m  m  
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Display This Question: 
If Please answer YES or NO to the following questions: Are you currently living with a romantic 

partner? - YES Is Selected 
Or Please answer YES or NO to the following questions: Have you ever lived with a romantic 

partner? - YES Is Selected 
CohabDec Instructions: Please rate your agreement with the following statements about the decision to 
cohabitate.  

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

It was a formal 
decision agreed 
upon by both 
parties. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

It “just happened” 
gradually. (2) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I discussed our 
intentions with the 
relationship (i.e., 

marriage) with my 
partner before 

cohabitating. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Attitudes Toward Cohabitation 
Willoughby, B.J., & Carroll, J.S. (2011). Associations With Demographics, Relational Attitudes, and 

Dating Behavior. Journal of Family Issues, 20(10), 1-27.  DOI: 10.1177/0192513X11429666 
 
Note: The items used in this survey are indicated with an * from the complete scale below.  
 
Please rate your agreement with the following items related to attitudes toward cohabitation on a 6-point 
scale (1 = very strongly disagree to 6 = very strongly agree). 
 
The Belief That Cohabitation Is Beneficial 

1. It is a good idea for a couple to live together before getting married as a way of ‘trying out’ their 
relationship. 

2. Living together first is a good way of testing how workable a couple’s marriage would be. 
3. Living together before marriage will improve a couple’s chances of remaining happily married 
4. A couple will likely be happier in their marriage if they live together first. 

 
*General Endorsement Of Cohabitation With And Without Marital Plans 

5. It is all right for a couple to live together without planning to get married. 
6. It is all right for an unmarried couple to live together as long as they have plans to marry. 
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CohabAtt Instructions: Please rate your agreement with the following items related to attitudes toward 
cohabitation. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Somewhat 
disagree (2) 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

(3) 

Somewhat 
agree (4) 

Strongly 
agree (5) 

It is all right for a couple to 
live together without planning 

to get married. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  

It is all right for an unmarried 
couple to live together as long 
as they have plans to marry. 

(6) 

m  m  m  m  m  

 
Reasons for Cohabitation 
Rhoades, G. K., Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (2009). Working with cohabitation in relationship 

education and therapy. Journal of Couple & Relationship Therapy: Innovations in Clinical and 
Educational Interventions, 8(2), 95-112, DOI: 10.1080/15332690902813794 

 
If you are currently cohabiting or cohabitated previously with a romantic partner, rate statements based 
on why you cohabitated. If you have not cohabitated with a romantic partner, please rate the following 
statements based on your reasons for why you would cohabitate with a romantic partner. Please rate 
your agreement with the following reasons for cohabitation (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).  

 
I (would) cohabitate with a romantic partner: 
 
Time Together 
 1. Because I love spending time with him/her. 
 3. So that we could have more daily intimacy and sharing. 
 7. Because I knew I wanted to spend the rest of my life with him/her 
 18. Because I wanted to spend more time with him/her. 
 19. Because I wanted us to have more privacy. 

25. To improve our sex life together. 
 26. Because it was emotionally hard to be apart. 
 27. Because I thought it would bring us closer together. 
 28. Because we didn’t have enough time together when we lived in separate places. 
 29. Because I want us to have a future together. 
 
Testing 
 2. Because I wanted to find out how much work he/she would do around the house before 
      deciding about marriage. 
 4. Because I wanted to test our relationship before deciding whether to marry him/her. 
 5. Because I had doubts about us making it for the long haul. 
 6. Because I wanted a trial run for marriage. 
 8. Because I want to make sure we are compatible before deciding about marriage. 
 9. Because I have concerns about our relationship and thought living together would be a  
     good way to test out my concerns. 

10. Because I had concerns about whether I wanted to be with my partner long-term. 
12. Because it’s the only way we will know if we are ready to get married. 
13. Because I was concerned that he/she might not make a good husband/wife and  
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      thought living together would be a good way to find out. 
14. To get to know him/her better before deciding about marriage. 
20. Because I had doubts about how well I could handle being in a serious relationship. 
23. Because I was concerned about how my partner handles money and wanted time to test  
       out my concerns before marriage. 
24. Because I wanted to make sure we would both contribute to running the household. 

 
Convenience 
 11. To share household expenses. 
 15. Because we were spending most nights together anyway. 
 16. Because I could not afford rent on my own. 
 17. Because it was inconvenient to have some of my stuff at my place and some at my  
  partner’s place. 

21. Because it was convenient. 
22. Because it made sense financially. 
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ReasCohab1 Instructions: The next set of questions are designed to determine how people feel about 
cohabitation (living with a romantic partner before marriage). Please select the response that best 
represents how you feel. I moved in with my romantic partner OR I would move in with a romantic 
partner before marriage for the following reasons: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(7) 

If I love spending 
time with him/her. (1) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I want to find out 
how much work 
he/she would do 
around the house 

before deciding about 
marriage. (11) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

So that we could have 
more daily intimacy 

and sharing. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I want to test out 
our relationship 
before deciding 

whether to marry 
him/her. (12) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I have doubts about 
us making it for the 

long haul. (13) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I want a trial run 
for marriage. (14) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I know I want to 
spend the rest of my 
life with him/her. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I want to make sure 
we are compatible 

before deciding about 
marriage. (15) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I have concerns 
about our relationship 

and thought living 
together would be a 
good way to test out 
my concerns. (16) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I have concerns 
about whether I want 
to be with my partner 

long-term. (17) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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ReasCohab2 Instructions: The next set of questions are designed to determine how people feel about 
cohabitation (living with a romantic partner before marriage). Please select the response that best 
represents how you feel.     I moved in with my romantic partner OR I would move in with a romantic 
partner before marriage for the following reasons: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

If I wanted to share 
household expenses. (3) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If it's the only way we 
will know if we are ready 

to get married. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I was concerned that 
he/she might not make a 
good husband/wife and 
thought living together 
would be a good way to 

find out. (5) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I wanted to get to know 
him/her better before 

deciding about marriage. 
(6) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If we were spending most 
nights together anyway. 

(7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I could not afford rent 
on my own. (8) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If it was inconvenient to 
have some of my stuff at 
my place and some at my 

partner's. (9) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I wanted to spend more 
time with him/her. (10) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I wanted us to have 
more privacy. (11) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I had doubts about how 
well I could handle being 
in a serious relationship. 

(12) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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ReasCohab3 Instructions: The next set of questions are designed to determine how people feel about 
cohabitation (living with a romantic partner before marriage). Please select the response that best 
represents how you feel.     I moved in with my romantic partner OR I would move in with a romantic 
partner before marriage for the following reasons: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(7) 

If it was 
convenient. (1) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If it made sense 
financially. (2) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I was concerned 
about how my 
partner handles 

money and wanted 
time to test out my 

concerns before 
marriage. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I wanted to make 
sure we would both 

contribute to 
running the 

household. (5) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I wanted to 
improve our sex 
life together. (6) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If it was 
emotionally hard to 

be apart. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I thought it 
would bring us 

closer together. (8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If we didn't have 
enough time 

together when we 
lived in separate 

places. (9) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If I want us to have 
a future together. 

(10) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Experiences in Close Relationship Scale-Short Form (ECR-S) 
Wei, M., Russell, D. W., Mallinckrodt, B., & Vogel, D. L. (2007). The experiences in Close Relationship 

Scale (ECR)-Short Form: Reliability, validity, and factor structure. Journal of Personality 
Assessment, 88, 187-204. 
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The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. We are 
interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just in what is happening in a 
current relationship. Please report the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
 
Avoidance 

1. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. (R) 
3. I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back. 
5. I turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and reassurance.  (R) 
7. I try to avoid getting too close to my partner. 
9. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. (R) 
11. I am nervous when partners get too close to me.  

Anxiety 
2. I need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner. 
4. I find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as I would like. 
6. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 
8. I do not often worry about being abandoned. (R) 
10. I get frustrated if romantic partners are not available when I need them. 
12. I worry that romantic partners won't care about me as much as I care about them.  

 
ERC-S1 The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. We are interested in 
how you generally experience relationships, not just in what is happening in a current 
relationship.      Instructions: Please report the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree (3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree (7) 

It helps to turn to my 
romantic partner in 

times of need. (2) (R) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I need a lot of 
reassurance that I am 
loved by my partner. 

(3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I want to get close to 
my partner, but I keep 

pulling back. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I find that my 
partner(s) don't want 

to get as close as I 
would like. (10) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I turn to my partner 
for many things, 

including comfort and 
reassurance. (11) (R) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

My desire to be very 
close sometimes 

scares people away. 
(4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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ERC-S2 The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. We are interested in 
how you generally experience relationships, not just in what is happening in a current 
relationship.  Instructions: Please report the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
Agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(7) 

I try to avoid 
getting too close 
to my partner. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I do not often 
worry about being 
abandoned. (11) 

(R) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I usually discuss 
my problems and 
concerns with my 
partner. (12) (R) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I get frustrated if 
romantic partners 
are not available 

when I need 
them. (13) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I am nervous 
when partners get 
too close to me. 

(14) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I worry that 
romantic partners 
won't care about 
me as much as I 
care about them. 

(15) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Attachment Dimension and the Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse 
Fowler, C., & Dillow, M. (2011). Attachment dimensions and the four horsemen of the apocalypse. 

Communication Research Reports, 28(1), 16-26. DOI: 10.1080/08824096.2010.518910 
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Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse: Criticism  
Att4HCrit1 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

When my partner and 
I disagree, it is 

important to me to 
show them that they 

are at fault. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When I tell my 
partner that he/she 

has done something I 
don't like or 

appreciate, I explain 
how this fits a pattern 
of their behavior, or 
is connected to what 

they're like as a 
person. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When I talk to my 
partner about 

something he/she 
does that bothers me, 

I end up making a 
general point about 

them as a person 
instead of being 

specific about one 
situation or action. 

(3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When I complain to 
my partner about 

something he/she has 
done or said, I don’t 
censor myself much, 
I really let my partner 

have it. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Att4HCrit2 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

When I complain 
about something to 

my partner, the issue 
is often some kind of 
problem with his/her 
character that I need 

to point out. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When I talk with my 
partner about a 
problem in our 

relationship, one of 
my goals is often to 

get my partner to 
accept some blame 
for the problem. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Sometimes I find 
myself using phrases 
like “You always” or 
“You never” when I 
talk about something 

negative with my 
partner. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse: Contempt 
Att4HContempt1 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

When we discuss issues 
or problems in our 

relationship, I sometimes 
can't think of anything I 

admire about my partner. 
(1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When I get upset with my 
partner, it’s easy for me 

to lose sight of their good 
qualities. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Some of the things my 
partner does or says 

makes it hard for me to 
show respect for them. 

(3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When we disagree, I try 
to point out ways in 
which my partner is 

inadequate in some way. 
(4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Att4HContempt2 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

When we talk, I quite 
often find myself putting 

my partner down. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Sometimes when I get 
into a disagreement with 

my partner, I want to 
make them feel bad. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I call my partner 
uncomplimentary or rude 

names when things get 
heated. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If my partner does 
something to upset or 

annoy me, I can be harsh 
and ridicule them for it. 

(4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 



133	  

	  

Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse: Defensiveness 
Att4HDef1 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

Sometimes I feel that my 
partner picks on me 

unfairly. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I don’t feel that I get 
enough credit from my 
partner for the positive 

things I do for our 
relationship. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I feel unfairly attacked 
when my partner is 

negative towards me. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If my partner complains 
about something I’ve 

done or said, I feel I have 
to “ward off” those 
attacks and defend 

myself. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Att4HDef2 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

It sometimes seems that 
all my partner can do is 
find fault with me. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When my partner 
criticizes me, I find a 

way to turn that 
criticism back on 

him/her or retaliate. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I feel like my partner is 
thinking something 
negative about me, 

even if he/she doesn’t 
say so. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse: Stonewalling 
Att4HStone1 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

When my partner 
complains, I feel that I 
just want to get away 
from the situation. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When we have a 
disagreement that looks 
like blowing up, I just 

want to leave. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

At times when my 
partner is very negative, 
I think it is best just not 

to respond at all. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

I’d rather withdraw 
from an argument or 

conflict with my partner 
than get my feelings 

hurt. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
 
Att4HStone2 Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
communication with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

If I can tell a 
disagreement is brewing, 
I kind of shut down and 

stop talking. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If my partner starts to 
complain, I don’t really 

react, I just wait until it’s 
over and don’t get drawn 

into things. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When my partner 
criticizes me, I try to just 
tune it out and ignore it. 

(3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When it seems that my 
partner and I are headed 

for a conflict, I try to 
change the subject. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Measurement Of Components Of Commitment  
Johnson, M.P., Caughlin, J.P., & Huston, T. L. (1999). The tripartite nature of marital commitment: 

Personal, moral, and structural reasons to stay married. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 
61(1), 160-177 

 
Note: The items used in this survey are indicated with an * from the complete scale below.  
 
Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your relationship quality with your current 
or most recent partner. Unless otherwise specified, please rate statements on a scale from 1 = strongly 
disagree; 4 = not sure; 7 = strongly agree. 
 
Personal Commitment 
*Love 

1. To what extent do you love [partner's name] at this stage? (1 = very little; 7 = very much) 
2. How much do you need [partner's name] at this stage? (1 = not at all; 7 = very much) 

*Marital satisfaction 
3. How do the following words describe your relationship over the past 2 months (1 = very little; 7 

= very much): miserable, enjoyable, hopeful, discouraging, empty, full, interesting, boring, 
rewarding, disappointing doesn't give me much chance, brings out the best in me, lonely, friendly, 
and worthwhile, useless. 

4. How satisfied or dissatisfied have you been with your relationship during the past two months of 
your relationship, all things considered: (1 = completely satisfied; 7 = completely dissatisfied). 

*Couple identity 
5. You would miss the sense of being a couple. 
6. Being in a relationship/married helps you feel good about yourself. 
7. You really like being a [husband/wife/boyfriend/girlfriend/partner]. 

 
Moral Commitment 
*Marriage and Divorce attitudes 

1. You would be disappointed in yourself because you had broken a sacred vow. 
2. Getting a divorce violates your religious beliefs. 
3. It's all right to get a divorce if things are not working out. (reversed scored) 
4. If a couple works hard at making their relationship/marriage succeed and still cannot get along, 

breaking up/divorce is the best thing that they can do. (reversed scored) 
5. When you agree to get married, you are morally bound to stay married. 

*Partner contract 
6. You would feel bad about breaking up/getting a divorce because you promised [partner's name] 

you would stay with [him/her] forever. 
7. You could never leave [partner's name] because [he/she] needs you too much. 
8. It would be difficult to tell [partner's name] that you wanted to break up/ divorce. 
9. You could never leave [partner's name] because you would feel guilty about letting [him/her] 

down. 
Consistency values 

10. Whenever you promise to do something, you should see it through. 
11. It's important to stand by what you believe in.  
12. You feel that you should always finish what you start.  
13. Even when things get hard, you should do the things you have promised to do. 

 
Structural Commitment 
Alternatives 

1. If you and [partner's name] were to breakup, you would miss important income, insurance, or 
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other property. 
2. You would miss just having somebody around. 
3. You would miss living in your house. 
4. You would miss the help you get around the house from having a partner. 
5. You would miss being able to see your [child/children] regularly 
6. You would not have to work around the house so much. (reversed scored) 

Social pressure  
7. You would be upset because you would lose your place or standing in the community. 
8. You would be upset because your family would be uncomfortable with your breaking up. 
9. You would be upset because your partner’s parents/in-laws would be uncomfortable with your 

breaking up. 
10. You would be upset because you would lose some respect from friends. 
11. It would be difficult to face your friends and family after you broke up. 
12. You would lose some of your [child's/children's] love. (skip logic) 

Termination procedures  
13. It would be hard to work out who would get what property. 
14. It would be hard for you to find a new place to live. 
15. Having to move your things would be a burden. 
16. Dealing with the legal system would be difficult. 
17. It would be hard to work out who would get the kid(s). (skip logic) 
18. It would be awfully difficult to do the things necessary to break up/get a divorce. 

*Investment  
19. You would lose all the time you had put into the marriage/relationship. 
20. You would feel like all the effort you had put into keeping the two of you together had been 

wasted. 
21. You would lose money you'd put into the marriage/relationship. 
22. You would feel like you'd wasted the best years of your life. 

 
PCmtLove Instructions: Please answer the following questions as being characteristic of your relationship 
quality with your current or most recent partner. 

 Not 
at all 
(1) 

Very 
little 
(2) 

Slightly 
(3) 

Neither too 
much nor 

too little (4) 

Slightly 
too much 

(5) 

Moderately 
too much (6) 

Very 
Much 

(7) 
To what extent do 
you love [partner's 
name] at this stage? 

(1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

How much do you 
need [partner's 

name] at this stage? 
(2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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PCmtRelWord Instructions: Please rate how the following words describe your current relationship in the 
past 2 months OR the last 2 months of your most recent relationship: 

 Not at 
all (1) 

Very 
little (2) 

Slightly 
(3) 

Neither too much 
nor too little (4) 

Slightly too 
much (5) 

Moderately 
too much (6) 

Very 
much (7) 

Miserable (1) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Enjoyable (2) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Hopeful (3) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Discouraging (4) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Empty (5) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Full (6) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Interesting (7) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Boring (8) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Rewarding (9) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Disappointing 

(10) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Doesn't give me 
much chance (11) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Brings out the 
best in me (12) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Lonely (13) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Friendly (14) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Worthwhile (15) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Useless (16) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
PCmtMarSat How satisfied or dissatisfied have you been with your current relationship in the past 2 
months OR the last 2 months of your most recent relationship, all things considered? 
m Completely satisfied (1) 
m Moderately satisfied (2) 
m Slightly satisfied (3) 
m Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (4) 
m Slightly dissatisfied (5) 
m Moderately dissatisfied (6) 
m Completely dissatisfied (7) 
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PCmtCoupleID Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your 
relationship quality with your current or most recent partner. 

 Strongly 
disagree (1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Not 
Sure (4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

If you divorced, you 
would miss the sense of 

being a couple. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Being in a 
relationship/married helps 

you feel good about 
yourself. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

You would/really like 
being a 

[husband/wife/boyfriend/g
irlfriend/ partner]. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
MCmtMDatt Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your relationship 
quality with your current or most recent partner.  

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Not 
Sure 
(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

If you divorced you would be 
disappointed in yourself because 

you had broken a sacred vow. 
(1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

Getting a divorce violates your 
religious beliefs. (2) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

It's all right to get a divorce if 
things are not working out. (3) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If a couple works hard at making 
their relationship/marriage 
succeed and still cannot get 

along, divorce is the best thing 
that they can do. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

When you agree to get married, 
you are morally bound to stay 

married. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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MCmtPcont Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your relationship 
quality with your current or most recent partner.  

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree (3) 

Not 
Sure 
(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

You would feel bad 
about breaking 

up/getting a divorce 
because you promised 
[partner's name] you 

would stay with 
[him/her] forever. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

You could never leave 
[partner's name] 

because he/she needs 
you too much. (2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

It would be difficult to 
tell [partner's name] 
that you wanted to 

break up/ divorce. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

You could never leave 
[partner's name] 

because you would feel 
guilty about letting 
him/her down. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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SCmtInvest Instructions: Please rate the following statements as being characteristic of your relationship 
quality with your current or most recent partner.  

 Strongly 
disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Somewhat 
disagree 

(3) 

Not 
Sure 
(4) 

Somewhat 
agree (5) 

Agree 
(6) 

Strongly 
agree (7) 

If you and [partner's name] 
were to breakup, you 

would lose all the time you 
had put into the 

marriage/relationship. (1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If you and [partner's name] 
were to breakup, you 
would feel like all the 
effort you had put into 
keeping the two of you 

together had been wasted. 
(2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If you and [partner's name] 
were to breakup, you 

would lose money you'd 
put into the 

marriage/relationship. (3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

If you and [partner's name] 
were to breakup, you 
would feel like you'd 

wasted the best years of 
your life. (4) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

 
Short Form of the Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression (CES-D) Scale  
Andresen, E. M., Carter, W. B., Malmgren, J. A., & Patrick, D. L. (1994). Screening for 
 depression in well older adults: Evaluation of a short form of the CES-D. American 
 Journal of Preventative Medicine, 10, 77–84. 
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CES-Dweek Instructions: Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or behaved. Please indicate how 
often you have felt this way during the past week on the following scale: Rarely or none of the time (less 
than 1 day), some or a little of the time (1-2 days), occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days), 
most or all of the time (5-7 days). 

 Rarely or none of 
the time (less 

than 1 day) (1) 

Some or a little 
of the time (1-

2 days) (2) 

Occasionally or a 
moderate amount of time 

(3-4 days) (3) 

Most or all of 
the time (5-7 

days) (4) 
I was bothered by 
things that usually 

don’t bother me. (1) 
m  m  m  m  

I had trouble keeping 
my mind on what I 

was doing. (2) 
m  m  m  m  

I felt depressed. (3) m  m  m  m  
I felt that everything I 
did was an effort. (4) m  m  m  m  

I felt hopeful about the 
future. (5) m  m  m  m  

I felt fearful. (6) m  m  m  m  
My sleep was restless. 

(7) m  m  m  m  

I was happy. (8) m  m  m  m  
I felt lonely. (9) m  m  m  m  
I could not “get 

going.” (10) m  m  m  m  

 
Loneliness - Short-Form Version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale  
Hays, R. D., & DiMatteo, R. (1987). A short-form measure of loneliness. Journal of Personality 

Assessment, 51, 69–81. DOI:10.1207/s15327752jpa5101_6 
 

L0 Instructions: The following statements describe how people sometimes feel. For each statement, 
please indicate how often you feel the way described by checking the appropriate term. Here is an 
example:     I feel left out.     If you never feel left out, you would respond "never." If you always feel left 
out, you would respond "always.” 
 
L1 I lack companionship. 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Always (4) 
 



142	  

	  

L2 There is no one I can turn to. 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Always (4) 
 
L3 I am an outgoing person. (R) 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Always (4) 
 
L4 I feel left out. 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Always (4) 
 
L5 I feel isolated from others. 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Always (4) 
 
L6 I can find companionship when I want it. (R) 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Always (4) 
 
L7 I am unhappy being so withdrawn. 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Always (4) 
 
L8 People are around me but not with me. 
m Never (1) 
m Sometimes (2) 
m Often (3) 
m Always (4) 
 
Stress - The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS)  
Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure of perceived stress. 

Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24, 385–396. DOI:10.2307/2136404 
 



143	  

	  

PS00 Instructions: The following questions ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last 
month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate how often you felt or thought a certain way. 
 
PS1 In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that happened unexpectedly? 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS2 In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the important things in 
your life? 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS3 In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and stressed? 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS4 In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to handle your personal 
problems? (R) 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS5 In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your way? (R) 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS0 Instructions: The following questions ask you about your feelings and thoughts during the last 
month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate how often you felt or thought a certain way. 
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PS6 In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all the things you had to 
do? 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS7 In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in your life? (R) 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS8 In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things? (R) 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS9 In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things that were outside of your 
control? 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
PS10 In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could not 
overcome them? 
m Never (1) 
m Almost never (2) 
m Sometimes (3) 
m Fairly often (4) 
m Very often (5) 
 
Social support - The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support  
Zimet, G. (1998).The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support. In C.P. Zalaquett 
 & R.J. Wood (Eds.), Evaluating stress: A book of resources (Vol. 2, pp. 185–197). Lanham, 
 MD:The Scarecrow Press. 
Zimet, G.D., Powell, S.Z., Farley, G.K.,Werkman, S., & Berkoff, K.A. (1990). Psychometric 
 characteristics of the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support. Journal of 
 Personality, 55, 610–617. DOI:10.1080/00223891.1990.9674095 
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PSS Instructions: For the next set of statements, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree. 
 Strongly 

disagree (1) 
Disagree 

(2) 
Neither agree 

nor disagree (3) 
Agree 

(4) 
Strongly 
agree (5) 

There is a special person who is 
around when I am in need. (1) m  m  m  m  m  

There is a special person with 
whom I can share my joys and 

sorrows. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  

My family really tries to help me. 
(3) m  m  m  m  m  

I get the emotional help and 
support I need from my family. 

(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  

I have a special person who is a 
real source of comfort to me. (5) m  m  m  m  m  

My friends really try to help me. 
(6) m  m  m  m  m  

I can count on my friends when 
things go wrong. (7) m  m  m  m  m  

I can talk about my problems 
with my family. (8) m  m  m  m  m  

I have friends with whom I can 
share my joys and sorrows. (9) m  m  m  m  m  

There is a special person in my 
family life who cares about my 

feelings. (10) 
m  m  m  m  m  

My family is willing to help me 
make decisions. (11) m  m  m  m  m  

I can talk about my problems 
with my friends. (12) m  m  m  m  m  

 
Alcohol Consumption 
Raffaelli, M., Torres Stone, R.A., Iturbide, M.I., McGinley, M., Carlo, G., & Crockett L.J. (2007). 

Acculturation, gender, and alcohol use among Mexican American college students. Addictive 
Behaviors, 32, 2187–2199. DOI: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2007.02.014 

 
AlcCons Instructions: On the scales provided after each question, please indicate how often you have 
engaged in the following behaviors. 
 
AlcFreqYr Frequency of drinking beer/wine/wine coolers/champagne/liquor during the past year: 
m Never (1) 
m Once or Twice (2) 
m 1-3 times a month (3) 
m At least once a week (4) 
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AlcFreqMo Frequency of drinking beer/wine/wine coolers/champagne/liquor during the past 30 days: 
m Never (1) 
m Once or Twice (2) 
m 3-9 times (3) 
m 10 or more times (4) 
 
HvyAlcMo Number of heavy drinking episodes (5 or more drinks in one sitting) during the past 30 days: 
m None (1) 
m 1 time (2) 
m 2-3 times (3) 
m 4-5 times (4) 
m 6 or more times (5) 
 
Prescription Medication Use   
LeMoyne, T., & Buchanan, T. (2011). Does “hovering” matter? Helicopter parenting and its effect on 

well-being. Sociological Spectrum, 31, 399—418. DOI: 10.1080/02732173.2011.574038 
 
RxMeds Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the 
following conditions? 

 No (1) Yes (2) 
ADHD (1) m  m  
Anxiety (2) m  m  
Asthma (3) m  m  

Depression (4) m  m  
Hypertension (5) m  m  

Insomnia (6) m  m  
Migraines (7) m  m  

Pain (8) m  m  
 
 
Display This Question: 

If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 
ADHD - Yes Is Selected 
ADHD-Q How long did you take the ADHD medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
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Display This Question: 
If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 

Anxiety - Yes Is Selected 
ANX-Q How long did you take the anxiety medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 
Asthma - Yes Is Selected 
ASTH-Q How long did you take the asthma medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 
Depression - Yes Is Selected 
DEP-Q How long did you take the depression medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 
Hypertension - Yes Is Selected 
HYP-Q How long did you take the hypertension medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
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Display This Question: 
If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 

Insomnia - Yes Is Selected 
INS-Q How long did you take the insomnia medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 
Migraines - Yes Is Selected 
MIG-Q How long did you take the migraine medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
 
Display This Question: 

If Instructions: In the past year, have you taken prescription medications to treat any of the follo... 
Pain - Yes Is Selected 
PAIN-Q How long did you take the pain medication for? 
m for 2-3 days or less (4) 
m for about a week (5) 
m for more than one week, but less than a month (6) 
m for one to six months (7) 
m for more than six months (8) 
 
Demographics 
Gen What is the gender you identify as? 
m Male (1) 
m Female (2) 
m Other (3) 
 
SexOr What is your sexual orientation? 
m Heterosexual (1) 
m Homosexual (2) 
m LGBTQ (3) 
m Other (4) 
m Prefer not to say (5) 
 
Age What is your age? 
m 18 (18) - 100 (100) 
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Race What is your race/ethnicity? (Note: If you are multiracial, please select whichever identity is 
primary for you)  
m White or Caucasian (1) 
m Black or African American (2) 
m American Indian or Alaska Native (3) 
m Asian (4) 
m Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (5) 
m Hispanic or Latino (6) 
m Other (7) 
 
Edu For the following questions, please select the highest educational attainment. 

 Less 
than 
high 

school 
(1) 

High 
school 

(2) 

Some 
college  or 
associate’s 
degree (3) 

Bachelor’s 
degree (4) 

Master’s 
degree 

(5) 

Professional 
degree (e.g., 
JD, MD) (6) 

Doctorate 
(7) 

What is your 
highest 

educational 
attainment? 

(1) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

What is your 
mother’s 
highest 

educational 
attainment? 

(2) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  

What is your 
father’s 
highest 

educational 
attainment? 

(3) 

m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Relig2 Please rate how often each statement including a behavior or attribute describes you.  
 Never 

(1) 
Sometimes 

(2) 
About half 
the time (3) 

Often 
(4) 

Very 
often 
(5) 

Spirituality is an important part of my life. 
(1) m  m  m  m  m  

I pray (communicate with a higher power). 
(2) m  m  m  m  m  

I attend religious services. (3) m  m  m  m  m  
Some doctrines or practices of my church 

(or religious body) are hard for me to accept. 
(4) (R) 

m  m  m  m  m  

 
Contact Information 
 
For Undergraduate Participant and Referrals Only: 
TY Thank you for participating in this study. Please enter the following information: 
 
Fname What is your first name? 
 
Lname What is your last name? 
 
1email What is your primary email address? 
 
2email What is your secondary email address? 
 
ParID How did you find out about this survey? 
m I am a student taking this survey for course/extra credit (1) 
m I was referred to this study by a student (2) 
m I am a Qualtrics participant (3) 
Condition: I am a Qualtrics participant Is Selected. Skip To: End of Survey. 
 
Display This Question: 

If How did you find out about this survey? I am an undergraduate taking this survey for course/extra 
credit Is Selected 
Course In what COMM class are you enrolled in order to participate in this study? (e.g., COMM 420, 
COMM 417A) 
 
Display This Question: 

If How did you find out about this survey? I am an undergraduate taking this survey for course/extra 
credit Is Selected 
Instr Who is the instructor of that COMM class? (e.g., Staggs, Tusing,) 
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Display This Question: 
If How did you find out about this survey? I was referred to this study by an undergraduate Is 

Selected 
TYreferral The following information can be found in the email the researcher sent you with the survey 
link. In order for the student who referred you to this study to receive course/extra credit, please answer 
the following questions about the student who referred you: 
 
Display This Question: 

If How did you find out about this survey? I was referred to this study by an undergraduate Is 
Selected 
UGfirst What is the student's first name who referred you? 
 
Display This Question: 

If How did you find out about this survey? I was referred to this study by an undergraduate Is 
Selected 
UGlast What is the student's last name who referred you? 
 
Display This Question: 

If How did you find out about this survey? I was referred to this study by an undergraduate Is 
Selected 
UGclass What class is the student enrolled in? (e.g., COMM 420, COMM 417A) 
 
Display This Question: 

If How did you find out about this survey? I was referred to this study by an undergraduate Is 
Selected 
UGinstruct What is the student's instructor's name? 
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