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IN THIS REPORT an analysis of divovce and annulment totals is pre-
sented forv the United States, individual States, and standard metvopolitan
statistical aveas, as well as an analysis of the 1964 and 1965 defailed
divovce statistics for the 22 States included in the divovce-vegistvation
avea,

The national divovce vate, which showed little vaviation for more than
a decade, has been incveasing in vecent years, and this incvease cannot
be completely explained by the growth in the numbev of young marvied
couples, Simultaneously, the median age at the time of the decree and
the median duvation of marviage showeda decline. The average number
of childven reported per decvee declined slightly, veflecting the de-
crease in bivths in vecent years.

Total numbers and rates for metropolitan aveas, national estimates of
age-specific divorce vates, and data on age and on the duration of mav-
viage by colov and marviageovdeyr ave presenied heve forthe first time,

SYMBOLS

Data not available-----cccmmcmmmammee e ——-
Category not applicable-w-mee-mommememaeew

QuAantity Zero--~-=--eocmmmmm———m e -
Quantity more than O but less than 0.05---~- 0.0

Figure does not meet standards of
reliability or precision--------cmeueencun *




DIVORCE STATISTICS ANALYSIS

Alexander A. Plateris, Ph.D., Division of Vital Statistics

TOTALS AND RATES

National Trend

The number of divorces and annulments
granted annually in the United States has been
steadily rising in recent years from the post-
World War II low point of 368,000 in 1958, This
number increased to 450,000 in 1964 and 479,000
in 1963, 499,000 in 1966, 523,000 in 1967, and a
provisional estimate of 582,000 in 1968. Thetotal
increase during the 10-year period (1958-67) was
155,000 or 42,1 percent. The highest annual
divorce totals observed prior to 1964 were 610,000
for 1946, 485,000 for 1945. and 483,000 for 1947,
and divorce totals in recent years areinthe same
order of magnitude,

These increases cannot be explained solely
either by the growth of the total population or of

the number of married couples, because divorce .

rates are also increasing though to a lesser de-
gree than the annual number (table 1 and fig, 1).
The crude divorce rate per 1,000 population which
from 1955 through 1963 varied between 2.1 and
2.3 grew to 2.4 in 1964 and 2.5 in 1963. The
annual rates were 2.5 in 1966 and 2.6 in 1967,
with a provisional rate of 2.9 in 1968. The rate
per 1,000 married women aged 15 years andover
increased from 9.6 in 1963 to 10.0 in 1964 and
10.6 in 196S; a rate of this magnitude had not
occurred since 1949, Furthermore, these in-
creases cannot be completely explained by in-
creased numbers of young married persons,

among whom divorce occurs more frequently than
in the total married population. Wher 1965 age-
specific divorce rates, discussed later in this
report, were applied to the numbers of married
women under 25 years of age, as estimated by the
Bureau of the Census,! 146,100 divorces were
obtained for 1965 and 128,000 for 1960—an in-
crease of 18,100, which represents only 21.0
percent of the total increase of 86,000 decrees
between the two years.

These data indicate that the recentincreases
in the number and rates of divorces are not due
exclusively to changes in the population, but are
also, at least in part, due to a higher likelihood
of the occurrence of divorce. The last year when
a decline took place was 1962. From 1962to 1965
the divorce total increased by, 66,000, or 16 per-.
cent. The rate increased 0.3 points per 1,000
total population, or 14 percent, and the rate per
1,000 married women, increased by 1.2 points,
or 13 percent, Thus after a period-of generally
little change in the late 1950's and early 1960's,
divorces have resumed an upward trend, which
was characteristic of the 80-year period, 1867-
1946.

In addition to husbands and wives, children
are also usually involved in divorce cases. The
total number of persons involved including chil-
dren was 1,513,000 in 1964 and 1,588,000 in 1965.
This figure has increased 44.2 percent during
the 11-year period, from 1,101,000 in 1955 (table
2). The rate per 1,000 population increased from
6.5 in 1958, when it was lowest, to 8.2 in 1965,
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International Comparisons

Since 1962, the divorce rate has been higher
in the United States than in any country for which
information was reported to the Statistical Office
of the United Nations, though a few small non-
sovereign areas may have had still higher rates.
Prior to 1962, the rate for Egypt was higher than
that for the United States, but, since then, the
Egyptian rate has declined and that of the United
States has increased. Countries shown in table 3
are listed in the descending order of magnitude
of the latest dvailable rate, It canbeseen that the
American and Egyptian rates are followed by
several Eastern European countries, while Vene-
zuela, Canada, and the Netherlands have the
lowest rates among those included in the table.
The very pronounced difference between the rate
for the United States and for Canada is charac-
teristic for all years for which information is
available. Several European, Latin American,

and Asiatic countries have no provisions for
granting divorces, though some annulments may
have been granted.

The international data in table 3 indicate
that the increase of the divorce rate in the years
following 1962 was not - limited to the United
States, When rates for two consecutive years
were compared, it was found that from 1961 to
1962 the rates increased in nine countries, but
from 1964 to 1965 they increased in 16 coun-
tries, while the number of countries with de- '
clining rates was 11 and 2, respectively.

Regions, Divisions, and States

The numbers of divorce and annulment de-
crees granted in 1965 were larger than the 1964
figures in all regions, in eight out .of nine geo-
graphic divisions, and in 37 States and the District
of Columbia, while they declined in 13 States.




In 12 States changes were minimal—50 de-
crees or less in either’direction. The divorce
rate per 1,000 population increased in three re-
gions (in the Northeast it did not change) and in
most geographic divisions, as shown in table 4,
The rate also increased in 23 States and the
District of Columbia, declined in nine and did not
change in 16, while this information was not
computed for two States. The largest increases
occurred in North Carolina, where the annual
total grew by 54 percent and the rate by 0.8
points, in California, where the number of di-

yorces increased 18 percent and the rate 0,5
points, and in Indiana where the increases were
16 percent and (0,5 points, The largest declines
were found in Nevada (16 percent of the total and
5,3 points of the rate) and Hawaii (34 percent and

0.8 points), Changes in North Carolina and in
* Hawaii are associated with amendments to the

State divorce laws,

As in previous years, the State divorcerates
were low in the East and North and high in the
West -and South (fig, 2), The divorce rate for the
West was four times that for the Northeast, and
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Figure 2. Divorce rates per |,000 population: each State, J965.



the rate for the South almost three times as
high. The largest rate for a geographic division
was 5.0 for the Mountain Division, more than six
times that for the Middle Atlantic (0.8). In figure
2, States are classified by the size of their rate;
17 States and the District of Columbia had rates
below 2.0, 17 States had rates ranging from 2.0 to
3.0, and 16 States had rates above 3.0. The dis-
tribution of these States by region is as follows:

Total Below 2,0~ Above
2.0 3.0 3.0

United States-- 50 17 17 16
Northeast~--=-=- 9 7 2 -
North Central-~ 12 6 5 1
South-=-=====~~ 16 3 8 5
West-=wmomenene 13 1 2 10

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas

Population estimates for 1965 for standard
metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA's) and for
each constituent county? made it possible to
compute divorce rates for each SMSA. Since in
New England, SMSA's do not follow county lines,
population figures for the corresponding State
economic areas were published instead, Some ad-
justments of these figures were necessary, since
the 1965 definitions of the SMSA's were used by
the Bureau of the Census, while it is the policy of
the Division of Vital Statistics to compile data for
SMSA's as defined in 1960.

About two of three divorces granted in the’

United States (67.4 percent in 19635) were granted
within the SMSA's. This percentage varied from
57.0 percent in the South to 77.2 percent in the
West, Most decrees—>58.5 percent of the national
total—were granted in counties that include the
central cities and only 8.8 percent in suburban
counties, This distribution indicates the place
where the. decree was granted rather than the
place of residence of the parties to divorce, and
it is possible that in States where residence in
the county is not mandatory some residents of
the suburban or nonmetropolitan counties ob-
tained their divorces in the central cities, while
in a few cases the contrary seems to be true.
Divorce rates were computed for 200 SMSA's,
as defined in 1960, for divorces granted both in
1960 and in 1965 (table 5). As expected, the
‘variation was pronounced ranging from 0.3 per

4

RATE PER 1,000 POPULATION

Total All metro-  Centra! Other Non-
United politan  counties metropolitan metro-
States counties counties politan

countles
METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS

Figure 3. Divorce rates for metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas: United States, 1965.

1,000 population in the New York SMSA in both
1960 and 1965 to 43.3 in 1960 and 35.2 in 1965 in
the Reno SMSA. The magnitude of the rate de-
pended in part on two factors: the geographic
location asd the size of the SMSA. Rates for
SMSA's located in States with low divorce rates
tended to be low and those in States with high
divorce rates tended to be high. On the other
hand, as rates for central cities were usually
much higher than for the suburban counties with~
in the same SMSA, everything else being equal, |
large metropolitan areas, which included many
suburban counties, tended to have lower rates
than small metropolitan areas. Rates increased
in most SMSA's between 1960 and 1965, Informa-
tion is available for 200 such areas, with 154 of
them experiencing an increase, 34 a decline, and
no change in 12.

In the United States and in the majority of-
geographic divisions and States, the divorce rate
for all metropolitan counties combined was higher
than for nonmetropolitan counties coinbined (table
6 and fig. 3), but this difference seems to be



declining. In 1960, metropolitan counties had
higher rates in 41 States, but in 1965 only in
35 States. The rates for nonmetropolitan counties
were higher than or equal to those for metro-
politan counties in many Northeastern States as
well as in States that seem to have '"divorce
mills" in some of their nonmetropolitan counties.

All States except three (Alaska, Vermont,
and Wyoming) had metropolitan counties that
contain central cities, but only 31 had suburban
metropolitan counties. In 26 of these 31 States
rates for counties containing central cities were
higher than for suburban counties, in three States
(Minnesota, Alabama, and Washington) the con-
frary was true, while in Florida and Tennessee
both. rates were equal. In 15 of the 31 States, the
rate for suburban metropolitan counties was also
lower than that for nonmetropolitan counties, and
in two other States the nonmetropolitan and the
suburban rates were equal.

AGE OF HUSBAND AND WIFE

Age at Decree in Selected States

All States included in the divorce-registra-
tion area (DRA) have questions about age, or date
of birth, of the parties on their divorce record
forms, but in many registration States these
questions are often left blank, and in a few States
this information is reported in less than 10 per-
cent of the cases. Originally, the number of States
that reported age satisfactorily was very small
(only four in 1960), but it has increased consid-
erably in recent years, and in 1965 data from 10
States were usable, These States are Hawaii,
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
Pemnsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wiscon-
sin. These States reported 71,879 decrees, or
43.6 percent of the DRA total.

In all 10 States the modal age groups at
time of decree were either 20-24 or 25-29 years
for men and 20-24 for women. These age groups
included one-fifth of the divorced husbands and
about one-fourth of the divorced wives (table 7).
The number of divorces declined with age, in-
cluding a small number who were divorced when
they were over 65 years (fig. 4). All reporting
States showed the same general pattern in age at
decree,
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Figure §. Percent of divorces and annulments, by age
of husband and wife at decree: total of 10 selected
registration States, 1965.

Likelihood of Divorce by Age af Decree

National divorce figures by age at decree
were estimated for 1965, by applying to the na-
tional divorce total the percentages computed for
the 10 States combined, and estimated age-spe-
cific divorce rates were prepared from these
data (table 8). As expected, the rates declined
with age, and this decline was very pronounced
for both wives and husbands (fig. 5). The rate for
teenaged wives was 30.6 per 1,000, the highest of
all age-specific rates; it declined comsistently
afterwards to 1 I per 1,000 in the group 65 years
and older. For husbands, the highest rate was
found in the 20-24 years group, slightly higher
than that for teenaged husbands, and the decline
for older age groups was smaller compared with
that for the wives. Age-specific rates for hus-
bands were higher than the comparable rates for
wives in all age groups, except the teenage.
The estimated rates for 1965 show the same
pattern as the age-specific rates for four se-
lected States published in the report, "Divorce
Statistics Analysis, United States, 1962."

The propensity to divorce for various age
groups can also be demonstrated by comparing
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Figure 5. Estimated age-specific divorce rates: United
States,. 1965.

the age distribution of persons divorced in the 10
States in 1965 witlr that of all married persons
(table 9).

The percentages for the divorced were more
than twice as high as the percentages for the
married population in the young age groups, and
the ratio between the two sets of percentages
declined consistently with increasing age, to 0.1
for the oldest group.

The likelihood of divorce was high for young
husbands and wives for all years for which data
are available, The highest median age at decree
for reporting States was always considerably
lower than the corresponding age of the total
married population (table 1's,.

Age at Marriage of Divorcing Couples

In the 10 States that reported age with
satisfactory completeness, almost 20 percent of
the husbands and 50 percent of the wives divorced
in 1965 were married while still in their teens,

and 62 and 75 percent, respectively, weremarried
while under 25 years of age (table 11). Percent-~
ages declined rapidly with increasing age at the
time of marriage, and only 6 percent of the hus-
bands and 4 percent of the wives had been
married when 45 years or older. Twenty-five
percent of all men divorcead in 1965 in the se-
lected States were under 20.7 years of age at the
time of their marriage, 50 percent were under
23.6 years of age, and 75 percent, under 29.1
years of age, For wives, comparable figures
were 17.1, 20.4, and 24.9, respectively (table 12),
There was comparatively little variation among
the selected States, The interquartile range of
the age at marriage was narrow, 8.4 years for
men and 7.8 years for women. Thus, irrespective
of their age at decree, the middle 50 percent of
divorced women were married in their late teens
and early twenties. As durationof marriage varies
considerably, the distribution of age at decree is
much wider than that of the age at marriee.

Likelihood of Divorce by Ag: at Marriage

Rates by age at marriage cannotbe computed
because population bases are not available by the
age of the married population at the time of their
current marriage, Another method hadto beused;
therefore age at marriage of the divorced popu-
lation was compared with that of brides and
grooms married in earlier years, Because of the
general interest in teenage mayrriages, persons
who had married while still under 20 were used
for comparison (table 13). It was found that the
proportions of divorced persons who hadmarried
in their teens were considerably higher than the
proportions of teenage brides and grooms for all
years included in the table, and therefore the
likelihood of divorce was higher for persons who
married at an early age thanforthetotal married
population. This finding is based on data from a
group of 15 States, some of which have very high

percentages of divorces for which age was not
stated. .

The inference from the data in table 13 is
supported by an analysis of Bureau of the Census
statistics on the age of women at first marriage
by their marital status at the time of the 1960
census.? Tt is demonstrated from these data that
women who had been divorced and had either re-
married or not remarried, at the time of the



enumeration, were, in general, younger at ‘i.e
- time of their first marriage than women still
11v1ng with their first husbands.

Trend in Age of Husbqnd and Wlfe
at Decree and at Marriage

Data showing trends on age at decree and
age at marriage are incomplete and unsatisfac-
tory. Only eight States reported age at decreefor
1958 and nine. States for 1959. Age at marriage
" was not computed before 1960. Although since
1960 all registration States have reported both
age at decree and age at marriage, the reporting
has been incomplete in most States, Median ages
at decree and at marriage for each individual
‘registration State are shown in tables 14 and 15,
respectively, Many of the 10 States that had
satisfactory data for 1965 had had a less com-
plete reporting in prior years.

For the 10 States combined, median and

quartile ages at decree and at marriage were-

highest in 1962 and have declined since that year
{(table 16), The divorce rate began to rise and the
median duration of marriage started to decline
(as discussed later in this report) at about the
same time, and it is likely that there is an as-
sociation between age, rate, and-duration.

RACE AND MARRIAGE ORDER

Race

Information about race is reported with 85
percent or more completeness in the 10 DRA
States shown in table 17; nine of these States also
have satisfactory reporting of age. The reporting
of race is less complete in 11 DRA States, and
this information is not collected in Ohio,

Almost-90 percent of persons divorced inthe
10 Statées combined were white, almost' 10 per-
cent Negro, and about 1 percent members of
other races, which include Indian, Chinese,
Japanese, Filipino, Hawaijan, and so forth, Non-
white husbands and wives other than Negroes
represent 0.5 percent or less in most reporting
continental States, but about 50 percent in Hawaii,
The proportion of racial groups among persons
who divorce depends on two factors: (1) Their

proportion in the total married population, and
(2) the differential likelihood ofdivorcein various
racial groups. Divorce rates by race, or by
color, could not be computed for 1964 and 1965,
because population figures were not available for
individual States. '

Divorce data do not represent all family
disruptions. The great majority of marriages
are ended by the death of one of the spouses.
Some couples are separated, i.e., married but
living apart because of marital discord, with
little hope of reconciliation. The difference be-
tween the white and nonwhite population is pro-
nounced in the prevalence of separation—1965
estimates for the United States! indicate that 1.7
percent of white married men were separated
compared with 9.5 percent of nonwhite married
men~—percentages of the separated among mar-
ried women were 2.4 for white and 15.3 for non~
white, Similar proportions are found for earlier
years. o

In more than 99 percent of all divorces both
husband and wife belonged to the same color
group, either white or nonwhite, but in a small
number of cases on=z spcuse was white and the
other nonwhite (table 18). These couples repre-
sent a sizable proportion-among divorces grantéd

“in Hawail ‘(over 20 percent) but a negligible

fraction of those granted on the continent. Infor-
mation i$ mot available for interracial divorces
within -the norwhite population, i.e., cases in
which the husband and theé wife belong to two
different nonwhlte races.

Number of This Marriage

The reporting of the item, “number of this
marriage,” has improved -considerably over re-
cent years., In 1963 only six States (Hawaii, Jowa,
Missouri, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Wiscon-
sin) reported this item with 85 percent or more
completeness, ‘Three additional States—Kansas,
Montana, and Virginia-—achieved this level of
reporting by 1965. The case of Virginia is par-
ticularly interesting. Until 1964 the State did‘not
reqguire the reporting of the number of this
marriage of husband and wife, A new divorce
record form which included this item was in-
troduced in 1964, and in 1965—the first full



calendar year when the new form was used—
the reporting was 98 percent complete,

Almost 75 percent of husbands and wives di-
vorced in 1965 in the nine States combined had
been married once, 20 percent twice, and 6 per-
cent three or more times (table 19). These pro-
portions varied considerably among the reporting
States for both husbands and wives, and because
of these variations, data for the reporting States
combined may change considerably after more
States achieve a satisfactory level of reporting
the number of marriages of parties who divorce.

Likelihood of Divorce by Marriage Order

The term, marriage order, is used to denote
the classification of marriages as firstmarriages
or remarriages, without a further subclassifica-
tion of remarriages by the number of this mar-
riage., Data for past years indicate that remar-
riages have a higher likelihood of ending in
divorce than first marriages.

Percent distributions of marriages and of
divorces by marriage order were prepared for
the total of a group of nine States (table 20),
Information about marriages has been available
since 1956; hence, annual figures for a 10-year
period are shown in the table, and over 60 per-
cent of all couples divorced in 1965 had married
during this 10-year period. Percentages of first
marriages are higher among persons who were
married during all years shown in table 20 than
among those who divorced, though the difference
between the two sets of percentages tended to
decline in recent years. Hence, husbands and
wives married once were and still are under-
represented among those who divorce, and, con-
versely, persons married more than once are
overrepresented, but in recent years the differ-
ence has become less pronounced. The great
majority of remarried persons had been previ-
ously divorced, rather than widowed; e.g., in
1964, 16.8 percent of brides and 17.3 percent of
grooms in the marriage-registration area had
been previously divorced and only 5.8 and 5.1
percent, respectively, were widowed, This seems
to indicate that persons who have already been
divorced at least once are more likely to divorce
again than persons who have never beendivorced.

Color, Marriage Order, and Age

Tabulations of 1963 divorces were prepared
for a special study, including tables showing the
interaction of color, marriage order, and age of
husband and of wife in five States with good re-
porting of all three variables: Hawaii, Iowa,
Missouri, Tennessee, and Wisconsin. Figures for
the five States combined indicate that the propor-
tion of persons married more than once was
slightly higher among white husbands and wives
who divorced than among nonwhite—~about 28 per-
cent for white husbands and wives and about 23
percent for nonwhite, White persons divorced at
a younger age than nonwhite (table 21 and fig. 6),
Within each group of husbands and wives classi-
fied by marriage order, percentages for white
persons were higher in the youngest age group
and percentages for nonwhite persons werehigher
in the oldest age group. The same applies to the
age at marriage of divorcing persons married
once, but the age at marriage of nonwhite per-
sons married more than once was concentrated
in the age group, 25-34 years, with percentages
for the white group higher for both the group
under 25 years and that over 34. .

GEOGRAPHIC VARIABLES -
Residence of Defendant

Divorce statistics are tabulated by State of
occurrence, which may or may not have been the
State of residence of the couple, The plaintiff,
in order to file a divorce complaint, must, at
least nominally, be a resident of the State where
the complaint was filed, Hence, only the infor-
mation about the residence of the defendant is
of interest for divorce statistics. Information as
to who is the defendant was reported with a high
degree of completeness: 97,1 percent in 1964 and
98.4 in 1965 for the DRA as a whole, with the
reporting for only one State less than 85 percent
complete, Residence of the defendant was avail-
able in 80 percent of all cases grantedin the DRA
in 1965, and the reporting was 85 percentor more
complete in the 12 States listed in table 22, Usu-
ally, the wife is the plaintiff and the husband the
defendant, In 1965 this was the case in 71.4
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percent of divorces granted in the DRA, and this
proportion was similar in earlier years, Thus,
the wife was the defendant in less than30 percent
of all divorces.

There are differences between the place of
residence of divorcing husbands and that of di-
vorcing wives, Defendant husbands resided in the
State where the decree was granted more often
than defendant wives: for the DRA, the percen-
tages were 86.1 for husbands and 75.4 for wives
(table 22). A similar pattern was found for the
individual States, with percentages for husbands

ranging from 71.8 to 90.0 and for wives from
57.9 to 79.3.

These data indicate that when the wife applies
for divorce, and, therefore, the husband is the
defendant, both spouses are more likely to live
in the same State than in cases where the husband
applies. Since in over 70 percent of divorces the
husband is the defendant, it can be said that when
the couple conforms to the usual manner of seek-
ing divorce, both spouses are more likely to live
in the State where the suit is filed. Furthermore,
when the couple does not conform to the preva-



lent pattern, the distance between places of resi-
dence of the spouses tends to be more pronounced,
In 1965, 15.2 percent of defendant wives but only
7.4 percent of defendant husbands lived outside
the region where the decree was granted.

Differences in the State of residence of
the spouses are due to migration that occurred
after separation, From the available data it is
impossible to say whether the plaintiff, the de-
fendant, or both, changed their State of residence.
As most of the States included in the DRA con-
tain no "divorce mills," it is unlikely that the
migration was due to the plaintiff establishing
a temporary residence outside his or her own
State for the sole purpose of obtaining-an easy
divorce.

Place of Marriage of Divorced Couple

In the DRA, 60.9 percent of couples were
married in the same State where they were di-
~vorced. This proportion can be compared with
83.0 percent of defendants who were residents of
the State where the decree was granted. Thus,
among couples divorced in 1965, out-of-State
marriages were more prevalent than out-of-
State residence of either of the spouses, This
difference is due to marriages performed out-
gide the intended State of residence of the couple
and to migration of the couple before separation,
Marriages performed outside the State of resi-
dence are exemplified by the high percentage of
couples divorced in Tennessee, but married in
Georgia and Mississippi (15.5 and 16.1 percent,
respectively, of all couples divorced in Ten-
nessee in 1963) and by couples divorced in Oregon,
but married in Nevada (13.2 percent in 1963).
The majority of all divorced couples-~60.9
percent in 1965—were married in the State
where the decree was granted (table 23), though
in most Western States, couples married within
the State represented less thanhalfof all divorces
granted during the year. On the other extreme,in
Rhode Island and Maryland, this proportion was
70 percent or more, In general, it seems that the
proportion of divorced couples married in the
State where the decree was granted declined from
east to west, The variations are due in part to
the general stream of migration from east to
west, as well as to '"'marriagemills' and "'divorce
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mills" functioning in the western part of the

country. .
The available information for 1963 indicates

that, among couples married in a State other than

where they were divorced, the majority were

married in a contiguous State. For the DRA, 23.1
percent of divorced couples were in this category
compared with 16.6 percent who had married ina
noncontiguous State ot outside the-United States.

DURATION OF MARRIAGE
Modal and Median l;"urdfionf‘

Duration of marriage is computed by sub-

. tracting .the year and mormth the marriage was
" pérformed from the year and month the decree

was granted. Since the time of marriage is re-
ported with a high degree of comipleteness, in-
formation about duration of marriage was avail-
able for the DRA in 96.1 percent of cases in 1964
and in 97.4 percent of cases in 1965. Thirteen
States in 1964 and 16 States in 1965 reached a
level of completeness of 99.0 percent or higher.

The distribution of divorces by duration of
marriage in 1964 and 1965 was similar to that
for earlier years: the highest percentage was
found after 1 full year of marriage, and percent-
ages declined with each additional year (fig. 7).
This pattern was observed for the DRA andfor 14
of the 22 registration States, both in 1964 and in

PERCENT
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YEARS OF DURATION

Figure 7. Percent of divorces and annulments, by dura-
tion of marriage: divorce-registration area, 965,



1965 (percentages for the latter year are shown
in table 24). Most of the States where the modal
duration of marriage was 2 yearsormorein 1964
and 1965 had divorce rates below the national
average. It seems probable that there is a connec-
tion between low rates and comparatively few
divorces soon after marriage.

The median duration of marriage for the
DRA as a whole was 7.4 years in 1964 and 7.2
in 1965. In 1964, State medians varied from 3.0
to 9.8 years, and in 1965 from 5.1 to 9.2. Simi-
lar variations were found for the first and third
quartiles (table 25).

There was a strong regional variation among
the State medians. All reporting States in the
northeastern part of the country, including the
Northeast Region, the East North Central Division,
and the northern part of the South Atlantic Divi-
sion, had medians higher than that for the DRA,
while all other reporting Stateshad lower medians.
This was true for both 1964 and 1965.

Trend

The trend in duration changed its direction
on several occasions, During the first period for
which data are advailable, 1867-86, the median
duration was slightly higher than it is now, 7.6
years, and during the subsequent 20-year period
it increased further to 8.2 years. The trend then
reversed itself and in the early and middle1920's
this median was much lower, about 6.6 years. In
1927, a period of increase in duration began, and
the median reached 7.1 years in the early 1930's,
a figure very similar to the median of 7.2 years
found in 1960—the last year for which national
data are available, The increase of the median in
the late 1920's and early 1930's cannot be said to
be exclusively caused by the depression, since
this increase began in 1927, before the onset of
the depression.

Information about duration of marriage for
limited numbers of States is available for each
year since 1954 (table 26). In order to ascertain
the direction of the trend, increases and declines
of State medians for comsecutive years were
compared. There were more increases than de-
clines in the annual State medians prior to 1963,
but more declines. from 1963 to 1964 and from
1964 to 1965. Moving averages of the medians

eliminated minor fluctuations, but presented the
same pattern.

The question arises whether declines in the
median duration of marriage are connected with
recent increases in the divorce rates. Data are
not sufficient to warrant a definite answer, butit
should be noted that changes in the rates, in age
at decree, and in duration of marriage, occurred
simultaneously. Statistics for later years may
provide materials for. a more definitive answer.

Variation in Duration of Marriage

The duration of marriage at decree is as-
sociated with other variables analyzed in this
report, The 1963 divorce data for a group of five
States (Hawaii, lowa, Tennessee, Missouri, and
Wisconsin) were tabulated by marriage duration,
marriage order, and color.

Medians and quartiles of duration by mar-
riage order of the spouses indicate that divorced
persons married once are, on the average, mar-
ried for more years than persons married more
than once (table 27). Duration for white couples
is shorter than for nonwhite, in the case of both
first marriages and remarriages. Duration for
nonwhite couples in the four continental States,
where the great majority of nonwhite personsare
Negroes, was longer than that for Hawaii, where
other nonwhite and interracial couples constitute
the overwhelming majority of the nonwhite popu-
lation,

Another variable associated with duration of
marriage is place of marriage, because couples
married in the State where they divorce have a
shorter duration than couples married elsewhere
(table 28). The difference could be partially ex-
plained by a higher likelihood of inter~State mi-
gration during a ceomparatively long period of
marriage. However this does not explain the
tact that State residents married out of State
have a longer duratioh of marriage than resi-
dents married in their State of residence. The
median duration for couples married anddivorced
in Pennsylvania was 8.6 years, but 9.3 years for
Pennsylvania couples married in Maryland., Cou-
ples married and divorced in Tennessee had a
median duration of 4.4 years and those married
and divorced in Georgia 6.1 years, while couples
from Tennessee married in Georgia hadamedian
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of 7.8 years. Much more information isnecessary
to elucidate the relationship between residence,
State of marriage, and duration of marriage at
time of decree.

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

Children Reported

The level of reporting the number of chil-
dren of divorced couples is satisfactory. For the
DRA as a whole, the percent completeness was
94,3 in 1965, and in only four States was this
percentage below 90.0. The increase of the over-
all level of completeness was due to a change in
coding rules. Values could be assigned to many
cases from Pennsylvania and Rhode Island that
would have been coded "'not stated" according to
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the previous rules. Due to this change, the level
of completeness improved considerably for both
States. The coding procedures are described in
the appendix.

Numbers and percentages of divorces for
1964 and 1965, classified by the number of chil-
dren reported, are shown in table 29, In order to
make the data comparable, figures for Pemn-
sylvania and Rhode Island were omitted. In the
remaining 20 States, for each 10 divorced cou-
ples four had no children, four had one or two
children, one had three children, and one, four
children or more (fig. 8). The increase in the
total number of divorces from 1964 to 1965 was
caused almost exclusively by divorcing couples
reporting no children. Couples reporting one or
two children increased slightly, while those re-
porting three children or more showed a slight
decline,

The changes in the numbers of children re-
ported in divorce cases probably reflect the
decline in the number of children born annually
from a peak of 4,268,326 in 1961 to 3,760,358 in
1965. This decline led to a virtual cessation of -
the growth of the number of children under 18
and to an actual decline of those under 5. The



figures, in thousands, estimated by the Bureau
of the Census? were as follows:

1965 1964 1963
Under 18 years-- 70,428 70,229 68,855
Under 5 years--- 20,433 20,693 20,750
5-17 years------ 49,995 49,536 48,105

All Children Involved

The estimating procedures for the total num-
ber of children involved, which were used for
the years 1961 through 1964, became obsolete
in 1965 because of the changes in the coding
procedures. A new method had to be devised, and
national totals for the years 1961-64 were re-
estimated (table 30), The methods are described
in the appendix.

The national total number of children in-
volved continued to increase (fig. 9) but the mean
number per decree declined from 1.36 in 1964
to 1.32 in 1965 due, no doubt, tothe decline in the
total number of children. The decline was small,

but it was the first such decline since 1953, the
first year for which the number of children was
estimated. The decline in the mean number of
children is not due to the new method of estimat-
ing this figure, as each of the methods tried
yielded a decline,

Declines in the total numbers of children
were observed in the DRA and in many registra-
tion States (table 31). The total number of chil-
dren involved in the DRA was 219,200 in 1964
and 212 700 in 1965. Totals declined in 10 of the
22 States, increased in 11, and showed no change
in one. The average numbers of children per
decree declined in 16 States and increased insix.

LEGAL GROUNDS FOR DECREE

The legal grounds for a divorce or annul-
ment decree are known in all cases or are easily
ascertainable by the court clerk responsible for
the completion of the statistical report. Still,
this information is left blank on a small propor-
tion of records (4.2 percent in 1964 and 3.0 per-
cent in 19653).
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Legal grounds are listed in the State divorce
statutes and a decree can be granted only if the
reason for divorce is described in terms of these
grounds. Hence, the true cause for the decision
of the spouses to seek divorce remains unknown;
it may coincide with the legal ground mentioned
in the divorce petition, or it may not, and, no
doubt, the legal ground and the cause do not al-
ways coincide, especially in cases that are not
contested, The least defined and the least un-
pleasant ground is usually favored by the plain-
tiff, The same ground may differ considerably
between two States—it may be an easy ground
for divorce in one State and a much more diffi-
cult one in another. Furthermore, the terminology
used by the courts may differ from that used in
the statutes.

In the majority of the reporting States, one
particular ground was alleged in 80 percent or
more of divorce decrees. This ground was cruelty
in 10 States (Geor,ia, Idaho, Iowa, Michigan,
Montana, Nebraska, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah,
and Wisconsin), indigsities in three States (Mis-
souri, Pennsylvania, and Wyoming), nonsupport
in one State (Ohio), and incompatibility in one
State (Alaska),

Though there are a large number of grounds
listed in the State statutes, few of them are
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numerically important for the DRA as a whole.
Only six legal grounds were alleged in 1 percent
or miore of all divorces granted in the DRA; they
are cruelty, neglect or nonsupport, indignities,
desertion or abandonment, voluntary sepatration
or absence, and adultery (table 32 and fig. 10). A
seventh ground, incompatibility, should be added
here, because over 95 percent of decrees granted
in Alaska were granted on this ground, Only 4.4
percent of divorces in 1964 and 6.4 percent in
1965 were granted on all other grounds combined,

The total number of legal grounds for which
divorces were granted is larger than the total
number of divorces, because 14 percentofdecrees
were granted on two or more grounds, The pro-
portion of cases with multiple grounds varied
from 0.3 percent in Alaska to 55 percent in
Kansas, The multiple grounds most widely used
in DRA States were cruelty and gross neglect or
nonsupport, used in 1965 for 14,696 decrees;
cruelty and desertion or abandonment (1,531 de~
crees); cruelty and indignities (1,262); desertion
or &*andonment and neglect or nonsupport (905);
and desertion and indignities (658). All other
combinations of legal grounds were found in the
remaining 2,661 divorce decrees.
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Table 1. Number of divorces and annulments and rate per 1,000 population with percent changes
from preceding year: United States, 1920-65

R?te per

000
Number iﬁ;ﬁegt Rate per | Percent | married | Percent
Year of ing 1,000 total| change | women 15 | change
decrees | . 1o population | in rate| years gf in rate

age an

over
479,000 +6.4 2.5} ., 2 10.6 +6,0
450,000 +5,1 2.4 +4.3 10.0 +4.2
423,000 43,6 2.3 +4,51 - 9.6 +2.1
413,000 -0.2 2,2 4,3 9.4 -2.1
414,000 | +5.3 2.3 4.5 9.6 +4,3
1 393,000 -0,5 2,2 : - 9.2 -1,1
395,000 +7.3 2,2 +4.8 9.3 +4.5
368,000 ~3.4 2.1 -4,5 8.9 =3.3
381,000 -0.3 2,2 4.3 9.2 2.1
382,000 +1.3 2,3 - 9.4 +1.1
377,000 -0.5 2.3 ~4,2 9.3 2.1
379,000 -2.8 2.4 ~4,0 9.5 ~4,0
390,000 =0.5 2.5 - 9.9 -2,0
392,000 +2.9 2.5 - 10,1 2.0
381,000 -1.1 2.5 -3.8 9.9 =3.9
385,144 -3.0 2,6 -3.7 10.3 -2.8
397,000 =2.7 2.7 =3.6 10.6 -5.4
408,000 -15.5 2.8 ~17.6 11,2 -17.6
483,000 -20.8 3.4 -20.9 13.6 -24,0
610,000 +25.8 4,3 +22.9 17.91 +24.3
485,000 +21.3 3.5 +20.7 14,4 +20.0
400,000 +11.4 2,9 +11.5 12,0 +9,1
] 359,000 +11.8 2.6 +8.3 11,0 +8,9
1942w necncnccammonemnanaann— wew=wa==-=| 321,000 +9.6 2.4 49,1 10.1 +7.4
1941mvevn= ceemasme—— e e oo ————— -=- {293,000 +11,0 2,2 +10.0 9.4 46,8
1940m=a=- mmmmmem- mmmmmemame s e e ———— 264,000 +5.2 2.0 +5.3 8.8 43.5
1939~mcmennnn Y Rttt B LT 251,000 +2.9 1.9 - B.5 o
1938~mmmem—nn R L L L LD LR DLt 244,000 -2.0 1.9 - 8.4 =3.4
1937=whcmncnnccnmnmn e R ettt --==1249,000 +5,5 - 1.9 +5,6 8.7 +4.8
1936mmcmmenmmmannccenmrennmenmneno e 236,000 +8.3 1.8 +5.9 | 8.3 +6.4
1935~mmmmmemmmmrencmemaamamenmseneen= | 218,000 +6.9 1.7] +6.3 7.8{. 4.0
1934 -ceawmmerecmn e m e m— e —— e s 204,000 +23.,6 1.6 +23.1 7.5 +23.0
1933w---ccrcmnncaa= —mmemecsense e ——— 165,000 +0.6 1.3 - 6.1 -
1932-mvcwmwn mecsmmamems—n-— memmme——— 164,241 ~12.6 1.3 ~13.3 6.1 ~14,1
193lernnrmcnnnn emecssme e —m—————— 188,003 ~4,1 1.5 5,2 7.1 «5.3
1930 mmmmmmemr e r e m e e —— . 195,961 -4.8 1.6 ~5.9 7.5 6.2
1929 -mcncmnamumnnnn ammmme—— mmmessm———— 205,876 +2.8 1,7 - 8.0 - 42,6
1928cncemacimc st nmmmemmme— e ——— 200,176 +2.0 1.7 45,3 7.8 -
1927 = cmmcmcmcnccs e m e m o —— s s ma e 196,292 +6.3 1.6 - 7.8 +4,0
1926 mwmmmmmema e re e e — e 184,678 +5.3 1.6 +6.7 7.5 4,2
1925encnnman=m meem e s emsseem—n—————— 175,449 +2.6 1.5 - 7.2 -
1924 mcmmmmmmecmme s n e e m e e m e e o 170,952 +3.5 1.5 - 7.2 +1.4
1923~ mermmmmamcm s n e m——— e c - 165,096 +10.9 1.5 +7.1 7.1 +7.6
1922~ mummmrmme e r e rem———— o m s 148,815 6,7 1.4 6,7 6,6 -8.3
192]lmncmmmm e m e —m—— e m - 159,580 -6.4 1.5 6.2 7.2 -10.0
1920~smercnmennman= mmmemsasc e ——————— 170,505 +20.5 1.6 +23.1 8.0 ves
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Table 2, Number of persons invelved in divorce (husbands, wives, and children) and rate per 1,000
total population with percent changes from preceding year: United States, 1953-65
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Table 3. Divorce rates per 1,000 population: United States fad selected ecountries, 1958-65
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1Beginning in 1955, data include revocable divorees among the Moslem population,which approxi-
mate legal separations. ’ o

2provisional,
Source; United Nations: Demegraphic Yearbook, 1963, 1964, and 1967.
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Table 4. Number of divorces and annulments and rate per 1,000 population: United States, each
region, division, and State, 1963-65
Region, division, and State 1965 1964 1963 1965 | 1964 | 1963

United StatesL --------------------------------

Region:
Northeast----f ------------------------------------
North Central —==-memem e me—— e
SOULhZ ~ = e e e e

Northeast:
New England-=-==-mccmramam o
Middle Atlantig-==scomccmmcem e e

North Central: L
East North Central =--ecemccemccicmccmccmmcc e aeae
West North Central-----c-ecmamcmar e e e

South:
South Atlantic-=-e---ceccccramaa ———— e, ——————
East South Centrale--ecememccue e mcmcc e
West South Centralf-e-meemomaicomcmcccccccmccc———-

West:
Mountain! ~-c-mecm e e e
Pacificee=—=c e e

New England:
Maine--=rmececo e e e mmm——————
New Hampshire---==-=-cc- oo oo
Vermont--=---ccrarc e rcc e mrccr e e r e ——————
MassachusettSmmm oo e e e e e
Rhode Island--crcc-cmecmmmcomcmccccacaaan —————————
Connecticut-wrmreerccrccmc e e

Middle Atlantic:
New YOorke-—mem-o s oo
New Jersey=—-—-r-m=-mcom e e
Pennsylvanig--=---«=m-ecmcmm e

East North Central:

Michigan----meeec-coccmaccnanan
Wisconsin

West North Central:
Minnesota------==---ce-comocmmco e ne e

See footnotes at end of table.
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Number of decrees

Rate per 1,000

population
479,000 | 450,000 | 428,000 2.5 2.41 2.3
48,000 | 45,000| 41,000 1.0 1.0 0.9
128,000 | 120,000 | 114,000 2.4 2.2 2.2
176,000 | 166,000 | 161,000 2.9 2.8 2,8
128,000 | 119,000 | 112,000 4.0 3.8 3.6
17,469 16,384 14,421 1.6 1.5 1,3
30,397 | 28,517 26,215| 0.8| 0.8| 0.7
94,491 | 86,906 82,038 2,5 2.3 2,2
33,407 33,074 | 31,801 2.1 2.1| 2.0
273,332 65,769 | 63,429 22,6 2,31 2.3
36,185 35,386 35,502 | 2,8 2.8 2,8
64,432 | 63,913| 60,907 * * *
38,095 39,182 137,059 5.0 %* 14.9
89,892 79,100 74,851 3.7| 3.3 3.2
2,521 2,421 2,207 2.6 2.4 2.2
1,573 1,425 1,373 2.3 2.2 2,1
601 608 5011 1.5 1.5 1.3
7,848 7,093 6,066 1.5 1.3 1.1
1,193 1,100 1,055 1.3 1.2 | 1.2
3,733 3,737 3,219 1.3 1.3 1.2
8,187 7,093 6,312 0.5} 0.4 0.4
5, 1632 5,285 5 114 0.8| 0.8 0.8
16,578 16,139 14 789 1.4 1.4 1.3
25,780 25,053 23,7311 2,5| 2.5 2.4
18,520 15,949 15,145 3.8 3.3 3.2
24 654 21,290 20,765 2.3 2,0 2.0
20,305 19,400 17 479 2.4 2,4 2,2
5,232 5,214 4,918 1.3 1.3 1.2
4,893 5,157 4,636 1.4 1,5 1.3
5,258 5,091 5,003 1.9 1.8 1.8




Table 4. Number of divorces and annulments and rate per 1,000 population: United States, each
region, division, and State, 1963-65—Con.

Region, division, and State 1965 1964 1963 1965 | 1964 | 1963
Number of decrees Rate per 1,000
population
West North Central—-Con. )
MiSSOoUrismm——me—mmm e 13,185 | 12,785] 12,652| 2.9} 2.9| 2.9
North Dakota 720 758 689¢ 1.1 1.,2| 1.1
South Dakota 1,015 951 | 9531 1.5| 1.4 1.3
Nebraska=—=-——~mmocm e o m e e e 2,520 2,519 2,436 1,7| 1.7 1.7
Kansas-~-=—-c-emso e e e e s e e ma o ae - 5,816 5,813 5,432 2.6 2.6 2.4
South Atlantic:
Delaware==——mem==cmm e e e e e mm e ——— 740 662 621 1.5| 1.3¢{ 1.3
Marylandw---~~c=cmm e e e e . 6,978 6,697 6,402 2,0 1.9 1.9
District of Columbig-s-=e~ecmrecmcmuc e cccaiccanna 1,328 1,190 1,214 1.7) 1.5} 1.5
Virginige-——m--—mmmom o e e e - 8,889 8,580 8,101] 2.0| 2.0 1.9
West Virginigr---=--mmecme e a e e = 3,852 3,826 3,769 2.1| 2.1] 2,1
North Carolina=--ce-mmmmececoccmcccem e e 11,150 7,225 7,308 | 2.3| 1.5 1.5
South Carolinge=-=c--cmmcmcc o e e e cccecccc e e 3,018 2,520 2,535| 1.2 1.0 1.0
GeOrgiam-=-mm=mmmmmmm e e e m oo e e mcmmmmmmmme o 212,043 | 11,312| 10,569( 22.7| 2.6| 2.5
Floridam-e---cmme o e e e e e 25,334 | 23,757 22,910] 4.4| 4.2] 4.1
East South Central:
Kentucky===ememmm o e e e e e e 8,276 7,942 7,139 2.6 2.5| 2.
TeNNEeSSEe~ === — e m e — e — - 11,143 10,725! 10,345| 2.9 2.8 2.
Alabamg-e~=—mu-mmm et e m e —mm e ————— 11,036 11,088) 12,566| 3.2 3.2 3.
MississSippi-r=-mm—mm o e e 5,730 5,631 5,452 2,5] 2.5| 2.
West South Central: 5 9
Arkansas=s—===cermmm e e 6,622 26,059| 26,483| 3.4 23.1] 23.4
LouisianaZ--mmmemeemmcmacme e - 4,623 4,704 3,415 * * *
Oklahoma---- -| 11,864 | 12,308| 11,790} 4.8 5.0] 4.8
TeXaS===mm=rmmmere e m e — e e ——— 41,323 40,842 39,219 3.9 3.9| 3.8
Mountain:
Montana=-«=weme - e~ e —— 2,002 1,981 1,909 2.8 2.8 2.7
Idaho=m=-m=mwme e et e e — e 2,874 2,876 2,798 4.1] 4.2 4.1
Wyoming === m oo o e e [ 1,414 1,411 1,359 4.3! 4.2! 4.1
C0Loradol mmm v m e e e e 6,700 6,100 6,700} 3.4| 3.2 3.5
New Mexico2 e am oo oo oo oo ot e 3,662 | 3,280 3,470] 3.6 x| 3.5
Arizong-~--erememom e e e 8,575 8,790 8,482 5.4 5.7( 5.6
Utgh=c s mm e m e e e e e e - 2,872 2,895 2,659} 2.9 3.0| 2.7
Nevada-==c=mcmamm oo e e e e e 9,996 11,849 9,682] 23.0( 28.3| 24.8
Pacific: L 1 L
Washington=-=-=-smcmm e e 11,518 | 10,864 9,953 3.9} 3.7] 3.4
OF @EON == === = = o m o e e et e m 6,219 6,486 6,180] 3.2} 3.4 3.3
Californig==-=-e-memmmeme e e e 69,926 | 59,094 56,274 3.8| 3.3| 3.2
Alaska==s-mamocmcmcmecc e e 1,118 966 9291 4.2| 3.9 3.8
Hawalisoooomcmm oo e e e 1,111 1,690 1,515 1.6 2.4 2.2

Data are estimated.
?Data are incomplete.
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Table 5,

Divorce rates per 1,000 population:

[SMSA’s ay defined in 1960. State economic areas used in New England]

standard metropolitan statistical areas, 1960 and 1965

Rate per Rate per Rate per
1,000 1,000 1,000
Standard metropolitan | population | Standard metropolitan | population Standard metropolitan population
statistical area statistical area statistical area
1965 | 1960 1965 | 1960 1965 | 1960
Abilene, Tex- 3.7] 3.8| Columbus, Ohio------- 3.4 3.6 | Jackson, Mich~--=---~ 3.4 1 2.8
Akron, Ohio-- 2,0 2.81 Corxpus Christi, Tex--| 4.0 3.6 Jackson, Misge-=rmr=n-= 3.0 2,5
Albany, Ga=-~=-==v==n-m 4.3 2.0 | Dallas, Tex---------- 5.4 4,9] Jacksonville, Fla--~-=-] 4,2 3,7
Albany-Schenectady- Davenport-Rock Island Jersey City, N,Jw--w= 1.0 0.8
Troy, N, ¥ere-rrecn—van 1.1}y 0.7 Moline, Iowa-Ill---- 3.6 3.0 | Johnstown, Pa-------- 0.8 0,8
Albuquerque, N, Mex-~--| 5,2 | 4.6 | Dayton, Ohiow-------~ 3.1 3.1
R . Decatur, Ill----wn-w- 2.6 2,2 | Kalamazoo, Mich~--r--| 3,2 | 2,7
Aéii%ggwnPgefgljng____ 14| 14| Demver, Colo--------- 3.9 3.1 Kansas City,Mo.-Kamns-| 3.6 | 3.4
ALEOOna, PAceemmcocomem 73] 172 ] Des Moines, Iowa----- 3.5 3.3 | Kenosha, Wis--r=r=-=u- 1.6 | 1.1
ADATille, TeXe—mmommomn 46| 23| Detroit, Mich-------- 2.5 2.3 | Knoxville, Tenn----~- 3.3 2.9
Ann Arbor, Mich------n- 3.0| 2.1 | Dubuque, Iowa-------- 1.1 0.9 | Lake Charles, La----- 2.2 ] 1.9
Asheville, N.C-=-mv=-nu-m 3,41 2.4 Duluth-Superior,
Minn, -Wise-=mmomuunn %.5 %.l Lancaster, Pa %.8 %.g
___________ Durham, N.C---------- .3 .01 Lansing, Mich . 2.
Atlanta, Ga- 3.0 2.6 El Paso, Tex---~------ 3.1 4,1 Laredo, Tex---=-=-n=~ 1.5 L.5
Atlantic City, N, J----=~ 1.1 1.3 g4 P - i s 16| Las v N 20.6 |30.2
Augusta, Ga.-8,C------~ 4,40 3.7 Erle, ar-mommmmmms . : as vegas, Nev-- ' ‘
AGSEin, TeRemommmmmemmm 49l 378 ugene, Oreg-~--~--~- 3.4 3.3 | Lawton, Oklam-w-=wmax 4,6 [ 4,7
Bakersfield, Calif----- 361 32| Eyansville, Ind.-Ky=- | 3.2 2.6 | Lerincron. Kyeeommmon 5.9 | 3.2
Fall River-New ' Lina, ORio--2-mmemnn 2.8 | 2.4
Baltimore, Md-===-ruonw 2,21 1,9 Bedford, Mass--~-~-- 1.6 L2} Tincoln, Nebfowmmm—-n| 2:7 | 2.3
Baton Rouge, La-====--=~ 2,1| 2.2 Fargo-Moorhead, L}Egl né X §orth : *
Bay City, Mich-===-=n== 2.0 1.8| N. Dak.-Minn~--=---- L5t L5 it Roek. Arkeeen | 5.0 | 5.3
Beaumont-Port Arthur, . Flint, Mich--~-v~-w-- 3.1 2,7 L 1Lt ?Eloc., Ohio-~ | 1.9 1] 1.9
TeXeemmmunmnce e 4,4 3.8 | Fort Lauderdale-~ orain-biyria, to '
Billings, Mont--~--<--- 3.4 4.0 Hollywood, Fla-~---- 4.0 3.1
. Los Angeles-Long
Fort Smith, Ark-~---- 3.9 3,0
Binghamton, N,Y==-rmm-= 0.7| 0.8 Fort Wayne, Ind----n- 2.9 206 Lgiigsllfglli":iga:: G20 3.4
Birmingham, Ala-=--=-=- 3.8 | 3.5| Fort Worth, Tex----=- 5.6 4.9 [bback, Te Ny 30| 46
Boston-Lowell- Fresno, Calif~-wv-m~- 2.9 25| 1. nchgur ga ________ 179 | 14
Lawrence, Mags'wew-~--= 1.3 ] 1.0 | Gadsden, Ala----~=-~~ 4,4 3.9 MZcon Ggi ___________ 3711 35
Bridgeport-Stamford - s . .
Norwalk, Conn®-v-=-=---= 1.0} 0.9 | Galveston-Texas City, ’
Brockton, Masgdeveemanx 1.6 1.2 TeRw=-m-mmmmmmmmm—mean 4.4 5.0 | Madison, Wig=-=-=w-=x 1.9 1.3
Gary-Hammond-East - Mancgester NoHO-eao ] 2.1 1.2
. . Chicago, Ind=--v----- 5.9 . Memphis, Tenn- -~ 2,5 2.
'B§°W“§Zl¥ie‘ﬂ§r1}?§f“:_ 1.9 1.g| Grand Rapids, Mich--- | 25| 1.5| Miami, Fla=--=-=----- 49| 46
an benito, lex - . . Great Falls, Mont---- | 3,0 2,9 | Midland, Tex--------- 4,9 ] 3.8
Buffalo, N,Y-~=-eoramos 0.8 0.71 Green Bay, Wige-emwe- 1.0 0.6
Canton, ORiO====w==v~=n 2.4 | 2.5 s : .
Cedar Rapids, Iowa=~~--~ 2.71 2.4 | Greensboro-High Point, Milwaukee, Wis~~-----] 1.5 1.3
Champaign-Urbana, Ill--| 2,2 1.8 N, Commcmmmec e 3.3 2,1 Minneapolis-St. Paul,
Greenville, 2.6 1.9 2.0} 1,7
Charleston, S.C-------~ 2,11 1.7 Hamilton—Mlddletown 2.3 2.4
Charleston, W, Va==----~ - 2.4 2.1 Ohiom=~=mcmmceca e 3.2 3.1 2.2 2,2
Charlotte, N,Cw---w--un 2.8 1.3 | Harrisburg, Pa------- 1.9 1.7 4.0 3.7
Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga-~} 4.3 3.3 | Hartford-New Biitain-
Chicago, ITll--w-cewncun 2.3 2.1 Bristol, COU[H """" 0.4 0,9 Muncie, Tndemmmmmenm- 9.0 4,1
Honolulu, Hawaii~ 1.7 2.3 Muskegon-Musl-von
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky----] 1,9] 2.5 | Houston, Tex~~=~-cw--= 4,7 4,1 Heights, Mich~=mw=-=- 2.7 ] 2.5
Cleveland, Ohio~------- 2,6 | 2,2 | Huntington-Ashland, Nashville, Tenn—n---- 2.6 | 3.0
Colorado Springs, Colo-| 4,1 ] 3.5 W. Va, -Ky-Ohio~--=-- 3.2 %2.8| Newark, N.Jeewomnaeemn 0.81] 0,8
Columbia, S.C-=-=e-wm-- 1.6 1.8 | Huntsville, Ala------ 2,9 3.2 | New Haven-Waterbury,
Columbus, Ga.-Alg--~--- 5.1 5.0 | Indianapolis, Ind~---{ 3,7 3.2 Connf -mememmccmnennae 1.4 1 0.9
lRates for Massachusetts State Economic Area C; the 1965 rate excludes Essex County.
2Rates for Commecticut State Economic Area A.
3Rates for Massachusetts State Economic Area D,
‘Rates for Commecticut State Economic Area C.

SRate for 1960 includes Boyd County, Ky.
SRates for New Hampshire State Economic Area A.
"Rates for Connecticut State Economic Area B.



Table 5. Divorce rates per 1,000 population: standard metropolitan statistical areas,1960 and 1965—Con.

[sMSA’s as defined in 1960. State economic arens used in New England]

Rate per Rate per Rate per
,000 1,000 1,000
Standard metropolitan |population | Standard metropolitan population | Standard metropolitan | population
statistical area statistical area M : statistical area
1965 | 1960 1965 | 1960 1965 | 1960
New Orleans, Lab---wnec 2.3 | l.4| Sacramento, Calif----- 4,0 3.4 | Syracuse, N.¥---voceean 0.7 0.8
Newport News-Hampton, Saginaw, Mich----~~--- 2.3| 1.8 | Tacoma, Wash-----c-mmuo 3.7 3.2
-------------------- 2.4 | 2,1 St. Joseph, Mo-=----~=| 4.0| 3.6 | Tampa-St. Petersburg,
New York, N.¥=rmececaaao 0.3.] 0.3 St, Louis, Mo.-Ill--~~] 2,91 2.7| Fla-~eewcommeoao__Z___ 4.1 | 3.8
Norfolk-Portsmouth, Salt Lake City, Utah--| 3.5]| -3,0| Terre Haute, Ind---=-~=- 3.4 3.7
Vaomccmcmmemccc e 2.7 %.6 San Angelo, Tex====-== 4.3| 3.4 | Texarkana, Tex.-Ark----| 3.6 | 4.8
Odessa, TeX~-~=c-mcnnmu= .1 .1
San Antonio, Tex---~--- 3.8] 3.7| Toledo, Ohio==-=mceeec. 3.3 2.7
8§i:ﬁ5mgt2?--_-aﬂi;:::: Z‘; g‘% San Bernardino-River- Topeka, Kans--- 4,21 4,0
Omaha Nebrtziowa ______ 2.5 | 2.4 | sSide-Ontario, Calif--| 3.4 2.5 Trenton, N,J-- 1.21 0.9
0£1ando. Flommeeomoomoe 2.1| 1.7 | San Diego, Calif=----- 4,2 3.4) Tucson, Ariz-- 4,1 3.7
Paterson-Clifton- . . San Francisco-Oakland, Tulsa, Okla~-sw-mmmeeau 6.9 6.8
Passaic, N.J--w-om-oo- 0.8 0.5 ) 37 3
2 . -
Tuscaloosa, Ala---a-wc-o 2,5 2.8
Peorie, Hi1oollllT| 30 %: Tyler, Tex------------ 3.5 36
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J-- | 1.3 | 1.9 | Santa Barbara, Calif--] 3.3) 2.4 | Utica-Rome, N,Y=--c--=n- 0.4 0.6
Phosnix, Arii-—oo-io- | 6.7 | 413 | Savamah, Ga-l--ooll 4.2) 3i8 | Waco, Tex-toslo-ooomo | 315 31
. it * ° cranton, Pa---------- . . ashington, =~ -
Pittsburgh, Pa--------- L5 1.3 seattle, Washewmmmmom 3.7| 305 va-—-Iolillllllollloll 1.8 1.4
Pittsfield, Mass9------ 2.4 | 1,2 | Shreveport, La-------- T TR .
Portland, Mainelleam-nue 2.9 2.2 Waterlogm Iowag -------- 2;2 2,2
Portland, Oreg.~Wash--- 3.3 3. . . ‘| West Palm Beach, Fla---| 3, 3.3
Prov1dence, RoI e oeee 1.3 1.1 g%oux glii’ Igwaa-i-—- %'; %‘g Wheeling, W. Va.-Ohio--| 1.9] 1.5
Provo-Orem, Utah------- 2.4 1,9 oxoux ralls, 5. Da . *% | Wichita, Kans---~-—=—== 3.8 3.0
South Bend, Ind------- 2.5 2.5 Wichita Falls. Texee—-o 4.6 4.8
Pueblo, COLOmmmmmmmmeee 2.81 2.6 | Spokane, Wash-=-----a- 3.9 3.5 2 A T
Racine, Wimmmmmmmmeoee 0.9 | 1.3 Springfield, Ill------ 3.3 2.5
Raleigh, N.C-=mcmmmcn-o 2,6 1.4 Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton,
Reading, Pa=-=-c=w~=c-- 2.0 | 1.8/ Springfield, Mo=-=mewu= 4,0f 3,7 Pam—-emecomocmmcao 0.9] 0.7
Reno, Nev-----coucucaoa 35.2 [ 43.3 | Springfield, Ohio 3.6 3.3| Wilmington, Del.-N.J---| 1.4] 1.6
Sprrngfleld-Holyoke, : Winston~Salem, N,Ce--=- 2,51 1.5
Richmond, Va 3.0 3.1| Massl®meemeaoZocolol L.7] 1.3 | Woxcester, Mass-—-==-u- L7 1.1
Roanoke, Va--e-wu--u 2.5 2.1] Steubenville-Weirton, York, Pa--~c-c-mmcccann 2.2¢ 1.9
Rochester, N,Y-- 0.8 0.7| Ohio-W. Vam——cmecoccoa 2.8 1.9]| Youngstown-Warren,
Rockford, Ill-----ec--u 3.3 | 2,7] Stockton, Calif--~-=-=- 3.4 2.5 hios=-==eccccnaacaa. 2,3 2.1

8Rate for 1960 excludes St. Bernmard Parish; rate for 1965 excludes Jefferson Parish.

9Rates
0Rates
11Rates
L2Rates

Source:

for Massachusetts State Economic Area F.
for Maine State Economic Area A.

for Rhode Island State Economic Area A.
for Massachusetts State Economic Area A.
Population bases from Current Population Reports, Series, P-25, No. 271.
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Divorce rates per 1,000 population for metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas: United States,
L

Geographic division and State
United Statesle-eoccmaccacconaoo-
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371.

lReporting counties only; population of counties failing to report the number of divorces is excluded.

Source: Population bases from Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No.
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Table 7.

Number and percent distribution of divorces and annulments,

wife: 10 selected registration States, 1965

[Based on sample data. These States reported age at decree with a completeness of 85 percent or higher]

by age at decree of husband and

Age at decree of

Registration States

husband and wife Total
Hawaii | Iowa |Kans. | Mo, Mont., |Nebr, Pa, Tenn, Va, Wis,
Number
All divorces and |

annulments---~~ 71,879 ” 1,110| 5,282 |5,826 |13,Z35 |2,003 ]2,536 l16,580 11,175 |8,880 |5,252

Husband Percent distribution
All ages-----= 100.0 100.0| 100.0} 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0{ 100.0| 100.0| 100.0} 100.0
Under 20 years------ 1.4 0.3 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.0 1.5 0.8 2.2 1.2 0.6
20-24 years--------- 16.9 12.6| 20.3] 19.1 18.0| 18.8! 21.0 13.1 20.9¢f 13.8] 13.5
25-29 years~~=-me=~= 19.6 17.1f 19.5] 19.2 18.8| 18.8| 21.1 20.3 20.1| 18.9] 21.0
30-34 years-—-------- 15.1 15.9| 13.1] 14,0 14.0| 15.6| 13.2 16.4 15.0| 16.3| 15.7
35-39 years~~-c~---- 13.5 16.6{ 13.4( 13.3 13.2| 14.2| 14.3 13.4 12,2 15.6 | 13.3
40-44 years-~—~--=-~-= 11.6 12,1} 10.0f 11.6 12.2| 10.1| 10.0 12.9 9.4 12.4| 12,2
45-49 years=~c--e=n- 8.6 8.9 8.7 8.6 7.8 8.9 7.4 10.0 6.7 9.8 8.7
50-54 years---ce---- 6.2 7.2 5.7 5.6 6.0 5.7 5.0 7.5 5.6 5.8 6.8
55-59 years--------- 3.4 5.0 4.3 3.4 3.4 3.6 2.5 3.2 3.3 2,9 NN
60-64 years--------- 1.8 2.6 1.6 1.2 2,3 1.6 1.7 1.3 1.9 2.1 1.8
65 years and over--- 1.9 1.7 1.6 2.4 2.5 1.8 2,3 1L.1 2.7 1.0 2.0

Wife

All ages------ 100.0 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0 VlbO:O 100.0
Under 20 years------ 6.6 2.9 7.4 8.6 7.5 6.9 7.5 4.0 10.5 5.2 2.5
20-24 years~--=-=-v-- 23.9 19.7 | 27.3( 25.2 24.8 | 26.3| 27.5 21.5 25.8 | 21,1 22.5
25-29 years~e=~cee-o- 18.3 18.9( 17.57 16.0 16.3| 17.2] 19.1 19.7 18.2} 19.9| 20.3
30-34 years—--rmmmw== 13.3 15.3 | 12.1 | 13.1 13.9| 13.8 ) 11.6 13.4 12.7 | 13.8| 13.4
35-39 years--------- 12,0 13.7 ] 10.9( 11.8 11.5] 11.9 | 10.6 13.7 9.4 13.8 | 13.1
40-44 yearse-------- 10.3 12.2 9.9 | 10.1 10.0 9.6 | 10.3 10.8 9.2 | 11.2 | 10.5
45-49 years---e--v-- 7.3 8.7 7.1 6.3 6.7‘ 6.5 5.3 8.9 6.1 7.8 8.3
50-54 years-----=-=- 4.3 4,0 4.0 4.5 4.3 4.0 4,2 4.8 3.9 3.7 4.8
55-539 years----==~-= 2.1 2.5 2.2 1.9 2.4 2.1 1.5 1.9 2,0 1.7 2.7
60-64 years------=--- 1.1 1.5 0.8 1.1 1.3 0.9 1.4 0.9 1.2 1.0 0.9
§5 years and over--- 0.8 0.5 0.8 1.3 1.2 0.8 1.1 0.4 1.0 0.6 0.9
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Table

8. Estimated number and rate of divorces and annulments, by age of husband and wife at

decree: United States, 1965

[For method of estimating, see appendix]

Rate per 1,000

Numbexr -
population
Age at decree divgfces in each age-sex
group
Husband

U 479,000 10.8

Under 20 yearS=-sme=ce-memcemcewemmemeocecm;ee—;eomeceemeee—scemeeee——e— 6,700 27.1
20-24 YEATSme=memmmmmemccmammsmmmAmmemem e memeeemmeemmeem—enes o mese—— 81,000 28.8
25~29 yEAYSm=m-=memammmemmamammemmmeememeemeeemmemmemessese—mame—sone 93,900 21.7
30~34 yearS--wemmmmmmmmomacasmmcmeeeemescemmemesesmeeoma—m—csenees— 72,300 15.7
35-44 YJeATrS~==semecmcmmamemmmemmammmemcmemmemme—cemaencoeoemememme———— 120,200 11.7
45=54 YEAYSmmummmmmmmccesemmemmescmemeceEese—meeeemaeEE—s—m——a———————— 70,900 7.5
55=64 yeArS-m-=-mmmmcemcaccmcmdmeme e mceencdc e cemcanmmm e s eEse . ————— 24,900 3.7
65 years and OVer~-e-eu-eewcmmmecccmeccceccsoseen- mmmessmemece——————— 9,100 1.6

Wife

TOLALnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm—mmm———.e e m e e me—en e m e mmmm e memmmmmme e 479,000 10.6

Under 20 years--=--smmcmemcemcecsamosecmasce—e—eeeeceee;ne—————————————— 31,600 30.6
20-24 yEArS=e-mmmmmecmmcamemcessemesmeeeeeemeeeeRmeeem——eese—s——eme———— 114,500 26.0
25290 YRAYS=mm=mmmmmee e mem mam e — e e e e Mms s s ————— 87,700 17.7
30-34 yeATS=r-w=-mmmmmmcmaceameemcee e e me e memcemmeemeeeemeemen— 63,700 12.6
KL L T L L L L EEE L L E L 106,800 9.7
L R L L E L P L EL L P L Lt 55,600 6.0
55mbl JEALSmmmmmmmmmmmm e m e e mm— e — e m e e m e mme e — e e e e ——— 15,300 2.6
65 years and OVer--=maemcecacmcmar oo e e e e e e e m e ————— 3,800 1.0

Source: Population data from Current Population Repoxts, Series P-20, No. 144.
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Table 9. Percent distribution of the total married population of the United States by age and of
husbands and wives divorced in 10 selected registration States, by age at decree: 1965

[For method of estimating, see appendix]

. Persons Ratio
Married . ;
Age . population dixoiged bezgzen
of U.S. States percents
Husband Percent distribution
TOtalmm e e e e e e e 100.0 100.0 1.0
Under 20 years==---me-ercomce—uow B etk e 0.6 1.4 2.3
20-24 yearS=m--mre—cecam e LT TIPSR S 6.4 16.9 2.6
2520 Jear S m m o m e e e e e 9.8 19.6 2.0
30-34 years=m—w - e e e e 10.4 15,1 1.5
35-44 yearSmma e e o e e e e 23.3 25.1 1.1
4554 yearss~s-mmarmot e et 21.5 14.8 0.7
55-64 yearS=mm—m e e e e e e e e e 15.3 5.2 0.3
65 years and Over=—-= == - am e e 12.7 1.9 © 0.1
Wife

oL Lo e e e e e e e e e 100.0 100.0 1.0

Under 20 years==-=-memseemcccom e ccmcee s, e L L P L 2.3 6.6 2.9
2024 JEALSmrrmmrm o e e e e e e e e e m e d e c e e ———— 9.7 23.9 2.5
25-29 years-=-—c-mm e e e e c e et 11.0 18.3 1.7
30-34 years----scmmcmccmccmcancacecncana e —————— 11.2° 13.3 1.2
35-44 years-we--ceeoccmmecmeccaeneoaa R B ittt 24.3 22.3 0.9
45=54 Jear§mmmmm o oo e e e e e e e 20.4 11.6 0.6
5504 JEAL Smmmm e e —————————— 13.0 3.2 0.2
65 years and OVeL ===~ oo i e e c e 8.1 0.8 §- 0.1

lHawaii, Towa, Kansas, Missouri, Montana,Nebraska, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wis-
consin. Data for the 10 States based on sample.

Source: Data for the warried population of the United States from Curremt Population Reports,
Series P-20, No. 144.
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Table 10, Median age of all married persons in the United States and the highest and lowest State
median age at decree in the divorce-registration area: 1959-65
[State medians for 1960-65 based on sample data]
Area 1965 | 1964 | 1963 | 1962 | 1961} 1960 | 1959
HUSBAND
United States Median age
Total married populatione-==ewemmmcemcccacananean 44,8 | 44.7] 44.7| b4 6| 44,6 4.2 44.1
Divorce-registration area
Highest State median 37.0] 40.0} 35.9] 36,7 35.9
Lowest State median-==-==c-mmccacmaccdam e ce e 31.5| 31.8 ] 31.9| 27. 32.0
United States
Total married population~es-e-emcmcmcnancmmamaca" 41,6 | 41,3 41,4 41.3 | 41.1| 40.9 ] 40.6
Divorce-registration areé
Highest State median--e-r-c-mcccmcmcaccamcm i ccmn e 32.8| 34.5| 33.5| 34.7| 33.4| 33.5| 32.5
Lowest State median----s---emmccmmmm e 26,1 27.8] 26,4) 28.3] 26.7| 23.6| 29.0

Source: Median age of all married persons from Current Population Reports, Series P-20.
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Table 11, Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by age of divorced husbands and wives at
marriage: 10 selected registration States, 1965

[Based on sample data. These States reported age at marriage with a completeness of 85 percent or higher]

Age at marriage

Seate a1l || UBSeT| 20-24| 25-29| 30-34| 35-39| 40-44| 45+
ages years years years years years years years

Husband Percent distribution
Totalemmmmmmemmmmmcemmem o mmem o e 100.0f 19.3( 42.21 16.5[ 8.2 5.0}. 3.1] 5.7
Hawaii-e-cscomassmsccececmecomonmcanmaan 100.0 8.1 39.2] 21.1 11.7] 7.9 3.9] 8.1
IOWAmmmmewmeermeam—me—ce———————————— w==e| 100.0 20,1 4l.2] 15.2 8.2 5.2 3.3 6.7
Kansas==ssess=mcmmemnmcmommasemoemananas 100.0)| 16.3| &41.7| 17.1] 7.9] 5.9 4.0 7.1
MiSSOULimmmmmmmmommccmeommcm—meemmomaaen 100.0|l 19.7| 37.5| 15.7| 8.4 6.1| 4.5/ 8.1
Montana=-=~--~ SO U 100.0)| 11.6| 42.0| 17.7| 9.4] 7.1 4.7| 7.5
Nebraska-e=mmmnne aimmememmccmm————————— 100.0| 16.6| 46.6| 16.0| 6.9 4.4 3.4] 6.0
Pennsylvanige==mresccmacncannccacas we-w=| 100.0 17.5| 46.2 18.7 8.4 3.9 2.1 3.2
TeNNesSSeemmmnemancmamrrcaa e — e —————— 100.0 25,9 38.3| 14.8 7.6 Lob 3.2 5.9
Virginia-e=s==-cmmmocemsomomasemcom e 100.0)| 21.2]| 44.6| "15.8| 8.5/ 4.7 1.7| 3.5
WiSCONSiNmnmmmmmmmmmmmm e — e mm————— ~-==|100.0)| 14.9| 47.3| 17.1| 7.5 4.7] 2.4 6.2

Wife

TOtalmnmmsmemomcmacm e mmemc oo man— 100.0| 47.8] 27.6| 9.6l 4.8 3.9] 2.5{( 3.8
Hawaii=meemmsommeomsssmocmecmmaceemana- 100.0 ) 25.2| 35.1| 15.7| 10.2] 6.1] 4.4] 3.2
IOWammmmmmmmmem;—s—ememmesm————— e —e———— 100.0| 49.0| 27.2| - 8.3] 4.5{ 3.7| 2.7| 4.5
Kansas=-==sasmmmmcmmomamacemcaccmmamasns 100.0.| 45.6{ 27.2| 9.1| s5.6| 4.2| 2.8 5.5
MiSSOUTimmrmmmmmecemmmmmmcamosmcmmemnens 100.0|| 46.5| 24.3] 9.4 6.2{ 4.9] 3.2 5.6
Montand=m=mw=smmmeemssemenonsn . 100.0 )| 40.2| 30.0| 10.0| 6.4| 4.6] 3.5 5.4
Nebraskaeemscmmmocemommaacommonacacanane 100.0 || 45.1) 32.2| 8.4 4.4 3.0] 2.1 5.0
Pennsylvanigesecececccaccanmeccncmeencmn= 100.0 46.8| 31.7 9.6 4.3 3.6 2,2 1.9
Tennessee=--==-==-- mmecmmncmesomeeamaaa- 100.0 | 53.2] 23.3] 9.8 &4.0f 3.5| 2.4] 3.7
Virginiamm-m=eacoemmocnoex SRS 100.0 | 52.9| 25.4| 10.9|. 3.6| 3.4 1.5] 2.3
Wisconsin~--mmmmmmrammcicecicmmancaacme. 100.0 || 43.5| 33,1 8.7 4.8 3.2| 2.3| 4.3
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Table 12, Medians and quartiles of age of divorced husbands and wives at marriage: 10 selected
registration States, 1965

[Based on sample data. These States reported age at marriage with a completeness of 85 percent or higher]

. . Inter~
First . Third .
State : Median : quartile
quartile quartile range
Husband Age at marriage
Totalemmememaan e e e eE e e R EEm e EmEEa— e e ————— 20.7 23.6 29.1 8.4
S A R Tt P T 22.2 25.6 32.8 10.6
1 R e L T LT TR L 20.6 23.6 29.5 8.9
Kangag~smrmecumcecsratcncneracran e e e et e mt e m o - 21.0 24,0 30.0 9.0
MiSSOUrimemmomcomeracm e e m e e e a o cem e e m oo 20.7 24,0 3%L.3 10.6
Montanas-ess~cececenacrumasrecccmmemmememe e mcm N e mc— e —— 21.6 24,6 32.0 10.4
Nebraska-=r-wcccmuccccmncac e ccrcrc e e r e e 20.9 23.6 28.7 7.8
Pennsylvanidsswemsceecmmcmccacumcracemem e re e 20.8 23.5 28.0 7.2
Tennessee-=cmeermmccuanucacx B R T 19.8 23,2 28.7 8.9
Virginigme--e~—mmecmccm i mac e mc e 20.4 23.2 27.9 7.5
WisconsSin-=meemecarmcccmccnrumcrmrer e crr e~ e ————— 21.1 23,7 28.7 7.6
Wife
oL o7 B R L D D e L e L 17.1 20.4 24.9 7.8
Hawall~-ccecmmescsmcuccacaan- e lattele mmcmmmcascana- 19.9 23.5 29.7 2.8
Iowasm=mmemccaamccacacca e B R 17.1 20.2 24,8 7.7
Kansas=-wew= R LD LT T PSP R L P LT PP 17.3 20.8 26.2 8.9
MissSouriree-cemecaceccccanan B L L L L TP R L L DL T T 17.2 20.7 27.2 10.0
Montana~esse-csmeaceuacccnnoaman= e Ll Y e 17.7 21.6 27.4 9.7
Nebraskaesse-eemeoaoacacaacmmcrcc e c e e n e na e 17.3 20.8 24,6 7.3
Pennsylvaniaescececcnecounnenrocasnenecccnccccn e 17.2 20.5 24,4 7.2
Tennessegwmeem=v= e e R Ceds NS m e s AL m . e ————————— 16.8 19.6 24,7 7.9
Virginig--ecemmemcmeccccmcncrcamaa T e 16.8 19.7 24.4 7.6
Wisconsinee-serccconcraacuccccnas D e e 17.5 21.0 24,8 7.3
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Table 13. Percent of brides and gro&ms and of divorced husbands and wives married under age 20:
15 selected registration States,l 1957-65

[Based on sample' data for 1960 and later years]

Husband Wife
Year
Mgrried vgi;ed Married vgiged
Percent

1965 m e e e e e e L L LT 15.3 20.0 40.0 48.9
1964 e e e e e e e e e e e e 14.0 20.2 38.2 49.3
1963 e - 14.1 19.7 38.6 47.4
106 2 e e e e e e e e 15.3 18.9 40.5 47.4
OB Lm e e e e e e e e e e e e 14.3 20.0 40.4 47.8
1060 e e e e e e e e e e 14.0 16.4 40.3 46.0
L0 50 e e e e e e e e e e 13.2 - 39.1 -
1958-----cmemenman P e e e e e e e e e 12.9 —— 39.0 -
R T ittt T T T P R R PSR 12.0 - 37.8 -

lAlabama, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas,. Maryland, Montana, Nebraska,

Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming.

Oregon,Pennsylvania, South
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Table 14. Median age of husband and wife at decree: divorce-registration area and each registration’
State, 1959-65

[Based on sample data for 1960 and later yoars)

State 1965| 1964| 1963 | 1962| 1961} 1960( 1959
Husband Median age at decree

Divorce-regiStration area--=-=mmmmmmmmmmomeommamoomoee 34,1 34.0( 34.8] 34.5| 34.0( 34,1{ !34.2
ALabamA ~= == === = m e e e e m e oo 35.8| 34.6| 35.5| 35.0| 31.9( 27.5 ---
AlasKka == mm e m e e e e oo 34.1| 33.6| 35.6| 34.6| 34.2| 32,8| 35.5
Georgiam---===mmmm e —memcem—oooeoooo 33.0( 31.9] 33.0| 32.1| 33.6} 32.9| _32.9
Hawaii-meommmomm e s cm e e e e e 36.2| 34.7| 35.8| 36.3| 34.9| 33.8| 135.6
TAARO == === e e e e 33.0| 32.7( 32.4| 34.0| 33,5 33.0| 34.1
T OWA = === = = oo o e e s e ————me o 33.2} 32,8 33.0| 33.9]| 33.2] 32.2] 32.9
KANSAS === === == mm = m e o e e e —— - 33.6( 33.3| 33.5| 34,0| 33.7| 34.3| 33.6
Marylandem-=om- oo oo e e e e 34,5 34,5 36.4| 34.6| 34.4 34.7 -—-
Michigan-m~c==-~om oo e oo 34,4 36,11 32,5 33,3} 33,2| === ——
MiSSOUTI~mmmmmm e o m e mm—mem o m oo 34.1| 34,2 34,9 34,1 35,1 === ———
MOTMEANE === = = = = = = e e e e e e e 33.6] 33.3( 35.1| 33.4| 34.0] 34,5| 34,1
Nebraska == === mm oo e e e 32.4| 33.6| 33.6{ 35.0| 34,0{ 33.9| 33.9
ORAO— —m— = mmmmm e mm mm e oo mmmmm e 35.2| 34.0| 37.0] 34.6| <<=| wmm| =mm
OL@QOTLm === = = m = o m = o o e e m o m oo 34.8| 34.7] 35.3| 35.4| 35.9 34.6| 35.9
Pennsylvania------m--emccomm oo e ceeo oo m o m e 34,81 35.3| 35.5| 36.1]| 34.9| 36.2| 35.4
Rhode  181andmnn—nnmmmmmmmmmm—memmm e mmmmmmmmmmm e m o 34,9 35.4| 35.0| =Io| Toii| TAiaj Ten-
South Dakota 29,1 32.3| 32.3| 36.1} 34.3] 36.4 ———
Tennessee-- 32.3| 32.9( 34.2} 34.5| 32.4| 32.4( 32.9
Utah-----~---- 31,1 31,1 31.6| 31.8]| 31.9]| 31.8( 32.0
Virginia~-------cc-coo-uonu 34,9 34.11 34.91 34.2] 34.0] 33,1 -—-
WiSCONSIMmmmm e m e s e o e e 34,.8| 35.0{ 35,4 37.5| 35.3{ 36,7 35.3
WyOming==—===c=-cmmem oo oo emme—mmoo oo 32.3| 32.5| 31.5| 40.0| 33.3| 35.0 -—-

Wife

Divorce-registration area------=---c-e-----smmmmmo—ooan 30.5( 30.6| 31.3| 31.0! 30.8| 30.9| !30.9
Alabama---~=---r---cmm oo e e 32,1 34.5( 31,3 31.3} 26.7| 23.6 ——-
Alagkae-=---m oo cmmm e 29.8 1 29,0} 30,2 28,3 29.7| 28,5 31.0
Georgia--c--mcmmm o e e me oo 29.4| 28,71 29.8( 29.0] 30.4.30.0 29,4
Hawaiie-cosecormmc e mm e e e e e e 32,81 31.3]| 32,6 32,8 31.4| 31.3 31,9
TdahO === = - e e e e 29.2| 28.9| 28,61 30.4| 29,6 29.8| 29.6
L OWE === = === = = = e e e oo 29.41 29,41 29,8}30.,5}29.5} 29,3 29.4
Kangas=~~mmmcmmo e e me e e emm o e e 30,17 29.7] 30,1 30,6 30.4| 31.1 30.4
Maryland---=---- - e e e e oo 30.5( 31,1 33.01 31.6 32.0]| 31.9 ——-
Michigan---------mmmmc e 30.8| 32.4| 33.2| 29.8| 30.0 ——— ———
MiSSOUri-mmme et e e em e 30.5( 30.7| 31.1 30.4 ] 31L.4 —— -—-
MOM AN ==~ === mm o e e e e e — e — e 29.9( 29.3| 30.9{ 29.9{ 30.8| 30.7| 29.8
Nebraska 29,01 29.8 29.8 31.2| 30.9| 30.8 30,6
Ohig=-ecsmcmcm e e e e e 31.6 | 31.6| 33.5| 31.7 - —— ———
Oregon 31,8 31.4{ 31.5| 32,6 | 33.4| 31.8| 32.4
Pennsylvania 31.8] 32,01 32.3( 32,24 31.9( 32.9 32.4
Rhode Island 32.41 32,7 32,7 --- ——- ——— ——-
South Dakota 26,9} 27.8) 28,1 31.4| 28.6( 33.1 =--—-
T NS S@E === m == === =~ m e e oo mm oo 28.81] 29.4 | 30.1| 29.7| 28.8| 29.3( 29.6
[T R e O DL L Lty 28,0| 27.8) 28.6 | 28.7] 28.5| 28.2) 29.0
ViTEinia=mmm-mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmemmmm e m o mmmmemams 31.3| 30,8 | 31.8| 30.8| 31.1| 29.7| ~---
WiSCONSin-==-=momm e e e mmm e ma e 31.8| 31.8( 32,2 | 34.7| 32,21 33.5| 32.5
WY OMIMgm === == m = = m = s m e o e e e e mme e me e — e 27.0| 28,21 26,4 32,5 28,91 29.1 -——

Data for Hawaii not included in the DRA total for 1959.
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Table 15. Median age of divorced husbands and wives at marriage:
each registration State, 1960-65

[Based on sample data]

divorce-registration area and

State 1965 | 1964 1963 1962 | 1961 | 1960
Husband Median age at marriage
Divorce-registration area=-=--=-----=c--cmeccsasoccasaos 23.7] 23.7] 23.9| 24.0| 23.8| 24.2
Alabama--m=em=—m e e m e e oo cw oo 24.3] 23.61 24.5| 26.71 20.8( 21.9
N S L e 27.7| 27.2( 27.6} 26.7 | 28.6| 27.3
GeOrgia—m-m—-rmmom e e s e mmeemacccme—esec—oeeo e 23.4( 23.3| 23.4| 23.9 23.6| 24.2
Hawalis-=rmoe=mmmem e e e e e e m e m e oo e 25.6| 24,6 25,31 25.1| 24.9| 25.0
Idaho-==m=mem e e e e e mm e 24,4 24.3] 24,2 24.5 | 24.3| 24.8
Iowa==~-- 23.6| 23.6| 23.7] 24.0} 24.0| 24.3
Kansas--- 24,0 24,04 24,1 24.2 | 23.9]| 24.3
Maryland 23.31 23.3] 23.5| 23.3| 23.5]| 23.9
Michigan 22,9 23.6| 22.8 | 23.4 | 23.6 .en
Missouri 24,0 24.0| 24.0| 23.8 | 24.3} ...
MONtana=-==m=-====—m-m o e e adsame——mam—n—— 24.6| 24,8 25.0 | 24.6 | 24.8} 26.0
Nebraska 23.6 | 23.9| 23.9| 24.4| 23.7| 24.0
(1 T S e L S L L L LS P P LR P L P e e e e 24,0} 23.7| 24.4 1 24.2( ... ees
DL @EONL= == === == = e e e e e e o e o 24.5) 24.3| 24.9| 24,5 24,7 26.2
Pennsylvania--ee-ccoommco e e e e 23,51 23.7| 23.4| 23.8 | 23.6| 24.3
Rhode Island-----~--c-eecmormc e e ce e ce— e m oo e 23.2| 23.7| 23.6 eee . ven
South Dakota---------- D et et 23.0( 23.8| 24.0| 24.2| 25.0 26.3
TENNESSEE === = = = e e e e e e m e m—e o 23.2| 23.1| 23.6 | 24.2 | 23.6{ 23.5
F0L ) L et e etk 23.3| 23.4| 23.5| 23.7 | 23.5]| 24.4
Virginig---=-=--~memecm e e e m e mm 23.21 23.5| 23.6 | 23.8| 23.3| 23.5
WiSCONSiNnermmmmmmmmm e m e c e e r e e e me . 23.71 23.8| 24.0{ 24.9 | 24.0]| 24.9
WYOMIng- == === e oo e m e e e e e e e 24.1§ 24,1| 23.3| 25.0 | 24.0 24.2
Wife

Divorce~-registration area---------—-c--aeccemmmcceomoaw "20.4) 20.4) 20.6| 20.7| 20.6 | 20.9
Alabama 19.6] 21.3] 22.1§ 19.8 | 18.1| 18.4
Alaska--- 23,4 23,1} 23.3| 22.1| 24.9| 23.3
Georgila--- 19.9| 19.81 19.9} 20.3| 20.2{ 21.3
Hawaii---=-- 23.5(22.2}22,5]22,9]22.9]| 22.8
Idaho=--=-m-mmcramme e e e 21.3( 21.3] 21.2}21.6 | 21.0} 21.0
e R e L e e 20.2| 20.1} 20.1} 20.3}{ 21,2} 21.2
KanSa8—==mm=—=mr == e e e e e e m——— e a o — e 20.8 | 21.0}20.9| 21.4| 21.4] 20.6
Maryland-----c-- s s o e e e e 19.5( 19.6| 19.7{ 20.1 | 20.1| 20.3
Michigan---=-===ccemcm e e e e 19.3] 19.6{ 21.2| 20.5| 20.2{ ...
MLSSOUricmmmmm e me e e e oo 20.7| 20.7| 20.2{ 20.4 | 20.6 ces
Montang~-=-==—=--—m e e e e e e —amca e e 21.6121.81 21.7]21.4)21.9} 21.6
Nebraskg--=-=----cmecmm e e e e e 20.8 | 20.8| 20.4|21.1| 19.5]| 20.1
(oL e T L e e e e e e D L e Lty 21.0121.0f 21.5{21.0| ... ces
Oregon=-=--~-- T e et 21.6) 21,0} 21.6 | 22,0 | 23.0| 22.8
Pennsylvania------c-ccmcomcm e e e me e m e e e e 20.51 20.11 20.6 | 20.4 | 20.6| 21.0
Rhode Island--------c-r—ermmmmrc e e e me e c e —m e 20.6 | 21.4( 20.9 - .os .
South Dakota=-e---=-emremreccecacc e mcm e cn e oo mma—s s m o me e 18.8 20.5| 20.5| 20.1} 19.6 | 21.7
= ot s T T Y ittt 19.61 19.5} 19.9{ 19.9{ 19.9| 20.1
Utahé-—mmmm et e e m oo e e e e 19.9}| 19.8] 19.8 | 20.6 | 19.8| 21.4
Virginig----=c-crcemomcmcrmr e e r e e e e e e m e m e m e m e 19.6 | 20.2| 20.4120.4|19.9| 20.5
Wisconsin-=--====-cmbicmum e mc e c e e me e e rc e s e e n— o= 21.01 20.8f 20.9| 22,0} 21.4| 22.0
Wyoming==m==mm=co - e oo e e e e e 1 20.0119.7] 19.7| 22.0| 19.4( 20.2
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Table 16. Medians and quartiles of age of husbands and wives; 10 selected registration Statesl,

1960-65

{Based on sample data]

Year First . Third
quartile | Median | ooriite

Husband 1 Age at decree
1965 m s m e e e e e e e ———— 26.7 34.0 43.7
1964mmm e e ‘ 26.9 34.1 43,7
R e et L L L C LT LT P 27.1 34.7 44,0
R R e n L E e T E L L 27.4 34,9 44,4
IR LY R et ittt et 27.1 34.1 43.6
7B U U Uy 27.1 34.4 44,0

Wife
196 5 m o e e e e e e e m e 23.9 30.5 40.4
196 m mm s e e e e 23.9 30.6 39.9
R et T Lt L L 24,1 31.2 40.5
L062mm mm s o e e e e 24,21 31.1 40.4
R L R e L L P PP e ——— 23.9 30.8 39.9
19607 - m o oo e e e 23.9| 31.2 40.1

Husband Age at marriage
1965mm mmm e mmmmmmmmmm e mm e e RS 20.7| 23.6 29.1
B e L L LT LT PR P 20.7 23.7 29.1
1963 mrm e e e e e n e 20.7 23.8 29.4
1962 === mmmm oo e m e e e e e s m . ———————— 21.0 | 24,0 30.0
T3 0y SO S 20.7 23.8 29.7
19602 = mm -~ e e e e e a oo -—- - ---

Wife

196 5 e m e e e e e e ————— 17.1 20.4 24.9
L96imm =~ m mmm o o e e e mm e mmmmem e e e 17.1] 20.3 24.9
R N e R R Lt T T T R - 17.2 20.5 25.0
1962 == == m o e e e em e ——————— 17.2| 20.6 25.6
196 L mmmm e e e e e e e 17.2 20.5 25.4
L9602 m o m e e e e e —— - -

1Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wis-
consin.

*Missouri was not in the DRA in 1960; age at decree for that State was taken from Missouri Di-
vision of Health, Vital Staristics, Missouri, 1960,table RR,but age at marriage is not available..
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Table 17. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by race of husband and wife: 10 se-
lected registration States, 1965

[Based on sample data. These States reported race with a completeness of 85 percent or higher]

Nonwhite
State ALl wnite
Total | Negro| Other
Husband Percent distribution
Total-mmmmmmm e m e e e e 100.0 89.1| 10.9 9.7 1.2
Hawaii--=----- et e L P L L EE e 100.0 51.0‘ 49.0 1.51 47.5
T QWA= = e et e i  m mmmm o mm e mme e 100.0 97.5{ 2.5] 2.4 o.1
KATISASmmmm m e m s m s e e 100.0| 93.2| 6.8 6.5 0.4
Missouri-----romcmmecmaennan B LR L P L P e e 100.0 8§7.9] 12.1| 12.1 -
Montana; ---------------------------------- L 100.0 95.7 4.3 0.8 3.5
Nebraskas--em-moecm e e e e e e 100.0 94.9 5.1 4.7 0.4
Rhode Island-=mmm== S U 100.0| 96.0| 4.0 3.7] 0.3
Tennessee-=====am=-ma== T it R e e e e e 100.0 88.6 11.44% 11.47 0.0
Virginig=--e--c=cmosmmomcanan et o e 100.0 81.87 18.2§ 17.9 0.2
WiSQONSINm-==rmcmmmcccmmme o s o e e e e e e e e mccmce—emem e 100.0 94.0 6.0 5.4 0.6
Wife

e e L EEL L LR P L et 100.0 88.9| 11.1 9.6 1.5
Hawail--=comm e e o e e Bt i 100.0 45.31 54.7 0.6 54.i
O = = o o e e e e e e e e e e e e oo 100.0 97.5 2,5 2.3 0.2
KanSag=r === o e e e e e e e e e c e 100.0 93.1 6.9 6.4 0.5
Missouri-----c-=a-cwaa- T L LR L PR 100.0 87.81 12.2f 12.1 0.1
MONEANA == == == = = e e e e e m e e 100.0 95.3 4.8 0.6 4.2
Nebraskgem=m-momer e m e B it - | 100.0 95.1 4.9 4.5 0.4
Rhode Island-----m-mmm= e e a o e e e e e e e 100.0 96.2 3.8 3.5 0.3
T ONNE S S@E === = e e e e e e e m e s m e a - 100.0 88.4 11.6| 1l1.4 0.2
Vingindg--room oo e e e e e - 100.0 8l.4} 18.6| 18.0 0.5
Wisconsin---——----—-----------; ------------ mmmmm—————— -==m===| 100.0 94.3 5.7 5.2 0.5
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Table 18. Number and percent distribution of divorces and annulments,;by color of husband and
wife: divorce-registration area, 1960 and 1963-65

[Based on sample data]

.:| Other ..| Other
Year and color Total Hawaii States Total|} Hawaii States
1965 Number of divorces Percent distribution?
All decree§----~-—---remmomm e e o= 164,942 1,110| 163,832] 100.0 100.0] 100.0
Both spouses white-==w--m-omcmccmcmmmn e non 86,107 420 85,687 89.4 37.9 90.0
Both spouses nonwhite=-~---c--mecomecmmacmnao- 9,503 461 9,042 9.9 41.6 9.5
Husband white, wife nonwhite---~=----=-crmcaaa-- 461 146 315 .5 13.2 0.3
Husband nonwhite, wife white-----=w--ccce-moo_- 288 82 206 0.3 7.4 0.2
Not stated for either or both spouses----~-«== 68,583 1| 68,582
1964
All decreeS----~---cmmcmmmmmmem - 160,987 1,688 | 159,299| 100.0 100.0| 100.0
Both spouses white---=--=-wmmcmmoamcmcene 83,103 613 82,490 89.3 36.3 90.2
Both spouses nonwhite---wecomemoccmacacccane- 9,156 695 8,461 9.8 41.2 9.3
Husband white, wife nonwhite~--w--e-ccccmec-on~ 516 249 267 0.6 14.8 0.3
Husband nonwhite, wife white------=-mmeenmccnow 323 130 . 193 0.3 7.7]. 0.2
Not stated for either or both spouses~-------= 67,889 1| 67,888,
1963
All decreeg---=-r---mmemcmcm e 152,594 1,514 | 151,080 100.0 100.0| 100.0
Both spouses wWhitew-==c---mmmmommcoemme oo 75,873 4931 75,380 89.1 33.4 90.1
Both spouses nonwhite-==--rmrecccrccccemanaan- 8,694 643 8,051] 10.2 43.6 9.6
Husband white, wife nonwhite--------rcccwene_- 355 209 146 0.4 14.2 0.2
Husband nonwhite, wife white-------c-cccncwac- 230 129 101 0.3 8.8 0.1
Not stated for either or both spouses=~---c«-=-~ 67,442 40 67,402
1960
All decrees=----——-mmomcc e 94,074 1,270 92,804 | 100.0 100.0| 100.0
Both spouses white----=mem-crccer e acacmeea 57,124 410 56,714| 88.7 32.3 89.8
Both spouses nonwhite-=-----=-mccmcmccmmneoun 6,797 588 6,209 10.6 46.4 9.8
Husband white, wife nonwhite--«-w-eccccamuca-- 275 166 109 0.4 13.1 0.2
Husband nonwhite, wife white------w-cmemacaa- 217 104 113 0.3 8.2 0.2
Not stated for either or both spouses--------- 29,661 2| 29,659 ce

IpRA included 18 States in 1960 and 22 States in 1963-65.
2Percentages exclude couples with color not stated for either or both spouses.
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Table 19. ©Percent distribution of divorces and annulments,
lected registration States, 1965

[Based on sample data. These States reported the number of this marriage with a completeness of 85 percent or higher._-]

by number of this marriage: nine se-

Remarriages
All First
State marriages marriage 3d
Total 2d or more
Husband Percent distribution
Total=mmmme o e el 100.0 74.11 25.9 19.7 6.1
Hawaidlre—mmmm e oo e e e e e 100.0 70.1| 29.9 22.3 7.6
LOWaA =~ = e e e e e e e e 100.0 70.91 29.1 21.3 7.8
Kansas—=—mescom e e e e e 100.0 68.2 31.8 23.1 8.7
MisSOUr Lmm o m m e e e e 100.0 72,21 27.8 . 19.6 8.1
Montang=mm= == =m e e e 100.0 69.3{ 30.7 22.9 7.8
Rhode Island----~=-ceeccmmo e 100.0 87.0 13.0 12.0 1.0
Tennesseem=-m=rrm oo e e - et aa———a 100.0 71.5 28;5 22.0 6.6
Virginige==ecmm oo cm oo em 100.0 82.7| 17.3 15.3 1.9
WiSCONSINemmmmmmmmm s e e mm e e oo 100.0 79.2| 20.8 17.6 3.1
Wife

Total-mmmeme e e e e e - 100.0 73.2] 26.8 20.2 6.6
2 B 100.0 65.5| 34.5 25.3 9.2
LOWa= = = e e e et e e e 100.0 70.1( 29.9] 21.2 8.7
Kansas-mem e r e m e e e e 100.0 67.3| 32.7 24.0 8.6
MissoUri=e - m e m e o o e e 100.0 71.4| 28.6 20.4 8.2
Montana-----=-—weceammnceaan B T 100.0 65.5| 34.5 25.1 9.4
Rhode Island=--e--m—om oo eccmeeeceae e 100.0 86.3 13.7 11.7 2.0
TenneSSee= e e m e e e e 100.0 71.8| 28.2 22.0 6.1
Virginigme-=eccecom e e 100.0 -81.3| 18.7 15.4 3.3
Wisconsin=mer oo m o o e e 100.0 78.01 22,0 17.8 4.2
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Table 20. Percent distribution of divorces and marriages, by marriage order of husband and wife:
nine selected registration States,! selected years
I:For 1960-65, based on sample data; for 1956-59, based on total counts]
Hushand Wife
Event and year Total Married Married
Married| more Married| more
once than once than
once onee
Divorces Percent distribution
1965 mcmrmmmmmra e LR e L B 100.0 75,7 24,4 74,0 26,0
R T L L E L PR LS TP 100.0 74.3 25,7 73.9 26.1
1963mmcmcmm e m et e e a e ——— 100.0 74.1 25,9 73,2 26.8
R T L L L T L LR 100.0 72.5 27.5 71.4 28.6
1961r-mmmme e e e e e rm e e e e e ——— -l 100.0 73.2 26.8 72.4 27.6
Marriages
1965w mmmmmmmm e mmc e M ———— 100.0 78.1 21.9 78.2 21,8
B e L L E LT P P 100.0 78.0 22.0 78.4 21.6
1963-wmmmmmc e d e ——— 100.0 78.6 21.4 78.3 21,7
1962~-mnmmrmmn e nnna T o ———— 100.0 78.7 21.3 79,1 20.9
196Llrrme e e e - mremmm e eme= | 100,0 78.4 21.6 79,1 20.9
1960 mcmemm e s e ——— 100.0 79.3 20,7 78,7 21,3
1959 rcmr e e - e ————— e=~wn= | 100.0 79.3 20,7 78.6 21.4
1958 mmacmacmmnc et e ar e . ——— 100.0 79.8 20,2 79,2 20,8
1957~-cmemmmco e Rl T T memem e —————— 100.0 80.4 19.6 79.7 20.3
195h~mecmmrercmm e e et et e e e m e ———— 100.0 80.2 19.8 79.4 20,6

1Idaho, Towa, Kansas, Maryland, Michigan, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Utah.
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Table 21. Percent distributlon of divorces and anmulments, by color, age of husband and wife, and

marriage order: five selected registration States,l 1963

[Based on sample data]

Husband Wife
Age and marriage order . '
. Non- . Non-
Total || White | gpipe| Total || White| opqre
.AGE AT DECREE
All decrees Percent distribution

All ageS=—-mm=-mmmmmmmmmmcme e mmcameaen --|100.0 || 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 || 100.0| 100.0
Under 25 years=mes-r-mmmmmmsoan e ame 17.4 || 18.4] 9.7] 30.1| 31.5| 19.1
25-34 yearse-=------ e it 34.1 34,5| 31.5] 3L.5 31.0| 35.7
35 years and OVer-=smcem—ccmmemmo e e 48.6 || - 47,2 58.8) 38.4 37,5 | 45,1

First marriage

All ages=-=c-mmmmccccmccmcc e —nan 100.0 || 100,0 | 100.0| 100,0 j§ 100,0 100.0
Under 25 years----<------ B e LT 22.4 23,71 12,61 37.6 39, 24,3
25-34 year§e--e-esceacuccconcacna LT L PR 38.2 38.5| 35.6] 32.8 32.2"| 37.6
35 years and overs-c--ccecucacacacnanonn Mmememe e m——— 39.5 37.8| 51.8} 29.6 28, 38.1

Remarriage

ALl BgeS=mm=-mmmmmmmmmmmcm—mecmcmmemeoe—————— 100,0 || 100.0 | 100.0} 100.0 || 100.0{ 100.0
Under 35 yearsewsmesmemroccccmcmnmc e, ———— 27.6 28,8 18.4| 39.2 39,7 32,6
35-44 years—=-~--- 32,8 || 32,5| 37.2] 3L.6| 3l.8| 3L.4
45 years and OVer---cmececcmcmac e e 39.6 38.7 | 44.4) 29.2 28.5| 36,0

AGE_AT MARRIAGE
All decrees

All ages-cocrmvanun- ee—————— e mem e —————— 100.0 || 100,0] 100.0{ 100.0 || 100.0/ 100.0
Under 20 yearseececemscccammucmcoccmmeme e e a 19.5 19.8 | 17.8] 48.4 49,6 | 39.5
20-24 yearsesmcmmsmm et n e 39.4 40,1 34.6| 24.5 24,01 28.3
25 years and overe-e-ccecmmcmc e 41,1 40,1 47. 27.1 26.4| 32,2

First marriage _

ALl BgeSmmmmmmmmmm e oo e 100.,0 || 100.04 100.0| 100.0 || 100.0} 100,0
Under 20 yearse--wwew-- —————— R 26,3 26,8 | 22.6| 63.8 65,71 50,
20-24 years=w~=- S D st EE L e DL 48.3 49,31 41,8| 25.3 24,61 30.2
25 years and over=e--esececaa-o- R 25,3 23,8] 35.6| 10.9 9.7 19,

Reﬁarriage

All ageS-m—mrmeemm e e ieeec e a 100.0 || 100,0 | 100.0| 100.0 | 100,0| 100,0
Under 25 yearsme-ececoscmuex e it 17.3 18,1} 11, 30.7 31.5] 23.8
25«34 yearsme—m-mmwww—- e e .- —————— mmewe= | 37,3 36,6 | 45.4{ 34.3 33,3 42.3
35 years and overe—wsicoccnmmmmcancnan B it 45.4 45,3 43, 35.0 35,21 33.9

1Hawaii, Towa, Missouri, Tenmnessee, and Wisconsin.
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Table 22. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments,by resident status of defendant husband

and wife: divorce-registration area and 12 selected registration States, 1965

[Ba.sed on sample data. These States reported residence with a completeness of 85 percent or higher]

Resident | Resident
of State| of other Not
Area and State Total where State, resident
decree same of region
granted region
Defendant husband Percent distribution
Divorce-registration area--wee---c-mcmcmcamoancaoann 100.0 86.1 6.5 7.4
Alabamgemrmmr-meemme e d e mmmmemeee———eemamemem—m——ae 100.0 88.9 6.6 4.5
Hawadinrmomm=mmmomm i m e et e oo mm o m o m—em oo 100.0 | 81.7 8.6 9.7
TOWa === m o m e o e mm e e am - —————— 100.0 88.3 6.4 5.3
Maryland----commmmo s o mn e e e e mnc e 100.0 77.4 12.9 9.7
Missouri--we--ecccmocmcec e R e L L 100.0 88.7 4.6 6.7
MONEANA- === ==~ = —mm et e me - 100.0 84.8 9.7 5.5
Ohiommmomccmmme e e R L D T 100.0 90.0 1.7 8.3
Pennsylvaniam--e-----scmm i e mme e 100.0 85.8 5.5 8.7
Rhode Island----r=-cc-oemmem o cnme e e 100.0 84.9 8.6 6.6
TENNESSEE~ = m === == = = = e o e e e o 100.0 88.0 5.5 6.5
Virginig-c-eccomom o e e e e - 100.0 71.8 15.5 12.6
Wisconsin---------c-wocmeux e Rt e 100.0 89.3 5.7 5.0
Defendant wife
Divorce-registration areag--~------scecmeocarenn ~--~= | 100.0 75.4 9.4 15.2
ALEbAMA= - <= == —m —m e oS m e mcmm e e 100.0 76.7 10.2 13.1
Hawali--ecmmomm e e e e e 100.0 57.9 16.0 26.1
LOWa=mmmmmmmm e mmmm e m i mmm 100.0 77.7 7.8 14.5
Maryland=--memmmmem o e 100.0 74.3 11.4 14.3
MiSSOUrime—mmm o e e e e e e 100.0 76.6 7.5 15.9
MONtana====-— e rm e m e e e e mem e a—eo oo 100.0 70.9 17.9 11.2
(0o} Ko e e e Tt et 100.0 79.3 3.1 17.5
Pennsylvanige--------cmemmmn e e r e e 100.0 77.7 6.8 15.5
Rhode Islande--c-=cemcmomccm e m e mcem e 100.0 71.0 15.7 13.3
TONNESSEE= === oMo M e e e e me e ——e e —we—oeno 100.0 74.5 10.1 15.4
Virginiga----=-cmommomc e e 100.0 68.7 15.6 | 15.7
Wisconsin-----=-m-cemmmrc e e e ce e aa oo 100.0 77.5 10.2 12,4
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Table. 23, Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by place of marriage: divorce-regis-
tration area and each registration State, 1965

[Based on sample data]

Place of marriage

State Other
Same State Not in
Total State| same’ region

region

’ Percent distribution

Divorce~registration area=----=-cemmccmmme e 100.0 60.9 20.9 18.2
Alabamae == e e mm e e e e rme et mca e e 100.0 64.0 29,0 7.0
Alaska-e—mem e e 100.0 47,9 26.7 25,4
Georgiac e em oo e e e 100.0 69.4 22.8 7.8
Hawaid—=—-ormm o e e e e o e e 100.0 63.2 14,1 22,7
<) T R e LT L PP 100.0 49.4 37.3 13.3
e R e e e 100.0 59.8 29.6 10.6
Kansasee mommm e m e e e c e e 100.0 57.7 11,9 30.4
Marylande-c-cecm o m o m e e creet s 100.0 70.6 19.8 9.6
Michigam-—cmmeo e e e 100.0 69.5 14.2 16.3
bR To s R i e e L L L E L L S PP 100.0 63.2 13.6 23.2
Montana=e-==scocermomme e dnccmccecccmememce e - 100.0 58.9 27.5 | 13.6
Nebraskae==--==scsccmm e e e 100.0 63,0 21,2 15.8
(8 s R ittt el 100.0 59.4 12.0 28.6
Oregon==--r=-memmceee e e e cm e e e m e ce s e s e e e e e e = | 100,0 39.8 46.9 13.2
Pennsylvaniaeeememmomc oo oo - 100.0 65,4 5.8 28.7
Rhode Island 73.8 16.0 10.3
South Dakota 57.4 23.8 18.8
TennessSee=~=mmmmemecmcccccccmacccmacann" 50.6 42,5 6.9
Utahe=-=mee=-- 46,7 44,2 9.2
Virginias--- 55.5 33.3 11.2
WisconsSine-cmecomem oo e e e 62.1 26.1 11.9
Wyoming-—m—== o e e e e e e e 48.8 25.2 26.0

41



Table 24. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by duration of marridge: divorce-
registration area and each registration State, 1965

[Based on sample data]

State

Duration of marriage

Under 1 2
Total ye;r year | years

Hawajijseromemcarcmammcccnnem- e i e e e e e e o R e

KANSaE mummr mrm e e e e et e e n e m e G me e m e m e~ ——
Marylande---rcemmmme e e e . . ———————
Michigan=--r-~=mmc e e e e
F TR Lo b o TPy QR gy g Sy U
10T o T L gy

Nebraskaem=remmemocme e e s ce e mecmmn o m e eme e e ——
L R R e L LT T M e ————
OO mm = = e o e e e e e — e ————————
Pennsylvania---cm—mc o e o e ————
Rhode Islandemes-emecmomommmc e e e ;e cm e ———————

South Dakotas==-mewecommmca e cc e ————— m——————
U= oy TR R T e T e e e T T T

virginj_a -----------------------------------------------------------
W S OIS L L=t o = o on e o e i i e ot e e iy e i

Percent distribution

5,3 9.3 8.6

8.6| 11.7 8.8

6.6 10.2 9.9

7.7 1l.4 8.4
100.0 8.5 10,8 8.7
100,0 10,5 13,0 11.0
100.0 6.8 11.6 9.7
100.0 8.2] 1l.5 10.3
100,0 1.2 2.5 6.9
100,0 4,1 8.6 8.2
100.0 7.7 1L.4 9.5
100,0 8.2} 1l.2 10.4
100.0 5.9 9,3 10.9
100.0 4.3 9.1 8.3
100,0 7.6 1L.0 9.9
100,.0 1.7 6.8 7.8
100.0 0.7 4.7 5.9
100.0 7.1 9.1 - 9.7
100,0 8.7 11,0 8.7
100.0 7.1 13,2 9.8
100.0 0.6 5.9 8,1
100.0 2.8 7.1 7.3
100.0 10,2 11.2 10.4
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Table 25. Medians and quartiles of duration of marriage at decree: divorce-registration area and

each registration State, 1965

[Based on sample data}

Duration of marriage

State
Third

quartile

Divorce-registration area-----------s-ccccmembctenem o n————— 3.2 7.2 14.8
Alabama- - —mm e e e o e 2.5 6.6 14,9
ALASKA = = mmr o e o e 2,8 6.0 11.6
[ R R e R L L L L 2.7 6.1 13.5
Hawalie=--omcmoommmcc oot e e 2.7 5.8 13.2
Ldaho~mmm e m o m e o e oo 2.1 5.1 12.2
e e e L E L L L P P LT 2,7 5.9 13.5
Kansag====m===mm oo m e e mm e 2.5 5.9 13.6
Maryland 5,0 9.2 16,5
Michigan 3.5 7.9 15.9
Missouri 2.6 5.8 13.0
MOTLEATLA = == = = = == e e e e e e e 2.5 5.8 12,3
Nebraska-ermmemcemmmcm e e mmmcr e cacceeccc e e cmmccmcmeccm——an— 2.9 6.3 13.8
() e R e e PP L e LT 3.5 7.8 15.0
[0 oY= R ettt e e 2,6 5.9 12,7
Pennsylvania-=------cmcmmm e 4,1 8.9 16,7
Rhode T81andemmmmmmmmmmmm e mm e e e ——m———————————— 4.9 9.1 16.8
South Dakota 2.9 6.3 13.9
Tennessee 2.6 6.1 13,7
[51:2:1 B ettt 2.5 5,2 11.4
Virginid-cmcm oo e e m e e c e mme e ce e 4,5 9.0 16.5
Wisconsin 4,0 8.2 15.5
Wy Omin == o mm o e e e 2.3 5.5 12.3
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Table 26. Median duration of marriage at decree: each registration State, 1954-65

[For 1960-65, based on sample data; for 1954-59, based on total counts]

State 1965 | 1964 | 1963 | 1962 | 1961 | 1960 | 1959 | 1958 | 1957 | 1956 | 1955 | 1954
Median duration in years
Alabamar----=c=m=mammmemn 6.6 6.9 7.5[ 7.1] 7.3 7.3[7.6 | 7.4] 7.1 6.7| 6.5] 6.3
Alaska---mm=semmemmnomnee 6.0| 6.0 6.8 6.2] 6.3] 6.2]6.0 | == | =on| coo| oo -
Georgia=commmmmmmmemammn 6.1 6.4{.6.3| 5.9 6.6| 6.3|/6.1 | 5.9| %.1|%.0| 5.6 !6.7
Hawali-=-e-ccmcmamccacnan 5.8y 6.7) 7.2 7.0| 6.3]| 6.3| --- il B I B
Idaho=r—==m==mmmmmcmamee o 5.1 5.1| 5.0| 5.6| 4.7| 4.8| 4.2 | 46| 4.7 4.2 4.2 4.7
TOWa-=mmmmmmmmmmmmmamae 5.9| 5.0| 6.1 6.2 5.5| 5.7|5.4 | 5.6| 5.3| 5.1| 5.0| 5.0
Kansas=m-=-mm=cmeacomamnn 5.9] 6.3 6.5 5.9 6.5| 5.8/6.3 | ---| 6.2 6.1] 5.7| 5.7
Maryland----~--cccecmmen- 9.2 9.8|10.3| 9.4| 9.4 9.0} --- e B A e T T
Michigan-e=comcmmocomoman 7.9 8.0 8.0) 8.0 7.6| ~==| == | ——=| 7.5| 7.4 t7.2| 171
MiSSOUri-mmm—mmmmm —————- 5.8 6.1| 6.9] 6.1] 6.6] == | -== | -=—=|%.1] 5.9 5.9 5.9
Montana=-=-==m-==-cammam- 5.8| 5.6] 5.9| 5.9| 5.2| 5.1/5.1 | 5.4| 5.2 51| 4.8/ 5.1
Nebraskar=-nn-=scm-mmumm- 6.3| 6.5| 6.7( 6.1| 6.5| 6.3|6.0 | 5.9| 6.1|%.0{ 5.6| 5.5
OhiO=mmmmmmccmcmmemameee 7.8 7.7 7.7 7.7 ~==| ~==f--= | -—=| 6.7| 6.5] 6.4 6.4
Oregon-==mm=mmmmmomomman- 5.9 6.6| 5.8 6.5 6.4| 5.9{6.0 | 5.9 5.7] 5.6 5.1| 5.1
Pennsylvanig---=eme-meeaca 8.9] 8.6 8.7 9.6 8.6 9.2|9.1 e T B e D
Rhode Island------eececaa- 9.11 9.0 9.0| === =m=| e --- et B B B N
South Dakota=----=--a-un- 6.3 6.9| 6.3| 6.6| 6.3| 6.3|6.2 | 5.9 5.9 5.1| 5.7/ 5.7
Tennessee----=-mmo-nocna= 6.1| 6.6| 6.6 6.4| 6.1| 6.3]6.1 | 15.7| 5.5| 5.6| 5.6 5.5
Utah=mmemcmc oo mccamaee 5.2y 5.1| 5.1| 5.5| 5.2 4.7(5.4 | 5.4| 5.0 ==n| -oc| ---
Virginia~e-==ce-eemccca-- 9.0| 8.9 9.2 8.6| 8.6| 8.3|8.7 | 8.5| 8.5 8.1| 7.9| 7.7
Wisconsin-=m=mmecccmmaonx 8.2 8.3| 8.1 7.2 8.4| 8.2{7.4 | -on| mom| mmm| aen| ---
Wyoming===m==c=scmmacecan 5.5/ 5.1 5.3| 5.3| 4.8 5.4|5.1 | 5.4 5.0| 5.4 4.7| 5.1
1bata are incomplete.
%Data include 16 decrees of separate maintenance.
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Table 27. Median and quartile duration of marriage at decree,

selected States,! 1963

[Based on sample data]

by marriage order and color: £ive

Nonwhite and interracial

. couples
Marriage order and duration coﬁ;%es c§3;§:s
Continental| 4 s
Total g?atzgg 4L} Hawaii®
All marriages Duration of marriage in years
First quartile--=-reecomcmmoo e e e 2.9 2.8 4.3 4.6 3.6
Median==——---memm e e o m e oo 7.1 6.8 9.0 9.5 7.6
Third quartile--=-e=mm-moccmmcommmaam— e oameen 14.0 .11 15+ 15+ 13.9
First marriage for both
First quartile~----cememmmemcmecuanceaemcaaonnon 3.6 3.4 4.8 5.1 4.1
Mediams=========-comeacmmmem—— ;e ——mm e 8.2 8.0| 9.6 10.0 8.6
Third quartile----cermemeamamr e m e 15+ 15+ 15+ 15+ 14.8
Remarriage for either or both
First quartilesc-emeeocmommamm i m e o 2.1 2.1 3.1 3.3 2.6
Median=ewecmcmmmm e e e e e m e mm e 5.1 4.8( 7.3 7.9 5.7
Third quartiles-=~-=-ec-=mococmmemmmma———— e e— = 11.4 11.0{ 13.2 13.7 10.7

1Hawaii, Iowa, Missouri, Tennessee, and Wiscomsin.
26,116 nonwhite persons of both sexes were divorced in 1963 in the four States; 6,039 of them,

or 98.7 percent, were Negroes, while 77, or L.3 percent, had white spouses.

31,647 nonwhite persons of both sexes were divorced in Hawaii in 1963; 22 of them, or 1.3 pexr-
cent, were Negroes, while 338, or 20.5 percent, had white spouses.
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Table 28. Median duration

of marriage of all divorced, couples and of couples married in the State
where divorced: each registration State, 1963

[Based on sample data]

Married and

Married and

: Divorced ; . Divorced | ;S L

State divoxced in State p . divorced in

ip State State in State State

Median duration Median duration

in years in years

Alabama—em—m o c v n 7.5 6.3 |l Nebraskaw—=m-ovcocueuaana 6.7 5.9
Alaskae-=====m-=mmmmnmmn 6.8 3.6 || OBio= s mmsmm e e - 7.7 6.7
Georgige—eowe=a s ———— 6.3 6.1 || Oregon -~ —c—eec e a i camnn : 5.8 5.3
Hawaiio-eemmamaamaaaas - 7.2 7.2 || Peninsylvania«—~~--= ———— 8.7 8.6
I L el 5.0 3,9 || Rhode Islandee——sw-was - 9.0 9.3
e R - 6.1 6.0 || South Dakotawe=mewemmamas . 6.3 5.7
Kansas====mm=- v . 6.5 6.2 || Tennesse@mae~oemmwamcnan - 6.6 4,4
Maryland ==-e--n ————nm 10.3 9,3 || Utah-mcmcm e mam e 5,1 5.0
Michigan--ewu—conacannas 8.0 6.6 | Virginideecomasmamamaan - 9.2 8.9
Missoupimeweea—- - ~ 6.9 6.3 || Wisconsinummmamwumanaeaax 8.1 7.9
Montangese=euee——aw e 5.9 5.7 [|Wyomingeemammcaeaass m——— 5.3 3.7

Table 29, Number and percent distribution of divorces and anmulments, by number of children re=

ported: divorce-registration area, excluding Pennsylvania and Rhode

[Based on sample data]

Island, 1964-65

Number of children 1964 1965 1964 1965
Number of divorces Fercent.
distribution

O L@ L m i o o dmmmmmmnee | 143,740 | 147,174 100.0 1000
N oM o st e e e e e e e 50,807 55,99 38.5 40,4
ONEe-mcmcmmc e sa s amaam L T RIS P R PR it e 30,872 31,781 23,4 22,9
TWO == wmmm e e mmmmm i m—————————— e ————— wee | 24,025| 24,852 18.2 17.9
Three~-==--cmm e m e e rac e v —————— e 14,392 14,135 10.9 10.2
FOUL mm e csm s T —————— e S 6,979 7,000 5.3 5.1
Fivewmmnaua et o e e e e e 2,919 2,753 2.2 2,0
SR mmmmmmmm e e ————— O U 1,104 1,124 0.8 0.8
SEVETLmm e o m m mm e i S i 542 595 0.4 0.4
Eightewe oo e e cm e e ———— et 193 216 0.1 0.2
N e e e e e e e e e e e ———— ——— 113 77 0.1 0.1
10 of moTE=~s=-~—wamawmmne e ————————— o - 67 57 0.1 0.0

NOE StAted=mmmmmmmmmm oo oS S oo cweema | 11,727 8,590 ‘e ..
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Table 30. Number of children involved in divorces and annulments and rate per 1,000 children under
18 years of age: United States, 1953-65

[F‘or 1960-65, based on sample data; for 1953-59, based on total counts. For method of estimating, see app‘endix]

All Estimated Mean Rate per
Year divorces nu@ber of | number of 1,000

and children children | children

annulments involved per decree | under 18

1965====-mmmsemmmecmemmmmmemmm e ecmemeeemem———————— 479,000 630,000 1.32 8.9
Y7 gy S 450,000 613,000 1.36 8.7
1963 mmm o m e e 428,000 562,000 1.31 8.2
19628 m e e e e 413,000 532,000 1.29 7.9
1961Y m e e e e 414,000 516,000 1.25 7.8
1960 =mmmm=mmmmmmm oo e e mmmmom—me s masmmae 393,000 463,000 1.18 7.2
1959 nmmmmmmmmeemeemesmesmmmmemm——mmme—m—— e ——————— 395,000 468,000 1.18 7.5
1958 mmcmemmccaemmememcemmememem—m e ——mmmm—m—————— 368,000 398,000 1,08 6.5
1057 2 mmm e mm i m e mm e mm o s mmmmme 381,000 || 379,000 0.99 6.4
195h mmmmmemmmemmm e mceeeeeeammamm———m———m—————————— 382,000 361,000 0.95 6.3
1955 mmm e m e m e mmmmmm e 377,000 || 347,000 0.92 6.3
1950 —-cmmmmm e e e e e me e ———— 379,000 341,000 0.90 6.4
1953 cmenaanamca e mmm—m———————— S 390,000 330,000 0.85 6.4

lRevised.
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Table 31, Number of children involved in divorces and annulments and rate per 1,000 children under
18 years of age: divorce~registration area and each registration State, 1964-65

[Based on sample data. For methods of estimating, see appendix] :

Number of nuﬁgginof Rifgoger

children children children

State involved per decree | under 18

1964 1965 | 1964 | 1965 |1964 | 1965

Divorce-registration area----------m-ccocrmcccun- 219,200 | 212,700 | 1.36 {1.29 | 8.3 | 8.0
Alabama===mm === m s em e me e cm e eecmmesec—em—ee—ee 15,100 | 13,000 | 1.36 | 1,19 {11.2 | 9.7
Alaskalseommda e e eai e en 1,200 | 1,600 |1.24 |1.43 |10.9 [13.9
GEOTELAmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm e —m e m———emmm e e 13,500 | 13,900 | 1.19 |1.15 | 8.0 | 8.2
HaWadd o oo s o oo e el 3,100 | 1,500 | 1.84 |[1.35 |11.1 | 5.3
TAaR08 mm e m mm o e e e memem e 3,600 | 3,700 |1.25 [1.30 |13.1 |13.6
IOWAmmmmmm = — e mmmemm e, . 7,800 | 7,700 |1.52 |1.46 | 7.7 | 7.7
Kansgas? meme me e oo e e e e e e e 8,500 8,200 | 1.46 [ 1.41 |10.5 |10.1
Maryland---e--mamm-mccmemmmmmmmemcmmmee—m—m——m—m—m—an 8,600 | 8,800 (1.26 [1.24 | 6.6 | 6.7
Michigamne-m=s=memcammomccmomomocemcemcceem e cmm— e 26,900 | 26,900 | 1.39 |1.33 | 8.5} 8.4
MiSSOUri=mmr=m==momemmmecsmcamccmmmemcsmememememem-eooe | 14,900 | 15,400 | 1,17 [1.16 | 9.5 | 9.9
MONEENA =~ = w = =m e e s mm mm e 2,900 | 2,800 |1.46 |1.40 |10.5 [10.3
Nebraskad - o e e oo oo e el 3,600 3,700 | 1.42 |1.46 | 6.7 | 6.9
0] TS AU RS S 34,300 | 34,500 [ 1.37 |1.32 | 9.1 | 9.1
0L eEON == =mmsmmm——c e acmm e e s e cmmmee e m—ca—— 9,400 | 8,200 { 1.45|1.32 |13.9 [12.1
Pennsylvanige==swmcmom s e 23,500 | 20,500 | 1.46 |1.24 | 5.9 | 5.2
Rhode ISlande=---=mmmmmmomcmmomocceomcc o mmemmmmmeecene 1,800 | 1,700 |1.64 |1.43| 6.0 | 5.7
South Dakota@=-==-mememccccmcammar e ccmcccrrcca e ———— 1,600 1,700} 1.66 [ 1.67 | 5.8 6.3
TennesSeed mmm e me oo oo e e 13,800 | 13,400 | 1.27 {1.20 | 9.9 | 9.6
L8 U S S 4,800 | 4,900 | 1.66 | 1,71 [11.3 |11.6
Virginia® cmemmmmm e e . 10,400 | 10,800 | 1.21 |[1.22 | 6.4 | 6.6
WLSCONSLNmmmmmmmmmmmm = o s mmmmmmmmmm o mmmemmmmm e ‘8,100 | 8,200]1.62|1.56| 5.2 5.3
WYOMinge=mmmmmmmmmmmmm e oo cmmm o oo o me s e mm— e mmm e e 1,900 | 1,800 | 1.34 |1.28 |14.4 | 14,1

!Number of children under 21 affected.

’Number of children under 20.

SNumber of children affected by decree.
*Number of children,

SNumber of children under 18 of this marriage.

%Item on form was changed on July 1, 1964, from 'Number of minor children affected" to "Number

of children undex 18, affected by decree."
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Table 32, Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by legal grounds for decree' divorce~
registration area, 1964-65

[Sinma two or more grounds are oceasionally mentioned in the same divoree, the percentage of all grounds is over 100.0] '

Legal ground _ 1964 1965

Percent distribution

All deCreeSmermmrrrmmr e m ;e e e o 100,0 100,0

All groundse---mm-smmmmmmeme ;e m e e m———————— 114,5 113.6
Cruelty~-~=cmonmemn it memmm—— M e ——— 52.8 - 52,0
Neglect and nonsupport=rmem=mrmmmeo=n R m e —————— 18,8 L 18,7
Ind:':gnities---m-—--.m--------—»------~-7-Q-----—--~-;-———-—-——»-~--—-‘-------—~——- 16,8 16.8‘
Desertion or abandonmentrrr-ceromcmacccccccacmcnrer e cn e — e ——————— 16.4 13.8
Voluntary separation and absence-mmm-m=ns e mm——— e 3.0 3.6

Adultery---=mmm=nn- P e mmemmccmcmanas e N " 1,6 1.4

DYUNKENNESS memmm s s m e m e e e e e e e mee e m e —— 0,8 0.3
Bigamy and fraud---———-~—--~---~;----- ------ e m———— s —————— e ——————— 0.7 0.5
Incompatibility~-reno-mmemnn- e ——————— e ————e e e ——————— 0.6 0,7
Conviction of crime~-e-~mrmecrmmemmcceccnmen e ———————— mmmmm e cc e a o ——— 0.5 0.5

Other grounds-~~-r~~ceoamaenn- i e L P ————— - 2.4 3.1
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APPENDIX

SOURCES AND QUALITY OF DATA

Definitions

The term *'divorce,” as used inthis report, denotes
absolute divorces and annulments of marriage. The
numbers of annulments are small—they represent
only 3 percent of the national total, Divorces are re-
ported by the place where the decrees were granted.
The plaintiff must bé a resident of the State, and in
some States he or she must also be a resident of the
county where application is made for divorce, hence,
data can be considered to be tabulated by residence of
the plaintiff, However, in some cases, divorce segkers
become residents of a State with permissive divorce
laws for the sole purpose of obtaining thé decree, and
leave that State after the decree is granted.

Data for the United States include Aldaska beginning
with 1959 and Hawaii beginning in 1960. Datafor Puerto
Rico, as well as for the VirginIslands and other Amer-
ican possessions, are not included in the national totals
and are not discussed in this report,

Rates shown in this report are computed per 1,000
persons in the total population of an area orina
specified category of that population. The population
was enumerated as of January 1 for 1920 and as of
April 1 for 1930, 1940, 1950, and 1960, Populations for
all intercensal years were estimated by the Bureau of
the Census as of July 1, All population figures exclude
Armed Forces abroad, excep: for rhe years 1941-46,
Populations of standard metropolitan statistical areas,
used for computing 1960 rates shown in tables 5 and 6,
were rounded to the nearest 1,000, Rates for countries
listed in table 3 were taken from rhe Demographic
Yearbook of the United Nations,

Sources of Data

This report is based on frequencies published in
Vital Statistics of the United States, 1964 and 1965,
Volume III, Section 2. Data for earlier years are taken
from the appropriate annual issues of the same publi~
cation and from unpublished tabulations for 1963. A
comparable analysis of divorce statistics was published
for 1962 and 1963 in the Vital and Health Stotistics,
Series 21, Numbers 7 and 13, and inthe Vital Statistics
of the United Siates for 1961 and earlier years.

Two methods for the collection of final divorce
statistics have been used since 1960. The total counts
of divorces and annulments granted during a year are
received from officials of the 50 States, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Data for
some counties -of Kentucky and New Mexico and some
parishes of Louisiana were received from local officials,
In States that do not maintain statewide central files of
divorce records, State officials conduet special sur-
veys to obtain county totals. Altegether, annual divorce
and annulment fotals are obtained for more than 3,000
counties or equivalent areas, No totals were reported
for 23 counties in 1964 and 29 counties in 1965,

The national annual divorce totals are obtained
from the reported State figures and estimates for non-
reporting areas, which included in 1964 and 1965
several parishes of Louisiana, These estimates are
prepared on the assumption that the divorce rate for
nonreporting areas of a State is the same as that for
reporting areas. Totals and rates for regions, divi-
sions, States, and standard metropolitan statistical
areas (tables 4, 5, and 6) are also based on State re-
ports. Totals for some States may differ slightly from
those shown in table 7 and subsequent tables, because
the latter totals were estimated from probability sam-
ples,

The detailed statistics are estimated by the Na-
tional Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) from samples
of transcripts of divorce or annulment records re-
ceived from 22 States and the Virgin Islands which be-
long to the divorce-registration area (fig. 1), Informa-
tion for the Virgin Islands is notincludedin the present
report, but is presented in Vifal Statistics of the
United States, Volume 1II.

The divorce-registration area (DRA) was estab-
lished in 1958 to promote the collection of uniform,
regular, and complete statistics, following the pattern
of mortality, natality, and marriage-registration areas.
States and independent registration argas were admitted
to the DRA when they met the following four criteria:

1. Central statewide files of divorce and annulment
records are maintained.

2. A statistical -report form which includes the re-
quired items of information is used,
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3. The reporting from local areas to the State office
is regular, timely, and complete;

4. The State office agrees to test the completeness
and accuracy of registration, in cooperation with
NCHS.

The items of information that must be included on
the divorce form of a State that participates in the
DRA are listed in the Standard Record of Divorce or
Anmnulment (fig. II). Items on place of birth, occupation,

and business or industry, though included in the Stand-
ard Record, are not obligatory, and several other ex-
ceptions have been made in individual States, as dis-
cussed in the following section.

Completeness of Data

Completeness of reporting is one of the most
important factors which produce nonsampling errors
in divorce statistics. Table I shows for the DRA and

, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

FORM APPFROVED
MOCET BUREAU NO. 88-R347

(State) STATE FILE NO.
OF VITAL STATISTICS
(DIvision) .
G STANDARD RECORD OF ToCAT FILE WO,
[]DIVORCE on [ ] ANNULMENT
HUSBARD -
. NANE a. (Pirst) b, (Middie) c (Last) 2. o::: (Month) (Day) (Yesr)
sAT™H '
3. USUAL RESIDENCE a. (City) b. (County) c. (State) 4. n.::: (State or forli‘n‘comltry)
BIRTH
3. NOMBER OF €. RACE OR COLOR 78. USUAL OCCUPATION 75, KIND OF BUSINESS OR |NOUSTRY
THIS MARRIAGE
o WHITE NEGRO OTHER
E D (apecify)
=
=
£
. a
F
2 WIFE :
S. MAIDEN NAME &. (Pirst) b. (Middle) c. (Laat) 9. DATE (Month) (Day) (Yser)
oF
e BIRTH
H;- USUAL RESIDEMCE a. (City). b. (County) ¢. (State) 11. PLACE (State or l?reign country)
or
BIRTH
12 MUMBER OF 13. 'COLOR OR RACE 14e. USUAL OCCUPATION 14b. KIND OF BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY

THIS MARRIAGE
WHITE NEGRO OTHER

D (#pacily),

DEPARTMERY OF HEALTH, l_D,!:lCATION. AND' WELFARE « o

15. PLACE OF &. (County) b. (State or ferelgn country) 16. DATE OF (Month) (Day) (Year)
THIS s MARRIAGE
MARR ) AGE
17. WONBER OF 18, PLAINTIFF t9. DECREE GRANTED 1O _ 20. LEGAL GROUMDS FOR DECREE
CKILOREN
wNDER 18 HUSBAND WIFE HUSBAND WIFE .
DATE OF (Honth) " T(Dey) (¥eor)
.- .
- I hereby certify that the above  (Moath) (Day) (Feur) RECORD ING .
- i .
persons were divorced on: .
S | STewATURE OF COURT GFFICIAL TITLE OF CGURT OFF <. at
4
-
x
-

oz

Figure I1. Standard Record of Divorce or Annulment.
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Table I. Completeness of reporting of statistical variables, expressed in percents: divorce-regis~
tration area and registration States, 1964-65

All
di~ Age at decree mggiigge Race
vorces
State and year and
annul- ) )
ments | Husband | Wife | Husband | Wife | Husband | Wife
Divorce-registration area-~-~-1964~---1 100,0 58,3| 58.5 58,1 | 58.0 58,1 58,1
1965~--~| 100.0 62,11 62,1 61,7 (61,7 58,7 | 58,7
Alabamarmmmmm-c=m=mmmmemmm e m——— 1964---- | 100,0 3.0/ 2.8 3,0| 2.8 37,41 37.0
1965----| 100,0 2,81 2,8 2.8 2,7 34,9 34,9
Alaska~=-m=-=mm=om—cmmmmmm e 1964----| 100,0 34,0 34.1 33,9 | 33,0 53,7-| 53.8
1965-~--| 100,0 37.8| 37.7 37.7 | 37,5 54,8 | 54,7
GeOTgilammmmmmmmmmm=—mmmammmmm————— 1964~==- | 100,0 43,0 41,9 42,2 | 40,7 54,8 | 54,6
1965--~~| 100,0 57.91 57.8 56,9 | 56.4 66,8 | 66,8
Hawaiie--=-m=memsmmmsmmmmmemon - 1964--=-| 100,0 97,1 97.2 97,0 | 97.0 99,9 99,9
1965=-==~ 100.0 96,7 | 95.4 96.4 | 95,3 100,01} 99,9
Tdahom==m=m==om-mmccemmc—emee—————— 1964 ~~~~| 100,0 74,2 74,2 73,41 73,1 81,0 84,5
1965---~| 100,0 74,3 74.3 73,41 73,1 80.6 | 85.5
TOWam======mmmmmmmmm oo m oo 1964=~~-| 100,0 99,6 99.7 99.4 | 99.4 99,6 99,3
1965----| 100,0 99,8 99,8 99,5 | 99,3 99,7 | 99,8
Kansasm====-=====c--cmmmmm e a e — - 1964~~--| 100,0 92,7 92,4 92,5|92,1 94,0 | 93,9
1965--~~1 100,0 91,5 91,2 91,3 | 90,7 92,3 92,2
Maryland-=--~----semmmcemmcmmc—an—— 1964 ---~| 100,0 45,71 46,5 45,2 | 45.8 49,41 49,1
1965~~-~ 100,0 48,01 47,7 47.8 | 47.4 50,8 50,6
Michigam--==mmmmm=memmemmmmemm———— 1964 ==~ | 100,0- 3,90 4.3 3,9 4.3 9,5| 9.8
1965---~1 100,0 17.04 18,1 16,8 | 17,9 10,7 | 10,8
MiSSOULimmmm=mmmmmmmmm—mmm—mmm——— 1964 m=mm~| 100,0 96,5 | 97.4 96,3 | 96,4 99,0 | 99,1
1965---~| 100,0 96,5 96.6 96,1 | 95,7 98,6 98,6
Montanas---=~=----meemmcemcacne——— 1964~~-~| 100,0 | 97.3| 97.4 97,1 197.0 99,8 99,7
1965 == ~= 100.,0 97,8 97,6 97.6 { 97,3 100,0 99,9
Nebraskam=m===--mmsememecemeee——e—. 1964~---| 100,0 89,6 | 89.9 89,6 | 89,7 90,4 | 90,4
1965---~| 100,0° 90,71 91,0 90,5 | 90,6 92,41 92,4
Ohig=mmmmemm e s e — o 1964----| 100,0 37,01 37,0 36,8 | 36,7 - -
1965--~- 100,0 38,8 38,6 38,6 | 38,3 - -
OTegOn==mm=mmmmmmmmmmmmmm e 1964=--- | 100,0 75,9 | 76.2 75,4 | 75,8 76,0 | 76.2
1965~-~- 100.0 83,4 83,2 82,1 | 81,6 74,6 74,3
Pennsylvanig------w-mermmccmmemcenon 1964~~-~~-| 100,0 85,2 | 85,8 85,1 | 85.5 80,5| 80.4
1965-~--~| 100,0 84,7 | 85,0 84,4 | 84,6 81,5| 8.3
Rhode Island=rem-mmm=m=m=mmmmmmmne~ 1964 ==~ | 100,0 89,3 | 89,2 87,9 | 87,5 97,4 96,5
1965---~| 100,0 82,7 82,9 82,5 | 82,7 99,11 97,4
South Dakotas--re=mmm=e-cmmommmom - 1964---~| 100,0 8.0| 8.4 8,0 | 8,4 29,31 28,9
1965---- 100,0 9,1| 8.8 9.1 8,8 34,9 34,9
TeNNeSSeemmmmmmemmm———— e —m e —————— 1964~~~ | 100,0 98,0 | 97.7 97.6 | 96,2 99,7| 99,6
1965-~---| 100,0 97.5] 97.2 96,6 | 95,5 99,6 99.5
Ut@hmmemmmemmmo e m e e 1964-~---1 100,0 62,6 | 63,0 61.4|62.0 65,2 | 64,7
1965~~~--| 100,0 62,5 63,2 60,9 | 61,6 65,4 | 64,9
Virginiga-----crermmemcmommeoenme e 1964~-~-1 100,0 82.6 | 83.6 82,2 | 82,4 99.91 99,1
1965---~| 100.0 97.4 | 97.8 97,1 96,7 99.8 | 99,8
Wisconsinmm=mmmmemcmooomm e 1964~-~-| 100,0 99,51 99,3 99,41 99,0 99,01 99,1
1965-~-- 1 100,0 99,21 99,5 98,9 | 90,1 99,41 99,0,
WYOming====-===n==nmmmm=cm=mm—————— 1964---~ | 100,0 7.4 | 7.4 7.6 | 7.3 26,6 | 26,6
1965---~| 100,0 7.21 7.6 7.2 1 7.5 25,81 25,3

lPercentages computed on the basis of cases where either the husband or wife was defendsnt;
cases where defendant was not stated are omitted.

2Number of this marriage was included on the record form as of July 1, 1964, but mnot tabulated

for that year.
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Table I. Completeness of reporting of statistical variables, expressed in percents; divorce-regis-
tration area and registration States, 1964~65-—Con.

Number Residence
of this 0 . : To whom
marriage defendant szce Duriglon Nug?er Legal |pysivige | decree
marriage | marriage | children | 8YOUnds ngi:ed

Husband | Wife Husband Wife

54,7 54.8 81,5 90,7 96,1 90,3 95.8 97.1 94,2
61,5| 61,7 81,5 92.0 97.4 94,3 97.0 98.4 95,1
4,5 4,5 82,2 59,4 98.6 78,5 99.4 99.5 |. 99,5
4,2 4,1 86.1 6?.2 99.3 84.7 99.5 99.7 99.6
53,2} 53,3 56,4 48,9 99,0 99,9 99,7 100,0 99.8 100,0
54,31 54,2 57.4 53.7 98,7 99,5 99.3 100.0 99.8 99.8
42,8 43,1 60,4 53,5 80,3 78,1 80.3 96.5 93.4
58,2 58,5 68.4 60,5 82,9 82,6 83.9 95,3 86.9
99,7 99,7 98.3 100,0 99,9 99,3 100,0 99,6 99,9
99.5| 99,5 96,8 -100,0 99,7 97,8 100,0 99,8 99,5
73.6 ] 73.8 80,9 95,9 95,8 98.1 95,9 98.5 98,3
74,1 74,5 82,1 95,6 95,9 98.5 95.6 98,8 98,7
99,6 99,6 96,2 98,5 99,6 26,0 99,8 99,6 99,8
99,71 99.6 92,1 96,3 99.5 99.5 99.8 99,6 99,7
91,7 | 91,1 —— 99,9 99,7 99,2 100,0 99.8 99,8
90.7| 90,4 - 99,7 99,5 99.7 100,0 99,6 99.9
47,0 46,8 95,9 99,6 99,1 71,9 99,1 99,4 98,0
48,2 | 48,0 92,5 98.0 99,2 72,4 98,2 99.5 98,2
16,6 | 17,1 50,5 89,6 89.9 87.9 88,9 87.0 89,7
21,61 22,3 54,8 98,3 99,7 96,3 98.6 99,0 99.3
98.41 98.4 95,4 98,7 99.3 98.8 99,1 98,9 99,1
98,1 98,1 9%.,4 95,7 99.2 99,0 99,2 98.6 99,2
98.8| 98.4 97.2 99,9 99,5 99,6 99,1 99,6 29,1
98,9 98,9 95,9 99,3 99,8 99,2 100,0 99,7 99,1
——— - 93.8 99,7 99,8 99,8 100.0 100.0 -
—— _—— 81,3 94,0 929.5 99,7 99.8 100.0 ——-
43,61 43,9 93.8 9%,8 99,5 99.6 100,0 100.0 99,4
44,1 44,6 92,7 | 94,9 99,5 99.7 99,5 99.8 99,8
71,51 71,7 81,5 99,0 99,0 93,8 96,8 99.0 83.6
7L,91 71.6 83,2 98,6 98,0 92,2 94,8 97.7 80,2
78.91 79,2 98,1 99,3 99.4 77.6 97.8 98,7 96.9
78,0 78,2 97.5 99.0 99,0 95,5 97.4 98,9 97.4
90,6 | 90,5 9,2 91,7 97.9 82,1 99,9 98.4 97.6
92,31 9l.4 9,8 96,0 99,2 97.6 100,0 98,2 97.6
12,2 12,7 96,0 96,4 98,2 99,8 99,1 98.5 99.6
14,8] 15.4 72,4 95,5 98,3 99.4 99.3 99,2 97,5
98,0 97.5 94,0 99,0 98,5 98,7 99.4 99,3 99,6
97.6 | 97.4 92,9 98.4 98,2 99.0 29.5 99.3 99.6
63,0 63.5 93,2 65.2 65,2 60,4 57.9 63,2 43,6
63,0} 63,2 88,9 63,7 65,9 63.3 60,0 65.3 47,0
@ @ 86,3 99,9 98,8 | 98,0 99,8 99,8 97,8
98.2}1 98,6 90.5 98.9 99,0 99,7 99,2 99.9 99.3
97.2| 97.9 93.8. 99,9 99.8 97.4 97.8 99,7 100,0
97,1} 97,6 92,5 98,5 99,6 99,3 98.4 99.8 99,6
8,2 8.3 47,1 98,6 929.9 98,7 99,9 99,8 99,7
8.6 8.8 44,0 48 97.5 99,7 98.7 99.8 99,8 99,2
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for the divorce-registration States the percentages of
cases with various characteristics given. The lack of
100-percent completeness is due to sample records
which were incompletely filled out, to items not appear-
ing on State record forms, or to failure of the States
to send to NCHS all of their divorce records. For the
DRA, the sample records not received represent 1.8
percent of all divorces in 1964 and 0.6 percent in 1965.
In all detailed divorce tables the number of not stated
cases was increased in order to bring the totals up to
figures representing complete samples.

The required items of information appear on the
divorce forms of all DRA States with the following ex-
ceptions: Kansas does not collect the informationonthe
residence of husband and wife; Chio on their race;
Nebraska on the number of this marriage and on the

party to whom the decree was granted; while Virginia .

did not collect the information on the number of mar-

riages until July 1, 1964, but has collected it since.
The principal source of incompleteness in the 1964

and 1965 divorce statistics arises from failure to se-

cure items of personal and demographic data in the

States where these items are on the record forms. The
proportion of records on which statistical variables
are not stated varies among the reporting States. For
age at decree it ranges from less than 1 to 97 per-

cent; for race or color from zero to 89 percent; for
marriage order from 0.3 to 96 percent; for duration
of marriage from 0.2 to 34 percent; and for number
of children from 0.3 to 37 percent,

The completeness of reporting detailed divorce
statistics has increased slightly every year, Meanper-
centages of completeness were computed for the DRA
and each State (table II) from data on 10 variables: age
at decree, race, and number of this marriage of the
husband, residence of the defendant husband, place and
duration of marriage, number of children, legal grounds,
plaintiff, and the party to whom the decree was granted.
In 1963, mean percentages of six States were below 70
and five States were over 95; in' 1964 these figures
were five and six and in 1965 four and eight States,
respectively.

Sample Design

The probability sample from which detailed di-
vorce statistics were estimated was limited to the 22
States included in the DRA, The sample was drawn
from the records of decrees of absolute divorce and
of annulments granted during the year in 21 registra-
tion States, and decrees that became final during the
year in Utah, In States where interlocutory divorce’

Table II. Average completeness of reporting divorce data: divorce-registration area and registra-
tion States, 1963-65

.[Figures were obtained by averaging percentages of compleleness for the following 10 items: age at decree, race, and number of this marriage of
the husband; resident status of the defendant; place and duration of marriage; number of children, legal grounds, plaintiff, and party (o' whom

decree was gran ted]

State 1965 | 1964 | 1963 State 19651 1964 1963
Percent complete Percent complete
DRA=mcemmccm e 83,8 | 81,74 82.0

Montana=s~=s=semmemcm—amece——- 99,0| 99,01 92,

NebraskaZemmmmmmmmmomemmmiemea| 75,71 77.3| 69,

Alabama 67.7 | 66,2 | 63,4 || OhioBmm—mmmmmmmcccmmmm—cmcm——a 76.9| 76.8| 75.
Alaska 80,1} 79.6 | 77.3 || Oregon=s=~emmmmmemccmemmm - 87.5| 87.6| 87,
Georgia 74,3 | 68,3 | 66,3 || Pennsylvania=-m=-meeeramcancw- 92,9| 91,2 89,
Hawaii 199,0] 99,4 99,2 || Rhode Island=-~ 95.8| 93.9| 9%,
Idaho==cc=crcrcmmmcmc e~ 89.4( 89,2 | 89,5 || South Dakota-- 72,0 73,7} 72,
IOWAmm=mme=mmmamme—mc e m e 98,6 | 98,8 | 98,6 | Tennessee~=~===~==- 98,2) 98.4] 97,
Kansaslececommmcmocmcmaamcun 87.3| 87.7| 82,1 || Utahwe=wmrmecrermermcmne e e e 64,5 64,0| 68,
Marylande-memescmecan~—- ———— 80,5 | 80,5 82,4 || Virginiadee-mcremcccmcmcnmnnnn 98,2| 86,3| 84,
Michigan~w=m—mmm—coccccmccnan 69,5| 61,4 65,9 || Wisconsines~=-eecococmcmcnannmw 98,3 98,4 98,
Missouri~e===-mcmccao—cacccan 97,9 98,3} 97.9 || Wyoming==---==mremnmmmenemaa—- 68,0| 68,6} 67,

MOWAHAWVFVOOHO

lgansas does not report residence;the- average completeness of the reported items was 91,2 per-
cent in 1963, 97,4 percent in 1964, and 97,0 percent in 1965.

Nebraska does not report the number of this marriage and the party to whom the decree was
granted; the average completeness of ‘the reported items was 86,4 percent in 1963, 96,6 percent in
1964 and 94.7 percent in 1965.

30hio does mot report race; the average completeness of the reported items was 84,2 percent in
1963, 85,3 percent in 1964, and 85,4 percent in 1965.

4yirginia did not report the numberof this marriage for 1963 and 1964 the average completeness
of the reported items was 93,6 percent in 1963 and 95,9 percent in 1964. All items were reported
in 1965.
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decrees are granted, decrees granted during the latter
part of 1963 became final in 1964, and decrees which
had been granted late in 1964 became final in 1965. It
is possible that some interlocutory decrees never be-
came final because of death or reconciliation, but it is
believed that the number of such cases is very smalil.
In most cases such decrees automatically become final
after the lapse of a certain period of time.

Information about the structure of the samples is
shown in table III. The divorce sample was designed to

yield -estimates of divorces classified by various char-
acteristics for the DRA and for each State in the reg-
istration area. Four different sampling rates were
designated for the States in the divorce-registration
area-—all records, one out of two, one out of five, and
one out of 10, While each State's records were sam-
pled indeperdently, that is, with a randomly selected
number designating the first record to be selected in
each State, in computing the sampling errors, each

Table III. Divorce sampling rateand sample sizg: d%vorce-registration areaand registration States,
1964-65

1964 1965
Number
Ar stratum, and State rigir Sampling Number Number
ea, atum, gamblizg rate of Estimated gfe Estimated
units sample ngzbgzegf sample ngmberEOf
records ¢ records ecrees
Divorce-registration area~-- 22 oen 38,797 160,987 | . 39,273 164,942
Stratum 1
Total--m=-m-m—memmmm e 6 | ALl records 8,112 8,112 7,849 7,849
1 | A1l records 966 966 1,118 1,118
1| All records 1,688 1,688 1,110 1,110
1| All records 1,982 1,982 2,003 2,003
1 | A1l records 1,097 1,097 1,188 1,188
1 | A1l records 965 965 1,021 1,021
1 | A1l records 1,414 1,414 1,409 1,409
Total-=--mmmmmccmm e 6 .1/2 | 12,130 24,260 | 12,309 24,618
Idahom=m=mcsmmccmmm e n e 1 1/2 1,441 2,882 1,425 2,850
e L L L B R P 1 1/2 2,563 5,126 2,641 5,282
Kansgg===—=-r-mmemcm e e 1 1/2 2,908 5,816 2,913 5,826
Nebraska---==--=--cemccmacammnn—o 1 1;% 1,265 2,232 l,Zgg %,332
Utah-==-=—ormcmm e e L 1 1,447 2,89 1 7
WiSconsin--==-=nmmmmmrommmmmmameae 1 /2| 2,506 5,012 | 2,626 5,252
Stratum 3
Totalememrmemeccmmcc e 6 1/5 | 11,387 56,935 | 11,735 58,675
Georgiar-=-n-cmemcmmmmn= SRS 1 /5| 2,269 11,345 | 2,410 12,050
Maryland----=ccemcmmmomcareacnnn 1 1/5 1,369 6,845 1,424 7,120
Missouri-—---mmcccmcmr e L 155 2,557 15,785 2,62; 13,235
Oregon------ et at 1 1/5 1,299 | - 495 1,2 6,215
Tennessee--==-=r==-=cm=omacmma-=n 1 1/5| 2,178 10,890 | 2,235 11,175
Virginig---~-=-wececeacccrncenan 1 1/5 1,715 8,575 1,776 8,880
Stratum 4
Total=-~-=c~momrre e 4 1/10 7,168 71,680 7,380 73,800
Alabama-==-==c-mvcmimmn e aaaae 1 1/10 1,107 11,070 1,094 10,940
Michigan 1 1/10 1,940 19,400 2,023 20,230
Ohio=m===me—memem 1 1/10 2,506 25,060 2,605 26,050
Pennsylvania 1 1/10 1,615 16,150 1,658 16,580




group of States with a uniform sampling rate was
treated as a stratum.

i The sampling rates are computed in order to se-
SN

cure samples of at least 1,000 records from each reg-
istration State, All divorce records were included in
the sample in those States with an annual divorce total
of less than 2,000 decrees.

Estimates From Probability Sample

Before data weretabulated and statistics estimated,
efforts were made to reconcile the totals estimated
from samples received with the pretabulated counts for
each reporting area if the difference was 1.5 percent
or more of the annual area total.

Each sample case was assigned a weight that was
the reciprocal of the probability with which the case

was selected. Thus if a divorce record was selected.

from a State with a probability of one in L0, each item
on that record carried a weight of 10, whereas if 100
percent of the records were processed from a State,
each item on each record carried a weight of one, The
sampling rates, indicating the probability with which

divorce records of every State were selected, are
shown in table 1II. Frequencies were estimated by sum-
ming the inflated number of cases, Thus each frequency
distribution is a sum of the weighted sample cases
included.

It should be noted that weights for divorce sample
records for the DRA vary from one to 10, Variation
between two or more equal figures in the relative
proportions of cases with various weights results in
each such figure having its distinctive sampling error,
as discussed below,

Percentages were computed using data which ex-
cluded estimated numbers of not stated cases., Among
the median ages of divorced wives at marriage, some
fell into the lower interval of under 20 years of age;
it was assumed that the lower limit of this age group
was 14,

Sampling Errors of Estimates
Estimates computed from the samples (except

statistics of States where the sample includes all rec-
ords) are subject to sampling error. Since all cases in

Table IV. Sampling error of estimated percentages: divorce-registration area and each registration
State, 1964-65 ‘

[Sampling errors for the entire divorce-registration area vary with proportions of cases from each stratum included inan estimate; for the sampling
errors in this table it is assumed that these contributions are proportionate to stratum totals. Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, and Wyoming have no sampling variability because all reports are tabulated

Sampling error of percentages
Total
State 1 or 99 10 or 90 25 or 75 50
1964 1965 1964 | 1965 | 1964 | 1965 | 1964 | 1965 | 1964 | 1965
DRA--eucaccmnncmannmenman~ 160,987 | 164,942 o.1{ o0.1{ 0.2} 0.2 0,3( 0.3| 0.3| 0.3
Alabami=merececuancman mmmm—u—— 11,070 | 10,940 | 0.4 0.3} 0,9 0.9| 1.2| 1.2} l.4| Ll.4
Alagkawewureamemccacacanoas ———— 966 1,118 ... ces ‘e ‘en ves ve oes ves
Georgigemenanenmacccaaana ww-=e=| 11,345} 12,050| 0.2 0.2} 0.6( 0.5| 0.8| 0.8| 0.2 0.9
Hawaiicwamamenmuacucnamanenaaan 1,688 1,110 ... ‘e ces ool ces oo “es oo
Idahommenemaraacaua mememea———— 2,882 2,850| 0.2| 0.2| 0.6| 0.6| 0.8] 0.8} 0.9 0.9
IoWammaemmnemmenan —rmremmcnan— 5,126 5,282 | 0.1]| 0.L| 0.4 0.4 0.6| 0.6} 0.7 0.7
Kansaseemmavenncaaucun T 5,816 5,826 0.1 0.1| 0.4{ 0.4| 0.6/ 0.6 0.74 0.7
Marylandses=caww m———— “—memeea - 6,845 7,120 0.2| 0.2] 0.7{ 0.7| l.2} 1.0} L.2| 1.2
Michigan==«-« emmema——a macmm-— 19,400 | 20,230 0.2] 0.2] 0.6| 0.6] 0.9f 0.9] 1.l; L.l
Missourie-wsesseseeemscueeswe=w | 12,785] 13,235| 0.2 0.2| 0,5| 0.5| 0.8 0.8 0.9] 0.9
Montana-seee=wee ) 1,982 2,003 ... cus . ves oos aee ees ‘e
Nebraskaswesevaceeuacacaaceanaa 2,530 2,536 | 0.2} 0.2| 0.6| 0.6 0.9] 0.9| Ll.0| 1.0
----- 25,060 | 26,050| 0.2} 0.2| 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.8} 0.9 0.9
Oregonresmencuecnrcranameananaa 6,495 6,215 0.2{ 0.3| 0.7] 0.8| 1.1{ 1.1} l.2| 1.3
Pennsylvanig-eeeacocaacnanaan --| 16,150 | 16,580 0.2| 0.2| 0.7| 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.2
Rhode Islandesecacecacacccananas 1,097 1,188} ... coe| eve ces cos ] wew ves vee
South Dakotlwereveccemmruuenecnn 965 1,021 vels e vee Ve vee ‘o [y cew
Tennesgee=euvcemaccvanunenux «ww=--| 10,890 11,175| 0.2] 0.2} 0.6| 0.6| 0.8 0.8! 1.0} 0.9
Utah-weemeaana- Cessmcmcsns e 2,894 2,872} 0.2| 0.2] 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.8} 0.9] 0.9
Virginia---eeemacennca- eema——— 8,575 8,880 0.2{ 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.9| 0.9} 1.1} L.l
Wisconsin--=-e=-- Mesessc .- 5,012 5,252 0,1} 0.1 O0.4| 0.4{ 0.6} 0.6 0.7} 0.7
Wyoming=euemenecueecununn ———— 1,414 1,409 ...
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these samples were selected with known probabilities,
the sampling error can be computed for each estimate.
The sampling errors for estimated percentages shown
In table IV were computed by dividing the sampling
error for the estimated frequency by the estimate of
all divorces granted in the area, These sampling errors
are the amotints which, when added to and subtracted
from the estimated percents, give the intervals which
contain the actual quantities being estimated in ap-
proximately 68 out of 100 similarly selected samples.
As an example of the procedures described above,
suppose that couples reporting three children inKansas
represented 12 percent of the State's total. The error
shown in table IV for this percentage is about 0.4. By
adding and subtracting 0.4 from 12, one obtains the
interval 11.6 to 12.4; the chances are about 68 out of
100 that the actual percent of couples with three chil-
dren is in this interval,

To determine whether a difference between two
proportions is due to sampling variability or is a true
difference, divide that difference by the square root of
the sum of the squares of their standard errors. If the
quotient of this division is greater than 2, then the
probability that the difference is due to sampling error
is less than one in 20. For example, the proportions of
divorces granted less than 1 year after marriage were
10.5 percent in Idaho and 4.1 percent in Michigan, and
the standard errors of these proportions were 0.6 and
0.4 percent respectively. Division of the difference by
the square rootof the sum ofthe squares of the standard
errors results in the following equation:

{1— .04)

v (006)% + (.004)2

This value is more than 2, and therefore it is very
unlikely that such a difference could be attributed to
sampling error alone. Hence the observed difference
has a high probability of being a true difference,

=8.3

Divorces by Age

National divorce data by age of husband and wife
at the time of decree could not be estimated before

1965, because of the incomplete reporting of age by -

most States. By 1965, the reporting had improved, and
information about age was available for 94 percent of
the husbands and wives divorced in a groupof 10 States
combined; Hawaii, lowa, Kansas, Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, Pennsylvania. Tennessee, Virginia, and Wis-
consin, The national estimate was prepared on the
assumption that the distribution by age of all husbands
and wives divorced in the United States was the same
as in these 10 States, Therefore, estimates were ob-
tained by multiplying the national divorce total (479,000)
by the percentage distribution of the 10 States. From
these estimates, age-specific divorce rates were pre-

pared. The estimated figures and rates are shown in
table 8. '

Children Involved in Divorce

The recommended definition of the number of chil-
dren to be reported on divorce records is ''children
under 18 years of age," including children born to or
adopted by the couple and children of previous mar-
riages living with the couple before separation. Fifteen
States follow this definition, but in seven States slightly
different definitions are used: 'number of children
under 21 affected" in Alaska; ""number of children under
age 20" in Hawaii; "number of children affected by
decree' in Idaho and Nebraska; 'mumber of children"
in Kansas; ''number of children under 18 of this mar-
riage'" in Tennessee; "number of children under 18
affected by decree'" in Virginia, since July 1, 1964, and
"number of minor children affected" prior to that date.

The rules for coding the number of children were
revised in 1965, For 1964 and earlier years the item
"number of children under 18" or similar items de-
scribed in the preceding paragraph were coded. If a
State divorce record had two or more items relating
to children, the coders were directed to ignore other
items. On the forms of Iowa, Nebraska, Pennsylvania,
and Rhode Island the coded item is preceded by the
question “total number of children of this marriage."
The reporting of children; as coded, has been unsatis-
factory in Pennsylvania and Rhode Island (77.6 and 82.1
percent complete in 1964). The analysis of the data®
pointed to the likelihood that in these two States, when
the first question was answered 'none," the codable
question was often left blank. Hence, the coders of the
1965 divorce data were instructed: "If on a State di-
vorce form there is more than one question relating to
children, and the preferred item which is usually coded
contains no information, code the number of children
given in the other item, e.g., 'number of children of
this marriage'.” Due to this new coding :ule, the
completeness of reporting of the number of children
increased to 95.5 percent in Pennsylvania and to 97.6
percent in Rhode Island. It turned out that, as antici-
pated, a high proportion of this increase was comprised
of couples with no children—the proportion of these
increased in Penmnsylvania from 26.6 percent in 1964
to 39.0 percent in 1965 and in Rhode Island from 24.5
to 33.0 percent,

Estimating Procedures for Number of Children

The total numbers of children involved in divorce
cases are estimated from data on divorces by number
of children reported. For individual reporting States
the estimating method is straightforward. The number
of divorces with children not stated is distributed pro-
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portionally, and then the number of decrees with no

children reported is multiplied by zero, the number
reporting one child by 1, the number reporting two
children by 2, and so on. The sum of the products is
the total number of children involved in divorce cases.
There is not much estimation involved in this proce-
dure, except for the assumption that divorces with
number of children not stated are drawnrandomly from
the population of divorces and, therefore, can be dis-
tributed proportionally. As shown in the preceding dis-
cussion, such an assumption was incorrect in the case
of Pennsylvania and Rhode Island.

The number of children involved for groups of
States, including the DRA, are sums of the totals for
the respective States, but the estimation of the national
figures is much mote involved, and several methods
have been used. For the years before 1960, the national
annual divorce total was multiplied by the average
number of children per decree for thetotal of all States
reporting for a given year. For 1960 the number of
children was estimated from a nationwide probability
sample of divorce transcripts. For the'years 1961-
64, the national estimates were originally obtained by
multiplying by 5.40039 the combined estimates for 14
States—~Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Mon-
tana, Nebraska, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. The
factor 5.40039 is the ratio of the 1960 national estimate
of children prepared from the nationwide sample to the
comparable figure for the 14 States combined.

This method had to be abandoned for 1965 because
Pennsylvania was one of the States included inthe esti-
mating procedures and the estimate of the number of
children declined by 3,054 in that State due to the new
coding rules. As the factor was 5.40039, the national
estimate declined by 16,493 simply because coding
rules were changed in one of the 14 States used for
estimation, The following method was selected to esti--
mate the number of children for 1965. The average
number of children per decree for the total of 16 reg-
istration States that had a satisfactory reporting of
children was computed and the national divorce total
was multiplied by that average. Six DRA States (Ala-
bama, Georgia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
and Utah) were excluded from the computation because
they had unsatisfactory statistics on the number of
children for all or most of the years in the recent past.
Total numbers of children for 1961-64 were reesti-
mated according to the new method, hence, figures for
all years after 1960 are comparable, being estimated
by the same method.

National totals published in this report for the
years 1961-64 differ from those published in earlier
publications; the 1961 total was increased from 501,000
to 516,000; the 1962 total was reduced from 537,000 to
532,000; the 1963 total, from 583,000 to 562,000; and
the 1964 total, from 634,000 to 613,000. Mean numbers
and rates were revised accordingly. The estimated
number of children for the total period, 1961-64, changed
very little, from 2,255,000 to 2,223,000, or 1.4 percent.
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