
-7 -

to their lawyers or to the tr ial judge, nor does it  provide

ef fect ive guidance for  appel la te rev iew of  t r ia l  cour t  dec i -

sions, Crit ics of the "breakdown', standard are concerned that

its vag,ueness might permit -- indeed., encourage judges with

widely varying personal att i tudes toward marriage and the family

to impose their own personal standards on l i t igants. 
Th" impact

of this r isk would fal l  most heavily on three groups of married

coupl -es seeking d ivorce:  (1)  those many couples whose d i f fer -

ences ( the i r  s ta ted reason for  terminat ing the marr iage)  seem

"si l ly"  or  eas i ly  remedied,  or  whose marr iages could be , ,saved. , ,

i f  both spouses would only behave with a l i t t le more ' ,maturity, '

or  " responsib i l i ty ;  "  (2)  those marr iages in  which the spouse

pr imar i ly  in terested in  a d ivorce has "caused."  the mar i ta l  problems--

because of  behavior  which,  under  former d ivorce s tandards,  would

c lea rJ -y  be  l abe l l ed  , ' f au l t y "  (€. g . ,  adu l te ry ) ;  (3 )  coup les  who

are poor  - -  because tax funds are being used or  af ter  the

divorce wi l l  be used to suppor t  the wi fe  and ch i ldren.

Each of  the d ivorce reform studies of  recent  v in tage which

have faced this diff iculty with the "breakd.own', standard --

with the single exception of the report of the Archbishop's

Group -- have formulated more objective standards to accompany

or  in  ef fect  to  rep lace "breakdown. , '  fhe most  common response
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