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 Dear Readers, 
 
In modern society, our lives are plagued with imagery of 
marriage and divorce. From the $53.4 billion dollar 
wedding industry to popular culture icons rapping about 
prenuptial agreements, themes of marriage and its 
consequent dissolution have been interwoven into our 
lives in subtle ways, if not having directly impacted our 
personal relationships. Our contributors at SPLIT have all 
been touched by these institutions -- whether our parents 
have opted not to marry or their breakup rocked our 
adolescent lives, we’ve found a certain extent of 
relatability when talking about the complications of adult 
romantic relationships. Our concerns about the fate of 
our parents’ partnerships become especially relevant 
knowing that one day, we might endure those trials 
ourselves. Our interests in these subjects were further 
piqued by feminist literature that outlined the historical 
landscape of marriage in the United States. Betty Friedan 
schooled us on the “housewife’s blight” and the 
consequences of young marriage in the 1950’s in "The 
Problem With No Name," while Gayle Rubin positioned 
women as the most precious of gifts in the exchange of 
marriage in 1975 (Rubin 243). Armed with these historical 
texts, we sought out to situate these marital issues in a 
modern day context and to synthesise what happens after 
marriage is dissolved, in the United States and beyond. 
 
Thus sparks the inception of SPLIT, a magazine for young 
adult readers  intended to prompt discussion about 
marriage and divorce -- who benefits from it, who is 
excluded from it, and what the implications are for 
persons across the globe. 

 
 
Our intention is to provide a glimpse of women in marriage 
from a trans-national feminist standpoint.
As Chandra Talpade Mohanty and Jacqui Alexander outline, we 
aim to engage “... a way of thinking about women in similar 
contexts across the world, in different geographical spaces, 
rather than as all women across the world” (561). 
 
In this issue, we explore primary motivation for partnerships 
across cultures, how marriage and divorce have transformed 
throughout history, and exactly why it is that so many benefit 
from getting their relationships recognized by the nation-state. 
Employing feminist scholarship and artwork produced by 
activists, we specifically address how gendered practices within 
heterosexual marriage inhibit women’s economic 
independence after divorce (see: “What’s Love Got to Do With 
It), and the lense through which women in arranged marriages 
perceive their relationships (see: “An Approved Arrangement”). 
We hear from a Filipina mother about the complications of 
marital separation in a region that prohibits divorce (see: 
“Marriage, Dissolved”), and we take a closer look at the lesbian 
feminist critique of heterosexual marriage. All of which is in an 
attempt to break down a universal experience of love and 
partnership and see how these themes manifest for individual 
women set in different social and cultural contexts. 
 
Among other things, our primary vision at SPLIT is to 
encourage our readers to question which institutions they are 
conditioned to participate in and for what reasons those 
institutions are deemed socially legitimate. We wish you good 
luck in your journey going forward, and we hope that you find 
yourselves as curious and inspired as we were when creating 
this publication. Thank you and enjoy!

A Letter From 
The Editor
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Y O U  C A N ’ T  S I T  W I T H  

U S :  E X A M I N I N G  

E X C L U S I O N A R Y  

P R A C T I C E S  I N  

M A R R I A G E

During early life, the questioning of one’s 

sexuality is not considered by family, friends, and 

peers. Yet as individuals begin to be affected by 

socialization and start formulating their own 

sexual preferences, outsiders being placing 

judgement on their sexuality. This judgement 

creates conflict caused by privileging of the 

institution of heterosexuality. To combat this 

privileging, feminists have implemented queer 

theory into their research in an effort to break 

down and provide frameworks that denaturalize 

heterosexuality. In this piece, we look specifically 

at the ways feminist theory frames 

heterosexuality as the cornerstone of marriage, 

and how this works to disenfranchise same-sex 

couples, even after marriage equality has been 

achieved. Despite claims of inclusion after the 

legalization of same-sex marriage in the United 

States, the lesbian feminist lens renders an 

important critique of the ways in which the 

institution of marriage perpetuates 

heteronormative ideals. Consequently, we 

question whether marriage equality is truly a win 

for lesbian and gay communities.

Words Cassis Schafer, Madi 

Doerre and Laura Ayre

Styling Avia Hailey
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Marriage has been thought to be rooted in what society deems as “natural,” a concept grounded in science and 
religion that serves to center certain behaviors as normative, while working to portray others as deviant. 
Naturalistic fallacy, which makes the assumption that what is natural is morally good, benefits those relationships 
originally described by science and religion, those being heterosexual. In Against Nature: How Arguments about 
the Naturalness of Marriage Privilege Heterosexuality, Elizabeth R. Cole et al describe the power that heterosexual 
relationships derive from this concept of naturalism, writing, “...a key tool in the knapsack of heterosexual 
privilege is the entrenched and nearly unassailable assumption that such relationships are natural” (47). The 
heterosexual privilege associated with this concept then influences the policy which regulates marriage, a space 
in which the government can dictate what is “morally good.” Historically, this has resulted in exclusionary 
practices that prevented same-sex couples from getting married, as government officials can draw upon science 
and religion to reinforce the idea that heteronormativity is the only viable option. For instance, exclusionary 
policy regarding homosexual marriages has been “justified” by social science research regarding childhood 
development in same-sex homes (Cole et al 48). Gayle Rubin offers a critique of naturalism and its reliance on 
science and religion in “The Traffic in Women: Notes on the ‘Political Economy’ of Sex.” She writes of heterosexual 
marriage and references a text called ‘The Family’ that appears to queer that image, saying, “... The argument in 
‘The Family’ displays a radical questioning of all human sexual arrangements, in which no aspect of sexuality is 
taken for granted as ‘natural’. Rather, all manifest forms of sex and gender are seen as being constituted by the 
imperatives of social systems” (245). Rubin’s quotation challenges the idea of marriage as “natural” by stating that 
all aspects of sexuality are made through social systems. Therefore, no marriage is made by one’s natural desire, 
but instead one’s desire is made by societal pressures and norms. As a result, we can begin to think about how 
heterosexuality is obligatory rather than natural, causing us to call into question heterosexuality as a major 
tenant of marriage.
 
Marriage and heterosexuality are co-constitutive concepts; by establishing a linkage between the two practices, 
we can see how minority groups, specifically the LGBTQ+ community, would be critical of the institution as a 
whole. Some of the most nuanced critiques of the exclusionary practices of marriage are grounded within a 
feminist framework and more concretely within a lesbian-feminist lens. In her essay titled “Not for Lesbians Only,” 
Charlotte Bunch makes a compelling case as to why a critical outlook on heterosexuality is in service of all women, 
despite their sexuality: “the heart of lesbian-feminist politics, let me repeat, is a recognition that heterosexuality 
as an institution and ideology is a cornerstone of male supremacy. Therefore, women interested in destroying 
male supremacy, patriarchy, and capitalism must, equally with lesbians, fight heterosexual domination” (221). 
Here, Bunch explicates a clear line of reasoning; she attaches the notion of heterosexual domination to accessible 
and understandable forms of oppression for heterosexual women, such as male supremacy, the patriarchy and 
capitalism. By using language that is digestible for a heterosexual audience, Bunch is able to highlight the 
universality of heterosexual domination. Bunch situates heterosexual domination at the heart of lesbian-feminist 
politics, and even more broadly, as the locus for dismantling male supremacy, the patriarchy, and capitalism. 
Bearing her argument in mind, her claims make a rather direct commentary on the ways in which marriage gives 
primacy to heterosexual domination. Even further, heterosexuality must be understood as an institution, allowing 
one to conceptualize the magnitude of its oppression. In “Compulsory Sexuality and the Lesbian Existence,” 
Adrienne Rich underscores the importance of examining heterosexuality through an institutional framework, 
claiming that “the failure to examine heterosexuality as an institution is like failing to admit that the economic 
system called capitalism or the caste system of racism is maintained by a variety of forces, including both physical 
violence and false consciousness (Rich 648). Here, the author demonstrates how heterosexuality’s existence as an 
institution is dependent on people’s adherence to it—this is what gives heterosexuality legitimacy. Thus, in 
likening heterosexuality to an institution, Rich lays the foundations in how to understand this specific mode of 
oppression, and subsequently resist it.
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Though critiques of marriage certainly exist, we must take into consideration the benefits allocated 
to those who participate in it, making the institution appealing from an economic and social 
standpoint. According to M.V. Lee Badgett in “The Economic Value of Marriage for Same-Sex 
Couples,” private-sector entities such as employers and third-parties such as the state recognize 
marriage as a status that entitles people’s spouses to tack on to their benefits (1084). Resultantly, the 
advantages of marriage come in many forms, including the extension of healthcare benefits to one’s 
spouse, and tax-free transfers of assets if one’s partner were to die. When looking at healthcare plans 
specifically, typically an employer’s healthcare plan will extend to cover their partner’s needs, 
alleviating the couple from paying for private insurance that is associated with high out-of-pocket 
costs. Those excluded from marriage are therefore at an economic disadvantage, illustrated by the 
low rates of healthcare coverage that same-sex domestic partners of employees were offered prior to 
the legalization of same-sex marriage (Badgett 1086). Having not been offered the option of 
healthcare by their partner’s employers, these individuals are forced to resort to investing in 
individual coverage on the open market or obtaining no health insurance at all. Additionally, 
couples who marry benefit from the terms of estate tax after a spouse’s death, and can transfer assets 
from one partner to the next tax-free, while those who are not married are taxed for doing so. Badgett 
describes the monetary implications of this for same-sex couples prior to the legalization of same-
sex marriage, writing, “In 2009, an estimated 73 same-sex couples nationwide would have been in 
this position and paid, on average, an additional  $3.3 million in estate taxes that would not have 
been due were those couples married” (1091). In examining the benefits of marriage for romantic 
partners both during life and after death, we can begin to understand why there is such a high 
demand for marriage in the United States despite the many critiques it raises. Though it is easy to 
disregard marriage as being innately heterosexual and reliant on patriarchal ideals, it is likely that 
even the most progressive of couples will continue to seek marriage licenses seeing that we all have 
an interest in protecting our personal wealth. As victims of the capitalist structure, we all have the 
potential to fall in love with marriage. 
 
We see this manifesting in today’s culture, where same-sex couples are choosing to participate in 
marriage despite its historically exclusionary nature. Yet the lesbian feminist lens employed 
throughout this article insists that the problem is not with its exclusion of specific people, but rather 
the patriarchal tenants it relies on. Yes, the legalization of same-sex marriage in the U.S. is and 
should be applauded, but one must be critical of viewing legalization as a complete cure for 
heterosexual dominance. Even further, the participation of same sex couples within the institution 
of marriage does not necessarily indicate that the problematic nature of marriage is eliminated. 
Bearing these considerations in mind, there seems to be a gap pertaining to the legalization of same-
sex marriage and the societal attitudes towards its legalization. In the same manner that some may 
have understood Obama’s presidency as an indication of a post-racial society, we must avoid 
applying essentializing conjectures onto a nuanced and complex issue. In other words, the 
legalization of same-sex marriage is not evidence of a post-homophobic society, just as President 
Obama’s presence in the White House did not signify a post-racial society. Although the legalization 
of marriage serves to validate the legitimacy of same-sex marriage in an institutional manner, there 
are many more milestones that have yet to be achieved on the societal and cultural front. This all 
begs the question: can the the legalization of same-sex marriage be considered a win for the LGBTQ+ 
community?
 



"Split Motives" Avia Hailey
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WHAT’S LOVE GOT TO DO WITH IT?

BY CASSIS SCHAFER

Picture this: you are walking down the aisle, taking 
confident steps towards your personalized version of 
“happily ever after.” There are tears of joy, there are 
overbearing relatives, there are children scattering rose 
petals. Right as you are about to look into the loving eyes of 
your partner, a thought emerges from your subconscious 
and begins signaling the alarms within your psyche. You 
take a moment to consider the fact that approximately forty 
to fifty percent of marriages in the United States end in 
divorce (“Healthy Divorce: How to Make Your Split as 
Smooth as Possible”). The pragmatic economist within you 
is trying to get your attention, wanting to ask the hard-
hitting questions that you are unprepared to face. Your 
heart is screaming the audacity! The major party foul! Yet, 
you listen to your economist self, sensing that they have 
something important to say to you.

They’re asking: have you and your partner discussed financial 
matters in the event of a divorce? Are you cognizant of the 
gender dynamics involving money allocation post-divorce? 
Your inner self may be ill timed and unwanted, but they are 
making some valid points… As you finally look up into the 
gleaming eyes of your loving partner, you think to yourself: 
“I’ll table this discussion for the honeymoon.”
 
When embarking on the journey of happily ever after, many 
couples are affected by optimism bias (Bourreau-Dubois 
466). Though future newlyweds can have a fairly accurate 
estimation of the overall risk of divorce, optimism bias 
causes them to strongly underestimate the risk of their own 
divorcing (Bourreau-Dubois 466). Optimism bias speaks to 
the romanticism that characterizes most relationships. Love 
feels personal, unique, and eternal—and it should! Yet even 
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the most loving of marriages are susceptible to divorce, the skyrocketing divorce rates observed in the US are 
indicative of this claim. Historically, the dominant culture in the United States has placed emphasis and value on the 
institution of marriage. Thus, the proliferation of divorce in the country has sparked a certain fascination (and 
perhaps even panic) among the population, with some speculating the causes of divorce and how to mitigate its 
impact—specifically concerning the economic disparities observed between men and women following divorce. In 
examining the gendered and disproportionate power relations among heterosexual partners, it becomes evident that 
marriage is complicated beyond notions of love. Historically informed depictions of motherhood continue to have 
lingering economic effects on women that disserve them as they extend beyond the confines of marriage; thus, 
divorce works to free the husband of his contractual agreement to his wife, while the wife remains plagued by the 
failure of her relationship.
 
In the eyes of an economist, marriage is a long-term contractual relationship governed by law (Bourreau-Dubois 460). 
Thus, divorce is the dissolution of that contract. The decisions made by the couple and the roles that each partner 
assumes during the marriage play an important function in dictating the likely outcomes and procedures of the 
subsequent divorce. For the purpose of demonstrating gender-based economic inequalities, one specific type of 
marriage partnership will be explicated. Issues arise when each partner focuses their investments in distinct yet 
separate spheres, such as the domestic sphere and the workforce. The couple discussed below will be nicknamed 
Partner A and Partner B. Partner A, usually the woman, has made specific investments in the domestic sphere. These 
investments may include “raising the children, managing the household, or financing the other spouse’s early 
working career” (Bourreau-Dubois 460). In contrast, Partner B, typically the man, has placed his time and energy in 
the job market. Despite the critical role that Partner A assumed throughout the marriage, her investment in the 
domestic sphere is difficult to translate into the workforce. Partner A’s lack of “valued” skills in the job market 
becomes paramount in the event of divorce. Partner A is left with little to show for her investment in the domestic 
sphere, “while Partner B is able to profit from Partner A’s investment without paying the long-term cost” (Bourreau-
Dubois 460). Suddenly, the American suburban housewife whose life was so enviable to women all over the world in 
the 1960’s becomes victim to her own wifely tendencies (Friedan 173). Consequently, the roles taken up by Partner A 
and Partner B throughout the marriage lay the foundations for unequal economic outcomes between the spouses 
post-divorce.
 
Although the current societal norm in the United States places emphasis on the mother’s indispensable role in child 
rearing, history indicates this was not always the case. In the industrial era in the United States., fathers were 
established as the most significant parental figures; fulfilling the children’s need for their fathers was thought to be 
crucial, even primary, to happy development (Hartmann 312). Historically, the relationship between fathers and their 
children was solidified due to their mutual responsibility to conduct manual work. As children were distanced from 
manual labor and their ability to contribute to the economic well-being of the family declined, the mother’s 
relationship to her children became more pronounced (Hartmann 312). Childrearing transformed into a woman’s job 
once offspring were deemed ineffective for production of capital. Here, the inextricable link between the patriarchy 
and the economy becomes central, especially in regards to women’s domestic specialization. The domestic 
specialization that occurs throughout marriage, as demonstrated by Partner A, can continue in the case of divorce. In 
a modern context, women often retain custody of their children in circumstances of divorce. Statistical research 
conducted in the United States and Europe reveals that women’s standard of living after separation drops sharply on 
average, while separation has less of an impact on ex-husbands (Bourreau-Dubois 461). Circling back to Partner A, 
this reduced standard of living after separation can be attributed to her prolonged absence from the job market, her 
lack of “translatable” skills in the job market, or her propensity to adjust her career to align with her children’s needs. 
Thus, one must acknowledge the contexts within which women mother and the structures that inform their mothering 
choices (Miller 1). In examining the mother’s obligation to her children and her role within the private sphere while 
married, we see how these gendered practices serve to inhibit her after divorce.
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One of the primary ways that the law accounts for 
the economic losses incurred by women’s 
domestic specialization is alimony. Alimony is 
court-mandated financial support paid from one 
party to another following a couple’s divorce 
(Donovan 111). Usually alimony involves the ex-
husband providing financial support to the ex-wife. 
Their responsibility to do so can be attributed to 
the wife’s limited economic agency post-divorce, 
for reasons discussed above. During the first two 
decades of the twentieth century (1900-1920), the 
economic and political opportunities afforded to 
(white, presumably middle-class) women 
broadened. State laws such as the Married Women 
Property Act, which permitted women to legally 
own property, fostered a sense of increased 
economic agency for certain women. When the 
cultural, economic, and political landscapes 
became more inclusive for a certain demographic 
of women, the largely unquestioned practice of 
alimony became a hotly contested public debate.
 
What subsequently emerged was the alimony panic 
of the 1920’s. The discourse surrounding the 
alimony panic was predominately male-dominated 
and gave voice to the men who were concerned 
with greedy women who married and divorced men 
for purely financial gain (Donovan 112). This panic 
was so widespread that a 1927 Wall Street Journal 
editorial remarked “these days a man about to 
marry must figure whether or not he can afford not 
only matrimony but also alimony” (Donovan 114). 
The early twentieth century marked the period in 
which men in the midst of the alimony panic 
popularized the term “gold digger.” Men employed 
the expression in order to illuminate their 
perceived injustices under the “prejudiced” 
alimony system. The law provides room for 
interpretation in granting and settling the amount 
of money allocated to alimony seekers (Bourreau-
Dubois 465); thus, notions of “gold digging” and 

“gold diggers” undoubtedly influenced the manner that 
legal actors deliberated on ex-wives requesting alimony. 
The discourse that materialized from the alimony panic 
served to subjugate women in a twofold manner: women 
bore the responsibility of raising the children throughout 
the duration of their marriage, whilst also facing alimony 
skepticism fostered by the fictionalized and stylized 
accounts of gold digging.
 
Both within the confines of marriage and throughout the 
divorce process, women are the subject to 
disproportionate power relationships. In certain 
heterosexual partnerships, this asymmetry becomes 
most prominent when examining a woman’s exclusive 
and socially constructed role in the private sphere, 
especially in relation to motherhood. In contrast, a man’s 
responsibility is cemented within the workplace. Not 
subject to raising the children pre and post divorce, men 
are able to capitalize on the women’s investment in the 
private sphere without the economic consequences that 
accompany it. In the wake of the alimony panic, men also 
felt entitled to evade the economic responsibilities of 
supporting their ex-wives by portraying them as greedy, 
and subsequently unworthy of financial repayment. 
Moreover, notions of liberation and economic prosperity 
following divorce are gendered and asymmetrical. 
Women are seemingly unable to avoid the domestic 
responsibilities that further disadvantage them 
economically. Conversely, husbands can oftentimes 
manage to out-run their paternal responsibilities in the 
event of divorce, reaping economic benefits that are 
inaccessible for the wife who is forever chained to 
institution that failed her.
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DIALOGUE ACROSS CULTURES

MARRIAGE DISSOLVED: AN 
INTERVIEW ON ROMANTIC 
PARTNERSHIP IN THE PHILIPPINES

 In our publication of the first issue of SPLIT, we’ve had the 
privilege of hearing from Leticia Razon Panganiban II -- my 
childhood nanny who played a large role in raising me as a young 
girl. A critical figure in my life, I’ve remembered her over the years 
for her animated story-telling and her strong hand-hold as we 
navigated the bustling streets of Hong Kong and later, the sleepy 
suburban neighborhoods of Connecticut. Interviewing her has been 
an honor, and I’m thankful for the opportunity to reconnect with 
her and to engage with her in adult conversations. 
 
Examining Leticia’s relationship to the institution of divorce is 
relevant to our magazine’s mission of incorporating a cross-cultural, 
transnational feminist analysis of women in marriage. Our efforts as 
Westernized writers is to illustrate what it means for women to 
operate in marriage and after divorce without creating a simplistic, 
historically reductive formulation of how gender roles are at play in 
these systems. In her work,“Under Western Eyes: Feminist 
Scholarship and Colonial Discourse,” Chandra Talpade Mohanty 
problematizes the language oftentimes used in Western scholarship 
that groups ‘women’ as a collective on the basis of their 
subordination. Such analysis portrays a universal image of 
womanhood that flattens the unique experiences of culturally 
diverse groups who are subject to a multitude of oppressive forces, 
and who endure that oppression at varying lengths (330). In our 
synthesis of marriage, we aim to create a pluralistic body of work 
that gives voice to these unique individuals and their isolated 
experiences – Leticia included.

By Laura Ayre

Continue reading at next page >
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MEET LETICIA 
RAZON PANGANIBAN 

II
A Filipina mother who’s spent the majority of 

her adult life nannying for expatriate families 

overseas, Leticia can speak to the trials and 

tribulations of engaging in romantic partnerships 

herself and how they manifest in the Philippines. 

Beyond this, her migratory career has enabled 

her to closely observe marriage and divorce in 

Westernized culture, as well as speak to the 

differences in these practices globally. Her 

identity as a Filipina woman is of particular 

interest in our research on divorce. According to 

Andrea Lauser in "Philippine Women on the 

Move: Marriage across Borders," both the 

Philippine state and Catholic Church explicitly 

prohibit divorce. Seeing that legal separation and 

annulment is highly expensive, lower class 

individuals have settled to creating consensual 

marriage agreements that aren’t recognized by 

the Philippine state. Such agreements are socially 

accepted under the condition that both the man 

and woman do not engage in promiscuous sexual 

practices (92). In cases where a state recognized 

marriage does dissolve, however, Philippine 

gender politics dictate the roles that men and 

women play going forward in their broken 

relationship.

 In Philippine culture, it is common for 

men to establish separate households with 

their mistresses under what is called a 

querida system, a triangular system 

allowing the male to have a second wife 

outside of marriage. As long as the man 

does not neglect paternal responsibilities for 

his legal family, he is praised for engaging 

in such relationships – especially if he is 

able to economically support both 

households. While Filipino men go 

unstigmatized in this process, Filipina 

women are often shamed for being unable 

to maintain their husband’s interests 

(Lauser 91).

 

In our interview, we’ve asked Leticia to 

touch on these trends in Filipino 

partnership, drawing from her personal 

experience with marriage and providing 

insight to her religious and cultural 

community’s investment in the institution. 

Our dialogue with her is listed on the 

following page.

PAGE 12 INTERVIEWBACKGROUND INFORMATION

Continue reading at next page >



S P L I T  M A G A Z I N E  | 1 3

INTERVIEW
 QUESTIONS & 

ANSWERS

1.     Q: What does the institution of marriage mean to you? How did you arrive at this 
conclusion?  
 
A: I believe in the sanctity of Marriage Institution, a GIFT from God, for the union of 
Woman and Man. It is based on my deep Christian Faith, as well as my household 
creed.
 
2.     Q: What is your relation to the institution of marriage? How did your work 
abroad impact your relationships? 
 
A: I "was" married myself. Tragically, got separated from my husband (not legally) since 
1987. I grew up in a household that honor and maintained marriages. As for myself, 
working abroad had a disastrous impact on my relationship because of infidelity and 
irresponsibility on the part of my husband... It is true what the Bible says:,' it's NOT 
good for husband and wife to be separated for longer period, for there's lot of trials and 
temptation that can cause either one to be fallen.
 
3.     Q:  What is the primary motive behind partnership in your life (note: partnership, 
here, is distinguished from marriage in that it can include any romantic relationship, 
acknowledged by the legal/religious community or not)? What is the primary motive 
behind partnership in your community? 
 
A: My primary motive of partnership is that, a faithful love and commitment to be 
acknowledge and blessed by God, at the same time recognize and honor by society, 
government and its laws. To have legitimate children. To have rights and protection 
for any benefits (of both partners), stated in Marriage Constitutional laws.
 

StoryLife 
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4.     Q: In what circumstances are you in support of divorce? When troubled in marriage, what 
are the appropriate steps to take? In your experience, how might one's race, gender, or class 
impact their experience with the process of divorce? 
 
A: I personally support Divorce when the grievances is deeply troubled like, physical and verbal 
abuse, mental incapacity, and even infidelity or adultery. However, our country still do not 
acknowledge and approve Divorce because of Catholic Religion. Thus, many aggrieved party, 
mostly women, even the children, could not able to get any justice like financial support. In 
separation (not legally), like my personal experience, it was merely the woman, as a single 
parent, bear the obligation of the father to their children /child. Both cannot be married if in 
case they found a new partner, until they get Legal Separation and annulment.
 
5.     Q: What are your thoughts about the relationship between one's socioeconomic status, 
marriage, and divorce?
 
A: In my country, in this present generation, I can see lot of partners not getting married 
anymore. Some are due to economic factors. And some "maybe" don 't believe anymore and 
careless about marriage.. They live just as "common law partners", instead of blessed and lawful 
husband and wives. Since there is no Divorce, yet, in the Philippines, ONLY wealthy people, 
mostly celebrities and politicians can easily get ANNULMENT and Legal Separation, for they 
can afford to pay huge amount on attorney's fee, and necessary documents and other court fees.
 
A: In my country, in this present generation, I can see lot of partners not getting married 
anymore. Some are due to economic factors. And some "maybe" don 't believe anymore and 
careless about marriage.. They live just as "common law partners", instead of blessed and lawful 
husband and wives. Since there is no Divorce, yet, in the Philippines, ONLY wealthy people, 
mostly celebrities and politicians can easily get ANNULMENT and Legal Separation, for they 
can afford to pay huge amount on attorney's fee, and necessary documents and other court fees.
 
6.     Q: Do you think there is exclusionary practice in marriage around the world? How does this 
show up in your community? Are people generally supportive of this exclusion? 
 
A: Yes. I think there is exclusionary practice of marriage around the world, it is called "Same Sex 
Marriage"... People in our community don't talk about it that much for we believe it is against the 
moral values in the sanctity of marriage. Filipinos, in general, DO NOT support same-sex 
marriage

Mount Kalatungan a volcanic mountain located in the province of Bukidnon in the 
southern Philippines. 14



7.     Q: What is your idealistic vision of the institution of marriage?
 
A: My ideal vision of a "almost" perfect marriage is that kind that ordained by God just for man 
and a woman, Their love must be "Christ Centered" like..with love, devotion, and respect. to 
each other. They support each other in any kind of trials, and seek the help and wisdom from a 
God, thru prayer.
 
8. Q: In your work abroad, what did you observe was different in Western marriages than in 
Philippine marriages? 
 
A:  Most marriages in the West are not long term.  In my opinion, divorced couple are rampant. 
Too much privileges.  They can easily get divorce even for simple reason  like "snoring" or 
irreconcilable differences. They can get married multiple times as long as they can afford the 
alimony.  Women  are so smart and liberated. They have so called "trial marriage' - living 
together in "one roof" or apartment first before they get engage to get married.  If it didn't work 
out, they simply part ways. Parents cannot meddle  to their love relationship. When they have 
problems, they tend to seek the help from friends , sometimes get professional help.  Very few 
western families get moral and spiritual support from  relatives.  They are independent to each 
other.
 
 In the Philippines, marriages is like marrying the entire relatives- family clan. We are family 
oriented. Our relationship are extended  even to the  relatives. If there is a problem,   relatives 
help to sort out for the sake of the children.. Most  Filipino women are willing to sacrifice and be 
a martyr to their bad and irresponsible husbands just to uphold their marriage and children. We 
are afraid of "broken homes". For Filipinos, marriage is really "till death do us part'- a long time 
relationship,. Sometimes, partners tend to keep their eyes "closed" even to infidelities and 
adultery ,  tend to become 'willing  victims" just to keep their marriage..
 
9. Q: Much of my research surrounding divorce in the Philippines has lead me to discover so-
called querida relationships. Could you comment on these?
 
A: This  practice is not legal but tolerated among others.  Very rampant among politicians and 
some wealthy people,.  Filipino men feel they are " macho" if they have querida. They are proud 
of themselves to have other women  outside marriage. It's a social status  for them that they feel 
"handsome" although they are NOT! For some women,  they are willing to be a   Querida  for 
the sake of material and financial support, or "influence". 
As Christian, of course my  thought to this  " Querida" is immoral and sin. To have other partner 
except your legal wife/husband for whatever reason,  is adultery. The other unmarried partner 
is also committed adultery, and guilty of concubinage by law.  Although  tolerated socially, I still 
believe that they owe accountability to God.
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C O N C L U S I O N  &  S U M M A R Y

Weaved throughout Leticia’s responses 
are Philippine religious and cultural 
undertones that frame her 
conceptualization of what constitutes 
“morally sound” romantic 
relationships and, need-be, their 
demise. In her discussion of the 
woman’s obligation to children along 
with the man’s responsibility to 
provide financial support, Leticia 
reaffirms existing research that claims 
the role of a Filipina wife is to keep her 
husband, home and children in good 
order, while the man’s role is to 
efficiently handle the family finances 
(Lauser 91). Similar to that of 
Moroccan culture, Philippine society 
associates masculinity with the 
capacity to earn a salary, and thus 
becomes a vehicle for Filipina women 
to hold men accountable to their 
original marriages, even if they choose 
to pursue a second or third 
relationship (Mernissi 233). And yet, as 
discussed by Leticia, Filipina women 
remain wary of broken homes and will 
oftentimes turn a blind eye to their 
relationship’s faults in an effort to 
respect their lifelong vows.

We see here that the household 
responsibilities that Philippine women and 
men hold, as well as the privileges they earn 
within marriage, are defined in terms of 
what Gayle Rubin outlines as social kinship 
in her work, “The Traffic in Women: Notes 
on the ‘Political Economy’ of Sex.” According 
to Rubin, social kinship -- a system of 
categories and statuses that aren’t necessarily 
linked through genetics -- works to organize 
sexual, political and economic activity 
(Rubin 242). Rubin elaborates on the 
organization of sexual politics, posing that 
the arrangement of human sex and 
procreation is shaped by human and social 
intervention. In the Philippines, human sex, 
procreation and marriage is controlled in 
part by the state, but is influenced at large by 
religion -- specifically Christianity. 
According to the Center for Global 
Education, the Philippines is the only 
Christian nation in Asia, having over 86 
percent of the population identify as Roman 
Catholic (Miller). Among Christian churches, 
marriage is recognized as a declaration of 
love and commitment, and is considered an 
appropriate atmosphere to pursue sexual 
relations and develop family life (“Religions-
Christianity”). Consequently, Christian 
society considers it sinful when the terms of 
marriage are broken and marital vows no 
longer hold their intended meaning. 
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With the widespread presence of 
Christianity in the Philippines, it 
becomes evident how Philippine 
social kinship is rocked by 
promiscuity, infidelity, and 
divorce, and so the law becomes a 
method to reinforce appropriate 
sexual and political behavior 
within the private sphere. In 
Leticia’s personal account, we 
observe how crucial it is for 
Filipino romantic relationships to 
be “acknowledg[ed] and blessed by 
God” as well as “recogniz[ed] and 
honor[ed] by society, [the] 
government and its laws.” 
 
Though in modern times, as 
outlined by Leticia, new 
generations are showing hesitation 
when it comes to joining the holy 
institution of marriage, instead 
opting to create consensual 
marriage agreements. It is unclear 
whether this is because divorce is 
costly and unattainable, or if 
perhaps younger generations have 
stopped needing the validation of 
the state to reaffirm their 
relationships. Further research is 
required to examine how sexual 
politics have gradually begun to 
change if Catholicism remains the 
most popular religious following, 
holding true its ideas about 
marriage and divorce. 
Furthermore, as the social 
landscape around marriage and 
divorce is changing, we question 
whether the legal one, too.
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In the United States, the average age a 

woman gets married is 27.4 years old 

(Mackenzie). Meanwhile in India, the 

average a woman enter into marriage 

is 22.2 years old (Kaur). While this age 

gap does not seem like much, the 

traditions revolving around marriage 

in the US versus India differ 

drastically. In the US, most choose 

who they marry based on love. 

However, India practices the long-

standing tradition of arranged 

marriage. While it is almost unheard 

of for someone in the US to enter into 

an arranged marriage, many still voice 

their opinion on the topic without 

regard for Indian opinion. In this 

paper, I will delve into two positive 

and two negative reactions Indian 

women have expressed regarding 

arranged marriage. Finally, I will 

explain how women situated in the 

United States have falsely placed a 

negative lens on arranged marriage, 

while overlooking the most important 

issues, such as LGBTQ+ rights and lack 

of ability to express oneself through 

love, concerning arranged marriage.

Issue 27 | 234

AN APPROVED 
ARRANGEMENT 

By Madi Doerre
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In order to address a topic such as this, it is only 
right to be straightforward about my 
positionality. As a resident of the United States 
and someone deeply rooted in modern American 
ideals, I have the freedom to decide who I marry. 
My parents, while their opinion has worth to me, 
do not have the final say in my choice of spouse. 
Therefore, I am addressing this topic as an 
outsider and doing my best to 6do so objectively. 
Secondly, as a white woman, my role in marriage 
has been debated for centuries. While I may not 
be bound to the domestic sphere today, I 
understand that others still hold that ideal in the 
United States today. Finally, I am heterosexual, 
meaning that the traditional marriage standards 
have been placed upon me by my family and 
peers. Also, I have a personal desire to get 
married one day, which aids in my interest in this 
particular topic.
 
Arranged marriage is when a marriage is planned 
and agreed upon by the families of the bride and 
groom. Marriage participates in a kinship system 
outlined by Gayle Rubin in “The Traffic in 
Women: Notes on the ‘Political Economy’ of 
Sex.” She writes, “Kinship is the idiom of social 
interaction, organizing economic, political, and 
ceremonial, as well as sexual, activity. One’s 
duties, responsibilities and privileges vis-a-vis 
others are defined in terms of mutual kinship or 
lack thereof” (242). With this quotation in mind, 
the bride and groom usually have little to no say 
in the matter regarding the rest of their life with 
an expectation to fulfill the requirements above 
in a lifelong partnership. Arranged marriages are 
common in in many countries. A few of the 
countries where arranged marriages occur are 
India, Pakistan, Japan, China, and Israel 
(“Countries Where Arranged Marriages are 
Common”). In many cases, the bride and groom 
barely know each other, contrary to the ideals 
that America places around marriage which are 
choosing your spouse by choice and through 
love. Arranged marriage puts a lot of 
responsibility on the families of the bride and 
groom to find a proper fit to benefit their son or 
daughter. Surprisingly, since the couple has very 
little say in who they marry, a study done in 2012 
found that the divorce rate for arranged 
marriages is less than four percent (Buch). This 
statistic reveals that, while it is important to think

Arranged marriage, specifically in India, is the 
preferred way to enter into marriage. Even now, 
85 percent of Indians would rather marry 
someone their families have chosen for them, 
rather than getting to choose their spouse 
themselves (“Arranged Marriage”). A suitable 
match for the parent’s son or daughter is 
determined by the eligible Indian meeting the 
parents list of criteria. The main criterions for 
marriage that the parents look for are religion, 
caste, culture, horoscope, professional stature, 
and physical appearance (“Arranged Marriage”). 
Once the partnership has been chosen, the 
priest will either give or deny his blessing. Once 
the blessing has been received for the 
arrangement, the groom’s family will finally 
meet the bride’s family. Following a successful 
meeting, the engagement will be established and 
a date for the wedding will be chosen.
 
While there are both positives and negatives to a 
marital arrangement, I first want to delve into 
the positives that women from India have 
expressed. Since the criterion for the 
arrangement is that the partnership must be 
chosen within the same caste, both the bride and 
groom are on equal playing fields when it comes 
to class. The caste system divides Indians into 
four main categories, which are the Brahmins, 
Kshatriyas, Vaishyas, and the Shudras (“What is 
India’s caste system?”). Each grouping has a 
specific class, with the Shudras being of the 
lowest class without being an outcast. The 
Brahmins are of the highest class and most 
respected because they are normally priests and 
teachers (“What is India’s caste system?”). Once 
again, because both the husband and wife are of 
the same socioeconomic status, neither partner 
is seen as greater than the other when solely 
considering class.

21



Another perspective that is of note is that some women feel that having their parents choose their spouse for 
them prohibits them from making poor decisions on who they are going to spend the rest of their life with. 
The arranged marriage system starts without the knowledge of one another, other than basic parts of each 
other’s life. The basic parts of life the couple knows when beginning the arrangement are the qualifications the 
partner must meet set by the parents, as mentioned earlier. Therefore, they are able to grow with one another 
from a fresh start and work towards love. On the contrary, when starting out with love, each partner knows 
about one another’s past and has to continuously work to fix former problems. Finally, with the knowledge 
that their parents choose their spouse based on what’s best for them, they begin their relationship with a 
positive outlook on their relationship and their partner (“Positives and Negatives”).
 
Conversely, Indian women have expressed issues with arranged marriage as well. Women have feel that they 
are unable to express themselves via marriage. The inability to choose their own spouse based on love is a 
negative for a minority of women in India. The commitment of oneself to a complete stranger, even though 
he is chosen by her parents, does not allow for any background knowledge on the strengths and weakness of 
their partner. Because the partnership is made when the only knowledge of one another is name and class, this 
can make solving issues within a relationship difficult. In a book titled, Indian Arranged Marriages: A Social 
Psychological Perspective, by Tulika Jaiswal, Jaiswal writes “Marriages in such societies fulfill functions that are 
instrumental rather than personal. Compared to choice marriages, marital satisfaction in arranged marriages 
is less dependent on emotional intimacy and personal needs” (6). This quotation supports some of the 
frustrations women have expressed above by being forced into arranged marriages. 
 
Finally, arranged marriages imply heterosexuality. Since arranged marriage is based off the search for a 
husband or a wife, there is no freedom to explore one’s sexuality, let alone have agency over it. For the 
LGBTQ+ population in India, arranged marriage proves to be difficult to navigate and only serves as a way to 
further oppress an individual. Many women have expressed that they felt isolated due to the tradition. Until 
2018, homosexuality was illegal in India, making navigating Indian culture difficult for the LGBTQ+ 
community. Other women have noted that their parents didn’t even know that gay people existed in India 
(Feldman); therefore, excluding the gay community from equality in terms of marriage. To this day, same-sex 
partners cannot obtain civil partnerships or legally marry (Trivedi and Marlow). Anika Ritter wrote an article 
titled “Because it’s too late, you cannot put it back into the box. A qualitative study on LGBTQ activism in 
Mumbai,” where Ritter writes “Through the change in the law status, the awareness on LGBTQ issues was 
raised and opposition from religious groups gave the members of the movement a chance to change people’s 
attitudes towards homosexuality” (44). To this day, even with the decriminalization of homosexuality, the 
LGBTQ+ community in India is working toward being able to express the sexuality freely.
 
In the United States, I have only encountered negative reactions towards the idea of arranged marriage. While 
there are negatives when it comes to arranged marriage, western women tend to fail to notice the positives. 
This tendency discredits the traditions and values that the population of India holds dear. Thus, the negative 
lens placed on arranged marriage reinforces the problematic “us versus them” and “west is best” models. 
Secondly, Fatima Mernisi believes that “The future of male-female dynamics greatly depends on the way 
modern states handle the readjustment of sexual rights and the reassessment of sexual status” (233). Mernisi’s 
quotation provides insight as to how the United States must adjust their way of looking at both sexual rights 
and status in order to create change revolving around the way the rest of the world perceives what is morally 
right and wrong considering sexuality and relationships. Finally, we, the US population, have a proneness to 
overlook the real issues underlying arranged marriage. For example, many do not think about how arranged 
marriage is inherently heterosexual and only serves to further oppress the homosexual community with law 
and tradition. The United States, by placing a false negative lens on Indian marriage traditions and 
overlooking the real issues within the tradition, promotes a violent rhetoric and does not serve to promote 
beneficial change for those who really need it in India.
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