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Abstract 
The rate at which many marriages crash in Nigeria nowadays calls for serious attention. The effect 
of divorce on the couples concerned, their children and relatives is better imagined than expe-
rienced. This study therefore investigated the predictive potentials of infertility, socio-economic 
status, religious factor, premarital-cohabitation, sexual intimacy, age at marriage and in-law factor 
on divorce among couples in Ibadan. Two hundred and fifty divorcees responded to standardized 
instruments used to collect data. Seven hypotheses and one research question guided the study. 
Results showed that all the variables correlated positively with the criterion variable (divorce), 
and the research question revealed that the independent variables jointly contributed a total of 
92.9% of the total variance for incidence of divorce. Recommendations were made to reduce the 
menace of divorce in Nigerian society. 
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1. Introduction 
The dynamics of culture and human relationships have led to many influences, manifestations, happenings and 
occurrences in marriage stability within the African society leading to the high rate of divorce (Borgatta & Ed-
gor, 2000). Marriage is the legal and divine cord that connects man and woman together for everlasting living (It 
is not a temporary affair). It is an ordained institution established by God to create an everlasting relationship 
between a man and a woman for companionship, pleasure, procreation and sustenance (Animasahun, 2011). 
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Marriage on the other hand can also be divined as an established permanent relationship between a man and a 
woman, based on primary and secondary agreements and backed by legal injunctions, for companionship and 
procreation (Stanley, 2001; Animasahun, 2013). 

Marriage is considered to represent a lifelong commitment by two people based on contract and sanctioned by 
the state. It thus involves legal rites, responsibilities, and duties that are enforced by both secular and sacred laws. 
As a legal contract ratified by the state, marriage can only be dissolved with state permission (Borgatta & Edgor, 
2000; Asana, 2000). 

Divorce is the final termination of a marriage, canceling the legal duties and responsibilities of marriage and 
dissolving the bonds of marriage between husband and wife. Divorce is one of the hardest things a family can go 
through. In the past divorce was a taboo. People used to endure and prolong their suffering marriages to avoid 
divorce. This is not the case anymore. All over the world, divorce rate is on the alarming increase for which 
many studies have been focused (DeMaris, 2000; Animasahun, 2013, 2014). Most of these studies investigate 
the common causes of divorce. Many psychologists, religious authorities, behavioural scientists, sociologists, 
anthropologists and environmental psychologists have worked on various dimensions of marital issues but not 
really on causes of divorce. For instance, Animasahun & Fatile (2011) worked on marriage crisis and manage-
ment, Ibokete (2000) worked on married women battering, while Olarinmoye (2001) worked on psychological 
and social consequences of divorce. Therefore this study is interested in investigating some psycho-socio-per- 
sonal variables, which include: Infertility, Socio-economic status, Religious factor, Age at marriage, premarital 
cohabitation, Sexual intimacy and In-law that may predict divorce among couples in Ibadan. Each of these fac-
tors is hereby discussed: 

Infertility. This refers to the situation whereby one of the couples or both is unable to generate necessary 
elements that could lead to reproduction or giving birth to the young ones (Benett, 2004; Mahoney & Williams, 
1998). Infertility or involuntary barreness topped the factors highlighted by Berstler and Newcomb (2008), 
Groom (2001) and O’Connor (2001) as being responsible for marital instability, given the societal expectation 
and cultural values connected with marital conflict among average Nigerians. In the same vein, Animasahun, 
(2014) observed that, for an African man, procreation takes priority in marriage, as a child is considered instru-
mental to establishing a lasting family. In Africa, the value attached to children makes barrenness a major cause 
of marriage instability (Isiugo-Abanihe, 1998). The birth of a child after marriage signifies a degree of spousal 
satisfaction which is conducive to marriage stability because the birth of a child helps to keep the family togeth-
er for sustenance (Waite & Lillard, 1991). 

Socio-economic status. This refers to the level of income that individual earn at a particular period of time 
(Amato & Previti, 2003). This could be the total amount of money earn daily, weekly, monthly orb yearly. 
Gurman & Peter (2002) addressed the question of how mechanization and the factory system influence family 
life in modern society. He maintained that the biggest single influence on the families of skilled workers was the 
size of the wage the head received at work and the resulting standard of living which it permitted. Such a family 
never experienced poverty because the head income which was a “family wage” was high enough to keep the 
whole family at a passable living standard without the wife and children having to work. The fact that money 
was not a problem to the family kept the family intact. However, the family of unskilled labour suffers poverty 
and inadequacies when they try to pattern their style of living to that of the family of skilled labours. This situa-
tion offers a good ground for factors that impede marriage stability to multiply (Bougheas & Yannis, 2009). 

Religious factor. This refers to differences in the belief and activities of individual couples (Dunkins, 2000). 
In the modern African society, the multiple institutions, increase in knowledge, civilization, exposure to neces-
sary information, multi-ethnicity, high evangelization of poly religious faith and tenets are all having dominating 
influence on marriage. The modern society is a re-evolvement of ancient African societal values, norms, beliefs 
and practices which has also absorbed other cultural and traditional values, norms, beliefs, practices which are 
foreign. Among these are Christianity, Islam and their multifarious denominational beliefs and practices which 
often scatter marriage in a situation whereby the husband’s belief negates that of the wife (Broman, 2002). 

Premarital cohabitation. This refers to the living together of couple before they were legally conjugated 
(Bramlett & Moshar, 2002). This practice, which is very rampant today, is not in line with the norms and values 
of the Nigerian society. The choice of partner is made by the individual where he/she is studying or working, 
and eventually, they begin to live together, engage in sexual deal and possibly begin to procreate children. The 
practice often lack the essential steps and stages in the establishment and solemnization of a marriage, whereby 
both the primary and secondary agreements as well as the legal injunctions are well observed before establishing 
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a marriage (Animasahun, 2013). Such practice is regarded as an imported idea from other sources that are 
beyond the African concept of marriage (Animasahun, 2014). This issue has been found to be a significant fac-
tor and cause of divorce in modern African society. This factor is strongly connected with wrong pillars of mar-
riage which refers to situation whereby a couple’s relationship is firmly established and based on certain selfish 
and covetous factors such as lust, beauty/handsomeness, talent, fame, status, position, wealth etc. (Animasahun, 
2013, 2014), which are often ephemeral. Unfortunately, most modern relationships are established on these. 
Broth and Johnson (1998) reported that what most young individuals consider most now include: educational 
status, beauty/handsomeness and religious involvement as necessary conditions to decide their marriage partners. 
Almost in the same vein, Miller, Yorgson, Sandberg, & White (2003) as well as Broman (2002) that evidence 
gathered shows that family background and ethnic origin which were of considerable importance in traditional 
marriage practice have been replaced by love/lust and affection between partners. Hence, these wrong pillars of 
marriage may not last, and such marriages built on them may collapse. 

Sexual intimacy. Sexual intimacy refers to not just the emotional force of the male’s own feelings of entitle-
ment but to a more pervasive attitude of ownership and control toward social relationships with intimate partners. 
Engaging in legal satisfactory sexual deal is one of the major reasons for entering into marriage (Mahoney & 
Williams, 1998; Mahoney, Williams, & West, 2001; Animasahun, 2013, 2014). However, many women resist 
their spouse’s sexual demands in a variety of ways, such as: arguing, protesting, abusing or fighting back (Ba-
char & Koss, 2001, Bennet, 2004). Rogness (2002) and Bergen (2006) contends that many men consequently 
rape their wives in order to derive maximum sexual satisfaction. Some women consequently defy men’s control 
by exiting a relationship through a form of emotional separation, which is taken to be a woman’s denial or re-
striction of sexual relations and other intimate exchanges, obtaining a separate residence, and/or starting or 
completing a legal separation/divorce (Bentler & Newcomb, 2008). This situation often makes men to engage in 
wife beating, rape, and other forms of male-to-female victimization (Raphael, 2001). Hence, marriages fail 
and separation/divorce sets in as a result of lack of sexual intimacy and satisfaction (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 
2002). 

In-law factor. This refers to a situation whereby negative roles, interruption, poke nosing, negative attitude, 
behaviours, wrong advice and over-dependency syndrome of in-laws can disrupt a marital union. Every family 
needs independence, privacy and confidentiality to keep going. However, when these rights are blocked or de-
nied, a marriage may hit the rock (Animasahun, 2013, 2014). 

Billings (1979), Bradbury & Finchan (1990) found that the act of divorce caused by in-laws directly affects 
the structure of a network by removing or altering an existing tie. However, it was found that additional children 
in the family improves the prospect of marital stability in spite of challenges from in-laws (Heaton, 2000), but as 
children get older the risk of divorce rises until the youngest child left home (Waite & Lillard, 2001). 

Nevertheless, many times in-laws could be beneficial to marriage stability. For instance some researchers 
working on effect of in-laws on marriage found that social networks and other emotionally supportive social ties 
from in-laws provide protective inoculation from severe social stressors and even disease (Booth, Johnson, 
White, & Edwards, 1995). Other work has shown that people receiving help from in-laws experienced less dis-
tress (though the effect was reversed when the aid came with advice) (Dehie, Larson, & Landers, 2001). Sup-
porting this, Erbert & Duck (1997), Erbert (2000), and Halford, Nicholson, & Sanders (2007) found in-laws to 
be health-promoting and provide a sense of belonging and intimacy, and also help people to be more competent 
and self-efficacious. 

Age at Marriage. Marriage has been found to be an institution essentially reserved for the matured individu-
als mainly because of the responsibilities attached (Animasahun, 2013, 2014). Hence, Animasahun (2013) ad-
vocated for the following areas of maturity: chronological, physical, emotional, economic, social, financial and 
spiritual). Marriages contracted during the teens are known to be highly unstable because there is a greater like-
lihood of mistaken expectations in the case of such marriages (Booth & Edwards, 1995; Groom, 2001; Bentler 
& Newcomb, 2008). At very young ages people often have inadequate self-knowledge and are uncertain about 
their own future prospects and potentials. They are also prone to misjudge the characteristics and likely trajecto-
ries of their partners. Hence, the discovered incompatibility could influence the risk of dissolution of the marital 
union (Animasahun, 2013). Stanley, Markman and Whitton, (2002) also found that young marriages are less 
likely to survive. 

On the other hand, Heaton & Albrecht (1991) and Becker (2007) found that a woman who could not find a 
suitor in her late twenties or thirties may revise her expectations downward and settles for a match that is far 
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from the optimal (e.g. a partner who differs substantially in religion, race/ethnicity, age, and/or education. If so, 
the result would be a union with low gains from marriage and correspondingly high likelihood of eventual dis-
solution as a result of poor match effect (South, 2001; Stutzer & Frey, 2003). 

Based on the literature submission here, this study purported to investigate the predictive potentials of some 
psycho-socio-personal variables on divorce among couples in Ibadan, Nigeria. To this end, seven hypotheses 
were formulated at 0.05 level of significance and one research question generated to guide the study. 

2. Research Hypotheses 
1) There will be no significant relationship between infertility and couples’ divorce. 
2) There will be no significant relationship between socio-economic status and couples’ divorce. 
3) There will be no significant relationship religious factors and couple’s divorce. 
4) There will be no significant difference between age at marriage and couple’s divorce. 
5) There will be no significant difference between premarital cohabitation and couple’s divorce. 
6) There will be no significant relationship between sexual intimacy and couple’s divorce. 
7) There will be no significant relationship between in-law and couples’ divorce. 

3. Research Question 
What is the joint contribution of psycho-socio-personal variables (infertility, socio-economic status, religious 
factors, age at marriage, premarital cohabitation, sexual intimacy, and in-law) to the prediction of divorce among 
couples? 

4. Research Design 
The research design in this study was a descriptive design of the ex-post type. It ascertained the predictive po-
tentials of some psycho-socio-personal variables (infertility, socio-economic status, religious factors, age at 
marriage, premarital cohabitation, sexual intimacy, and in-law) on divorce among couples. However, it was a 
carefully observed and recorded information as it naturally occurred at the time the study was conducted without 
any manipulation. 

5. Population 
The population for the study comprises of all divorced couples in Ibadan, Nigeria. 

6. Sample and Sampling Techniques 
The sample for this study comprises of two hundred and fifty (250) participants who were selected using purpo-
sive and convenience sampling methods. Purposive in the sense that only divorced individuals were used and 
convenience in the sense that divorced individuals in different offices who created time in responding to the 
questionnaires in the selected offices were used. On the whole, total numbers of participants were two hundred 
and fifty consisting both men (117) and women (133), with age ranged between 21 and 59 with a mean of 40 years. 

7. Instrumentation 
7.1. Socio-Economic Status Scale 
Salami’s (2000) Socio-Economic Status Scale (SES) was used to measure the couples’ socio-economic status. It 
has 12 major items measuring occupational type, educational status, type of residence, possessions and Parental 
occupation and residence type as well as social status of the couples. The test retest reliability of the scale was 
given as 0.73. 

7.2. Sexual Intimacy Scale 
The Sexual Intimacy Scale developed by Tourangeau (1984) was used to measure sexual intimacy of the 
couples. The instrument consists of sixteen (16) sexual intimacy item responses anchored based on the four 
point likert scale, Strongly Agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2) and Strongly Disagree (1). The estimated internal 
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consistency was .83. 

7.3. In-Law Scale 
The In-laws’ Relationship Rating Scale developed by Animasahun (2014) was used to measure the in-law issues 
of the couples. The instrument consists of 13 item responses anchored on the five point likert format, whereby 1 
indicates (Very much unlike me}, 2 (Unlike me}, 3(Undecided}, 4 (Like me}, 5 (Very much like me); and the 
estimated internal consistency was .89. 

8. Infertility, Religious Factor, Age at Marriage and Premarital Cohabitation Issues 
Measurements for these four variables were determined from the demographic data that formed the section A of 
the questionnaire. For instance, respondents indicated by ticking the option that suited them most e.g. for infer-
tility, respondents indicated whether they had any children at all; for religious factor, respondents indicated 
whether the spouse belong to his/her religion or not; for age at marriage, respondents indicated the particular age 
he/she got married as well as that of the spouse. Finally, only YES or No was required to know whether the 
couple cohabitated before marriage or not. 

9. Procedure for Data Collection 
The instrument was administered to the participants at their places of work with the permission of necessary au-
thority for the exercise, and were collected back immediately by the researcher. 

10. Data Analysis 
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (PPMC) was used to test the hypotheses, while Multiple 
Regression Statistical Analysis of SPSS software was used to answer the re4search question. 

11. Result 
Hypothesis One: There will be no significant relationship between infertility and couples’ divorce. 

Table 1 showed that there was a significant relationship between infertility and couples’ divorce (r = .669; P 
< .05). This means that infertility influence the level of couples’ divorce. 

Hypothesis Two: There will be no significant relationship between socioeconomic status and couples’ di-
vorce. 

Table 2 showed that there was a significant relationship between socio-economic status and couples’ divorce 
(r = .683; P < .05). This means that socio-economic status influence the level of couples’ divorce. 

Hypothesis Three: There will be no significant relationship between religious factors and couples’ divorce. 
Table 3 showed that there was a significant relationship between religious factors and couples’ divorce (r 

= .858; P < .05). This means that religious factors influence the level of couples’ divorce. 
Hypothesis Four: There will be no significant relationship between age at marriage and couples’ divorce. 
Table 4 showed that there was a significant relationship between age at marriage and couples’ divorce (r 

= .871; P < .05). This means that the age at marriage influence the level of couples’ divorce. 
 
Table 1. The summary table showing the relationship between infertility and couples’ divorce. 

Variable Mean SD N R-cal P Remark 

Infertility 3.304 1.759 250 .669 .000 Significant 

Divorce 3.368 1.790  

 
Table 2. The summary table showing the relationship between socio-economic status and couples’ divorce. 

Variable Mean SD N R-cal P Remark 

Socio-Economic Status 32.552 16.809 250 .683 .000 Significant 

Divorce 3.368 1.790  
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Hypothesis Five: There will be no significant relationship between premarital cohabitation and couples’ di-
vorce. 

Table 5 showed that there was a significant relationship between premarital cohabitation and couples’ divorce 
(r’ .685; P < .05). This means that premarital cohabitation influence the level of couples’ divorce. 

Hypothesis Six: There will be no significant relationship between sexual intimacy and couples’ divorce. 
Table 6 showed that there was a significant relationship between sexual intimacy and couples’ divorce (r 

= .875; P < .05). This means that sexual intimacy influence the level of couples’ divorce. 
Hypothesis Seven: There will be no significant relationship between in-law and couples’ divorce. 
Table 7 showed that there was a significant relationship between In-Law and couples’ divorce (r = .671; P 

< .05). This means that In-Law influence the level of couples’ divorce. 
Research Question: What is the joint contribution of psycho-socio-personal variables (infertility, socio- 

economic status, religious factors, age at marriage, premarital cohabitation, sexual intimacy, and in-law) to the 
prediction of divorce among couples? The result is presented in Table 8. 

Table 8 shows that the independent variables (infertility, socio-economic status, religious factors, age at mar-
riage, premarital cohabitation, sexual intimacy and in-law) when pulled together have significant effect on di-
vorce among couples. The value of R (adjusted) = .965 and R2 (adjusted) = 929, which means that the indepen-
dent variables account for a whole of = 92.9% of the total variance for the incidence of divorce. The analysis of 
variance performed on the multiple regressions yielded an F-ratio value of 467.169 and was found to be signifi-
cant at .05 level. 

 
Table 3. The summary table showing the relationship between religious factors and couples’ divorce. 

Variable Mean SD N R-cal P Remark 

Religious Factors 2.348 1.312 
250 .858 .000 Significant 

Divorce 3.368 1.790 

 
Table 4. The summary table showing the relationship between age at marriage and couples’ divorce. 

Variable Mean SD N R-cal P Remark 

Age at Marriage 4.584 2.529 
250 .871 .000 Significant 

Divorce 3.368 1.790 

 
Table 5. The summary table showing the relationship between premarital cohabitation and couples’ divorce. 

Variable Mean SD N R-cal P Remark 

Premarital Cohabitation 11.004 5.704 
250 .685 .000 Significant 

Divorce 3.368 1.790 

 
Table 6. The summary table showing the relationship between sexual intimacy and couples’ divorce. 

Variable Mean SD N R-cal P Remark 

Sexual Intimacy 39.588 19.585 
250 .875 .000 Significant 

Divorce 3.368 1.790 

 
Table 7. The summary table showing the relationship between In-Law and couples’ divorce. 

Variable Mean SD N R-cal P Remark 

In-Law 21.616 9.747 
250 .671 .000 Significant 

Divorce 3.368 1.790 
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Table 8. Multiple regression analysis on couples’ divorce data. 

Multiple R(adjusted) = .965 
Multiple R(adjusted) = .929 

Standard error of estimate = .4767 

Analysis of variance 

 Sum of square (SS) DF Mean square F 

Regression 743.149 7 106.164 467.169 

Residual 54.995 242 .227  

Total 798.144 249   

 
Looking critically at the correlation Tables 1-7, the strength of the relationship of each variable with divorce 

is clearly demonstrated. It is vividly evident that Sexual intimacy is the strongest factor for divorce (r = .875), 
followed by Age at marriage (r = .871), Religious factor (r = .858), Premarital cohabitation (r = .685), Social 
economic status (r = .683), In-law (.671), and lastly, Infertility (r = .669). The entire variables jointly have a total 
contribution of 92.9% to the prediction of divorce. 

12. Discussion of Finding 
The findings revealed that there was a significant relationship between infertility and couples’ divorce. This 
means that the infertility influence the level of couples’ divorce. This is in line with the studies of Bennet (2004) 
who found that divorce rates were strongly (and positively) associated with childlessness. This is consistent with 
the studies of Groom (2001) who found that in Africa, persistent infertility for two or more years could lead to 
marital instability, infidelity and sexual promiscuity. He further found that the childlessness for longer than five 
years could actually lead to separation and/or divorce. Berstler and Newcomb (2008) found that the childless 
couples have higher probability of separation or divorce as compared to those who have children. O’Connor 
(2001) observed that disharmony of marriage was more evident among childless couples and childless women 
experienced violence from their husbands. 

It was further revealed that there was a significant relationship between socio-economic status and coupes’ 
divorce. This means that socio-economic status influence the level of couples’ divorce. This is consistent with 
the studies of Amato & Previti (2003), who found that socio-economic status is integral to the formation and 
maintenance of intimate unions. Financial independence and stability are widely viewed as a prerequisite for 
marriage, especially for men (Bougheas & Yannis, 2009). 

It was also revealed that there was a significant relationship between religious factors and couples’ divorce. 
This means that religious factors influence the level of couples’ divorce. This is consistent with the studies of 
Dunkins (2000), which established an inverse relationship between religious homogeneity and suicide rates. 
Marital quality is influenced by religious involvement, especially when both couples adopt the same religion and 
the same faith (Animasahun, 2013, 2014). Involvement in religious activities can help to produce stable mar-
riages (Broman, 2002). 

It was discovered that there was a significant relationship between age at marriage and couples’ divorce. This 
means that the age at marriage influence the level of couples’ divorce. This is consistent with the studies of 
Animashun (2013, 2014; Stanley, Markman & Whitton, 2002)) who found that immaturity of couples as well as 
entering into marriage very late pose danger to marital stability. Expanding on this insight, Stutzer & Frey (2003) 
advanced the notion of a maturity effect on marriages contracted at an early age as standing at higher risk of 
disruption because they are more likely to be based on mistaken expectation at young ages whereby individuals 
have inadequate self knowledge and are uncertain about their own and their partner’s potential trajectories. 

The findings further revealed that there was a significant relationship between premarital cohabitation and 
couples’ divorce. This means that premarital cohabitation influence the level of couples’ divorce .This is consis-
tent with the studies of Bramlett & Moshar (2002) who found that premarital cohabitation is associated with 
lower marital satisfaction and higher rate of wife infidelity as well as lower commitment to the partnership 
(Stanley, Whitton, & Markman, 2004). Also, Animasahun (2013), Miller, Yorgson, Sandberg, & White (2003) 
found that marriages were more susceptible to divorce for those who cohabitated for longer period of time. 
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Furthermore, the findings showed that there was a significant relationship between sexual intimacy and 
couples’ divorce this mean that the sexual intimacy influences the level of couples ’divorce. Mahoney, Williams, 
& West (2001) found that a male partner is often emotionally disturbed if he has erectile dysfunction. Bachar & 
Koss (2001), Bennet (2004), DeMaris & Rao (1992), and DeKeseredy & Schwartz (2002) stressed the impor-
tance attached to sex in marriage, and found that marriages that lack intimate sexual relationship are highly sus-
ceptible to breakup. 

Finally, it was found that there was a significant relationship between In-law and couples’ divorce. This 
means that In-law influence the level of couples’ divorce. This is consistent with the studies of Heaton (2000), 
Waite and Lillard (2001) as well as Herbert (2000) and Halford, Nicholson, & Sanders, (2007) that positive dis-
position of in-laws enhanced marital satisfaction and improved marital happiness, while in-laws negative dispo-
sition to a marital union lead to marriage collapse. 

The result of the research question revealed that the independent variables (infertility, socio economic status, 
religious factors, age at marriage, premarital cohabitation, sexual intimacy and in-law) when pulled together 
have significant effect on the divorce among couples. The value of R (adjusted) = .965 and R2 (adjusted) = .929. 
The analysis of variance performed on the multiple regressions yielded an F-ratio value of l67.169 and was 
found to be significant at 0.05 level. This further buttress the earlier findings of Abane (2003), DeMaris & Rao 
(1992), DeKeseredy & Schwartz (2002), Halford, Nicholson, & Sanders (2007), Animasahun (2013, 2014) who 
concluded that factors such as age at marriage, infertility, in-law issues, religious factor, issues related to sexual 
intimacy and satisfaction, premarital cohabitation and socio-economic status could destabilize marriage and 
pave way for divorce. 

In summary therefore, the study revealed that there was a significant relationship between each of the follow-
ings: infertility, socio-economic status, religious factor, age at marriage, premarital co-habitation, sexual inti-
macy, as well as in-law factor, and divorce. Also, all these independent variables jointly accounted for a whole 
of 92.9% of the total variance for the incidence of divorce. 

13. Limitations 
The following limitations could be observed in the study: 

a) The study was carried out only in Ibadan metropolis, Oyo state. This could hinder the generalization of the 
study. 

b) Only two hundred and fifty participants were used for the study. This number does not represent the total 
number of divorcees in Ibadan alone, let alone Oyo state or Nigeria as a whole. 

c) The study accounted for only seven factors that could cause divorce, leaving out several other factors such 
as: self efficacy, emotional intelligence, tolerance, forgiveness, provision etc. 

14. Suggestion for Further Study 
The above limitations could guide the future researchers on incidence of divorce to use a wider scope, go 
beyond Oyo state, use various tribes and ethnic origins, involve larger participants, and use other factors that 
could cause divorce. Also, since this is a survey study, other researchers could investigate the causes of divorce 
experimentally. 

15. Recommendations 
Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations were made: 

1) Married couples should endeavour to establish effective intimacy among themselves, enjoy healthy sex to-
gether and relate to each other in a good manner; this will help to strengthen their marital quality in the society. 

2) Married couples are to be enlightened on the importance of discipline and how to refrain from extra marital 
sexual affairs and other bad behaviours and characters that could harm the other partner or their family. This 
would facilitate restriction to spousal sex interest alone and enhance sexual intimacy. 

3) The parent and guardians of married couples need to relate with the couples in a good manner and when 
there is misunderstanding between the couple, they should be able to settle it amicably, and do not interfere or 
poke nose unnecessarily in the affairs of the couple. 

4) Counseling/marital psychologist should intensify their efforts to organize seminars/conferences on the im-
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plications of these factors (infertility, socio-economic status, religious factors, age at marriage, premarital coha-
bitation, and in-law issues among others) on divorce among couples. 

5) The religious organizational leaders are to fuse into their teaching effective ways through which divorce 
among couples could be minimized or totally eradicated in the society. 

6) Effective mode of child rearing and parenting are to be given to the married couples and parents in the so-
ciety. This will help in reducing the level of poor premarital cohabitation, sexual intimacy, and in-law problems 
and thereby help to stabilize marital relationship in the society. 
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