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THIS REPORT COVERS the annual divovce and annulment statistics for
the divovce-registration avea for 1962 and data on peyrsonal chavacteyv-~
istics of pevsoms divovced in Hawaii, lowa, Tennessee, and Wisconsin
in 1960 and 1961,

In 1962, 413,000 divorces were granted in the United States, and 1,363,000
husbands, wives, and children weve involved in divovce cases. The di~
vorce vate was 2.2 pev 1,000 population; this was the 8th yeayv in which
the rate was in the vange between 2.1 and 2.3. The rate was 0.9 in the
Noviheast Region, 2.1 in the Novth Central, 2.7 in the South, and 3.6 in
the West., Among the States, the vate was lowest in New York (0.4) and
highest in Nevada (26.9).

In the four selected States the divovce rate declined with the age of
husband and wife. For white persons the rvate was highest among teen~
agers, and it was highest for nonwhite bersons in their 20's. Husbands
and wives who had been mayvried move than once divorced more often
than those who had been mavvied only once, The divorce rate was loweyr
for persons bovn in the State wheve they weve divovced than for persons
bovn outside that State; in move than half of the cases both husband and
wife weve born in the Sitale of divorce, and in ovev 80 percent eithev
husband or wife ov both weve born in that State.

During recent years the duvation of mavviage at time of divorce has
been compavatively stable; the median duvation fov the divovce~-vegis-
tration avea was 7.3 yeays in 1962 and 7.1 in 1960 and 1961.

The mumbey of children involved in divovce cases is increasing rapidly.
The annual estimate for the United States was 537,000 in 1962, 463,000
in 1960, and 330,000 in 1953. The average numbeyr of childven pey di-
vorce for these years was, vespectively, 1.30, 1.18, and 0.85. The rate
per 1,000 persons undev 18 years of age was 8.0 in 1962, 7.2 in 1960,
and 6.4 in 1953.

SYMBOLS
Data not available---ce-ccmmcmmcmmcccemae -——
Category not applicable--==-wemmmmcmuannx .o
Quantity zZerO=---mmecmcmacm e e e - -
Quantity more than O but less than 0,05--~- 0.0
Figure does not meet standards of
reliability or precision-------cemceccua- *




DIVORCE STATISTICS ANALYSIS

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

INTRODUCTION

Data Analyzed

This report includes a discussion of two
related topics—the regular annual divorce and
annulment statistics for the United States for
1962 and the personal characteristics of husbands
and wives divorced in 1960 and 1961 in four se-
lected States-—Hawaii, Iowa, Tennessee, and Wis-
consin. Originally it was planned to prepare two
separate reports, but when the data were tab-
ulated, it was decided to merge them into one
report because the detailed data on personal
characteristics for the four States are an ex-
tension of the less detailed information for all
States that participate in the divorce-registration
area (DRA). Though the two topics covered in
this report do not refer to the same period of
time, it is believed that only minor changes
occurred in the four selected States between
1960-61 and 1962 and hence that the two sets
of data are cémparable.

The 1962 annual statistics include national
totals and rates for divorce and annulment de-
crees granted, State totals and rates based on
total counts of events, national estimates of the
number of childfen involved in divorce cases,
and percentage distributions and measures of
central tendency for other selected variables
based on probability samples received from the
States participating in the DRA during the data
year—Alabama, Alaska, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho,
Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, Wis-
consin, and Wyoming. (Sample specifications are
discussed in the Appendix, Frequencies are shown

in Section 2, Volume III, Vifal Statistics of the
United States, 1962.) A new State, Ohio, was

~added to the DRA in 1962. The Virgin Islands

also participates in the DRA, but its data are not
covered by this report.

Divorces and annulments that occurred in the
DRA in 1962 constituted 35.6 percent of the
national total, compared with 30.2 percent in
1961, 23.9 percent in 1960, 22.8 percent in
1959, and 19.5 percent in 1958, the year the
DRA was -organized. This growth is primarily
due to increase in the number of States included
in the DRA from 14 to 21. (Criteria required
for a State to participate in the DRA are listed
in the Appendix.) The statistical information for
the DRA and each participating State is limited
to major demographic and legal variables with
very few cross-classifications. This is due to
the incompleteness of data obtained from many
States and particularly to the incompleteness
of reporting of personal characteristics of the
divorced spouses. '

The inclusion in this report of the analysis
of personal characteristics obtained from the 1960
and 1961 probability samples in the four selected
States is intended to fill the gap leftby the incom-
plete information received from most other States.
(Since 1960 additional States have achieved the
level of completeness observed in that year for the
four selected States.) Some personal character-
istics analyzed in this report, such as data on
birthplace and residence of husband and wife,
became available for the first time from sample
transcripts of the four States, and most cross-
tabulations prepared for the four States were not
available for earlier years. Data for 1961 were
combined in each cell with data for 1960 in order
to minimize sampling variability.



Representativeness of Available Data

There is some question about the repre-
sentativeness of the selected four States. Inorder
to find a tentative answer to this question,
data by age, color, and marriage order for these
States were compared with figures for the DRA

(table 1). Values for the four States combined were .

similar to the corresponding values for the regis-
tration area. Seven out of 12 medians and quartiles
of age of husband and of wife at time of decree
and at time of marriage fell between the corre-
sponding DRA values for 1960 and 1961 orwere
identical with one of these values, while the
remaining five differed by 0.8 or less from the
corresponding DRA figures for 1960 or 1961,

In the four States combined the proportion of
divorces of white husbands and wives was slightly
lower than in the entire DRA and that of nonwhite
persons correspondingly higher, but these dif-
ferences were small: 1.4 percentage points for
husbands and 1.8 for wives when compared with
the DRA data for 1960 and 1.2 and 1.5 percentage
points, respectively, when compared with the 1961
data. However, in the four States the distribution
of the nonwhite group by race was guite different
from that for the whole DRA: About 6 out of 7
nonwhite persons divorced in the DRA were
Negroes, but only about 2 out of 3 were Negroes
in the four States. This difference was due to an
overwhelming majority of divorces granted in
Hawaii to nonwhite non-Negro persons.

The proportion of divorced persons married
only once was a little lower in the four Stateés than
in the DRA, but the largest difference was only

about three percentage points. It also was due to

an atypical situation in Hawaii, where more than
a third of the divorced persons had been married
more than once,

The similarities found in table 1 between the
DRA and the four States indicate that findings
based on data for the four States combinedare not
very different from those that would be obtained
for the total DRA if data were available. However,
exceptions such as the comparatively high per-

centage of non-Negro nonwhite persons should be

kept in mind.

Are data for the DRA or for the four States
representative of the United States? This question
is impossible to answer because personal charac-

teristics of the divorced husband and wife arenot
available on a nationwide basis. For 1960, the only
year for which national figures were tabulated, the
tabulations were limited to three variables: dura-
tion of marriage to divorce, number of children
reported in divorce cases, and the State where
marriage was performed; corresponding figures
for these variables were available for both the
United States and the' DRA. :

In 1960 the median duration of marriage for
the DRA, 7.1 years, was similar to the national
value, 7.2 years. The ratio of the estimated num-
ber of children reported in divorce cases to.the
total number of decrees grantedwas also similar:
1.20 for the DRA and 1.18 for the United States,
The proportion of the childless amongall divorced
couples was slightly higher for the United States
than for the DRA—43.,3 percent as compared with
39.9. The proportion of divorces granted in the
same State where marriage was performed was
57.5 for the United States and 56.9 for the DRA.
Hence it seems that in 1960 for all variables for
which national data were available the values for
the DRA States combined were not very different
from the national data,

Only 18 States were included in the DRA in
1960, and data for the 21 States participating in
1962 may bear quite a different relationship to the
national figures, especially since 52,837 divorce
decrees, or 12,8 percentof the national total, were
granted in 1962 in the three States added to the
DRA since 1960—Michigan, Missouri, and Ohio. .

TOTALS AND RATES

National Totals and Rates

The estimated total of divorces and annul-
ments granted in the United States in 1962 was
413,000, the second highest annual total since
1947. This was a decline of 0.2 percent from the
previous year but an increase of 5.1 percentover
the total for 1960, 4.6 percent over thatfor 1959,
and 12.2 percent over that for 1958. The national
divorce rate per 1,000 total population was 2.2,
slightly smaller than the 2,3 rate for 1961, equal
to the rates for 1960 and 1959, and slightly larger
than the 1958 rate of 2.1 The divorce rate per
1,000 married females 15 years of age and over



was 9.4 in 1962 as compared with a rate of 9.6
for 1961, 9.2 for 1960, 9.3 for 1959, and 8.9 for
1958. The increase of this rate indicates that the
growth of the divorce total during the last few
years is partly due to factors other thanincrease
in the number of married persons. Since twoper-
sons are involved in each divorce case, 826,000
persons were divorced in 1962—4.4 persons per
1,000 total population-—and one decree was granted
per 455 individuals, or per 106 married women.
As couples divorced in 1962 had 537,000 children
under 18 years of age, a total of 1,363,000 persons
were intimately involved in divorce cases, or 7.3
per 1,000 total population. o
During 1962, 814,500 families were broken by
death: 570,090 by death of husband and 244,410

by death of wife (Monthly Vital Statistics Report,
Vol. 11, No. 13, table G). Adding these figures to
the 413,000 families broken by divorce gives a
total of 1,227,500 families broken during the year
by death and judicial decree combined. During the
same period of time 1,577,360 marriages took
place, increasing the total number of married
couples in the United States by approximately
350,000.

Divorce Trend

The present divorce trend differs consid-
erably from that prevailing before the end of
World War II (fig. 1). Before the alltime peak of
1946 the trend showed a general tendency to in-
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crease; this tendency was accelerated by war and
reversed by economic depression. After 1946 the
rate declined and gradually leveled off atabout 2.2
persons per 1,000 total population. From the 1920
level of 1.6, which was the post-World War ! high,
the crude rate declined to 1.4 in 1922 and then
rose to 1.7 in 1928 and 1929, With the onset of the
great depression the rate declined to 1.3 in 1932
and 1933 and thereafter resumed its upward trend,
which was accelerated by World War II, and
reached the alltime high of 4.3 per 1,000 popula-
tion in 1946. Subsequently the rate declined t02.8
in 1948 and to 2.3 in 1955. Since then it has varied
between 2.1 and 2.3.

Divorces by Region, Division, and State

The divorce rate in 1962 varied widely among
regions and States (table 2 and fig. 2). The lowest
rate was 0.9 per 1,000 population in the Northeast
Region, followed by 2.1 in the North Central,.
2.7 in the South, and 3.6 in the West. Thus the
divorce rate in the West was 4 times as high as
that in the Northeast. These rates were affected
by migration and the age distribution of the popula-
tion. R

The divorce rate by divisions and States
showed a tendency to increase from the Northeast
to the Southwest. A line drawn from South Carolina
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to Nebraska divided the predominantly low- and
medium-divorce areas from the predominantly
high-divorce areas (fig. 2). The Middle Atlantic
Division had the lowest divorce rate (0.7 per 1,000
population), followed by New England (1.3). In the
divisions of North Central and South Regions
(except the West South Central) rates were similar
to or identical with the national rate—between 2.0
and 2.8 per 1,000 population. The highest rates
were found in the Mountain Division (4.8 per 1,000
population), in the Pacific Division (3.2), and in the
reporting States of the West South Central Division
(4.6, 3.6, and 3.4).

Annual divorce and annulment totals for 1962
were available for all 50 States and the District
of Columbia. The totals were larger than com-
parable figures for 1961 in 34 cases and smaller
in 17; however, in 6 States (Iowa, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, and West Virginia)
these changes were very small—1.0 percent
or less in either direction. Thelargestincreases,
over 1,000 decrees in each State, were found
in California (2,367 decrees), Texas (1,578),
Michigan (1,281), Nevada (1,192), and Colorado
(1,100), while the largest declines took place
in Ilinois (7,153 decrees) and Alabama (5,415).
The percentage change ranged from an in-
crease of 21.0 percent in New Hampshire and
19.6 in Colorado to a decline of 30.6 percent in
Alabama and 27.5 percent in Illinois.

The divorce rate per 1,000 total population
increased in 19 States between 1961 and 1962,
declined in 13 States, and remained unchanged in
17 States and the District of Columbia, The rate
was not available for Louisiana. Thechange inthe
divorce rate was more than 0.5 points in 3 States
only: It-increased from 25.9 to 26.9 inNevada and
declined from 5.3 to 3.7 in Alabama and from 2.6
to 1.9 in Illinois.

As usual, the highest divorce rate was found
in Nevada: 26.9 per 1,000 population; thisis more
than 12 times greater than the national rate. Other
States that had a rate of 4.0 or more per 1,000
were Arizona (5.2), Oklahoma (4.6), Florida (4.1),
and Wyoming (4.0). The rate for Alabama was the
second highest in the Nationbothin 1960and 1961,
but in 1962 this State had a rate of 3.7 and shared
the sixth place with Alaska and New Mexico.
This decline was due to changes in judicial inter-
pretation of State laws which regulate the residence

requirements for persons applying for divorce.
The lowest divorce rates were found in New York
(0.4), New Jersey (0.8), and Rhode Island and
North Dakota (1.0). .

Annulments

Of the 413,000 decrees of divorce or annulment
granted in the United States in 1962, 12,692 were
reported to be annulments. This figure is incom-
plete, as three States did not report annulments
granted in some local areas and one State did not
report annulments separately from divorces; inall
these cases annulments were included in the
number of divorces and annulments combined., The
reported annulments constitute 3.1 percent of the
national divorce and annulment total. About two-
thirds of all annulment decrees (8,315) were
granted in two States, California and New York,
and reported annulments constituted, respec-
tively, 11.1 and 35.6 percent of the State totals.
On the other hand, these percents were lowest in
Vermont (0.2), Ohio (0.3), Mississippi (0.3), and
Nevada (0.4). These variations were dueinpartto
differences between the legal regulations in indi-
vidual States.

AGE AT TIME OF DECREE

Data for 1962

The age of husband and of wife at the time
when the decree was granted was reported for
about 57 percent of all divorces-that occurred in
the DRA in 1962, (Information about the complete-

"ness of reporting of age by individual States is

shown in table III in the Appendix.)

For the DRA the median age at decree was
34.5 years for husbands and 31.0 years for wives
(table 3); the first quartiles were 27.2 and 24.1
years and the third quartiles 44.1 and 40.2 years,
respectively. For individual reporting States the
median age of husbands varied between 31.8 years
in Utah and 40.0 years in Wyoming, andfor wives
the extreme values were 28.3 years in Alaska and
34.7 years in Wisconsin. In all States the median
age of husband at time of divorce was slightly

‘higher than the median age of wife, For the DRA

the difference between the two medians was 3.5
years. In this respect divorced persons do not



seem to differ to any appreciable degree from the
total married population.

Data for the DRA indicate that 16 percent of
divorced husbands and 29 percent of divorced
wives were under 25 Years of ‘age and 7 percent
of wives were still in their teens; on the other
extreme 8 percent of husbands and 4 percent of
wives were 55 years of age and older, The modal
age at divorce was 25-29 years for husbands and
20-24 years for wives; these two age groups
included about 20 percent of the divorced spouses.
The percentage for husbands was higher than that
for wives in all age groups above 24 years.

Because of the incompleteness of reporting,
age data for the DRA were not cross-classified
with other variables, and all detailed tabulations
were limited to the four selected States.

Age-Race-Specific Divorce Rates

Age-specific divorce rates were computed
for the four selected States using as numerators
means of data for 1960 and 1961 and as denomi-
nators the 1960 census figures for all married
persons and for nonwhite married persons clas-
sified by age.? Because population data for
white persons were not published by the U.,S.
Bureau of the Census, they were computed by
subtracting frequencies for nonwhite persons from
frequencies for the total married population.

The rates indicate thatin the four States com-
bined young husbands and wives had a higher
incidence of divorce than those who were older
and that divorces declined consistently with age
(table 4 and fig. 3). For teenage husbands the
incidence of divorce was more than 3 times as
high and for teenage wivesalmost4 times as high
as that for the total population. Age-specific rates
for both sexes showed the same pattern for each
of the three continental States—Iowa, Tennessee,
and Wisconsin—despite differences in the magni-
tude of these rates. For Hawaii this pattern was
slightly different: The age-specific rates were
highest, not for teenmage married persons but for
married persons 20 through 24 years of age, and
they declined, as in the other States, for each
successively higher age group. Thus, despite
its peculiarities, the rate pattern for Hawaii
supported the generalization that young married

RATE PER 1,000 POPULATION
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Figure 3. Age-specific divorce rates by color and
sex: total of four selected States, 1960-61.

persons are more subject to divorce than older -
ones.

In all four States the variation of the divorce
rate was more strongly associated with the age of
the wife than with the age of the husband; for young
wives the rate was higher, and for wives in older
age groups it was lower than the comparable rates
for husbands. The influence of age ondivorce was
least pronounced in Wisconsin, followed by Hawaii,
Iowa, and Tennessee in that order.

The age-specific divorce rate for the white
population had a pattern similar to that for the
total population except that in the continental
States the extremes were more pronounced: The
rates for younger people were higher and for
older people lower than those for the total
population (table 4); thus the range for white
Tennessee wives varied between 41.3 and 2.0
per 1,000. In Hawaii the range for white persons
was less wide than it was for the total population.



For the four States combined, the divorce
rate was higher for white than nonwhite persons
in the young age groups—those under 25 years—
but lower thereafter. The rates for teenage
husbands, both white and nonwhite, were lower than
those for teenage wives but higher for mostof the
remaining age groups. The same general pattern,
with some variations, was observed for each
reporting State.

The pattern of age-specific divorce rates for
the nonwhite population differed considerably from
that for the white (table 4). The age when highest
rates for nonwhite persons were observed varied
among States and sex groups, but in all cases it
was found in an age group under 35 years of age.
In later years of life the nonwhite rates declined
consistently in the same manner as those for
white persons. The age-specific rates for the total
population of Hawaii were similar to those of the
nonwhite population of that State because the ma-
jority of divorces were granted to nonwhite and
racially mixed couples. However, even the rates
for white persons in that State conformed to the
pattern set by nonwhite persons, with the modal
rate for both husbands and wives falling in the age
group 20-24 years of age; this may be partially
due to a high proportion of racially mixed couples.

The association between age and incidence of
divorce was considerably stronger among white
husbands and wives than nonwhite in the four States
combined and in the three continental States, but
the contrary was true for Hawaii; thisis shown by
the extent of the difference between the highestand
lowest age-specific rates. For the four States
combined, the highest and lowest rates were 26.6
and 2.3 per 1,000 white husbands and 17.6 and
5.4 per 1,000 nonwhite husbands; the comparable
figures were 30.7 and 1.6 for white wives and
18.1 and 4.2 for nonwhite wives.

Age at Time of Decree by Color

The percentage distribution of divorces by
age at decree differed markedly between the white
and nonwhite husbands and wives in the four
selected States, withmostwhite persons divorcing
at earlier ages thannonwhite (table 5). The median
age of husbands at divorce was 32.8 years for
white males and 36.8 for nonwhite males, while for

wives these medians were 29.6 and 32.8 years,
respectively (table 6). A similar pattern can be
observed for divorced persons of the two color
groups who were married once and for those who
were married more than once.

The difference between the two color groups
was very pronounced in Tennessee, where the
median ages were 31.4 and 39.1 years for husbands
and 28.1 and 35.0 years for wives. This difference
was less pronounced in Iowa and Hawaii, and the
relationship between the color groups was re-
versed in Wisconsin, where median ages were
higher for white persons than nonwhite; in this
State medians for white persons were much higher
than in the remaining three States, but this was
not true as far as the medians for nonwhite persons
were concerned,

Nonwhite persons who were divorced in the
four selected States differed inracial andcultural
background. All nonwhite persons divorced in
Tennessee and Iowa were Negroes, and sowere 90
percent of nonwhite persons divorced in Wis-
consin; in Hawaii the nonwhite persons were
almost exclusively non-Negroand a comparatively
large proportion of marriages were interracial.
However, differénces in age medians were most
pronounced between the southern Negroes in
Tennessee and the northern Negroes in Iowa.
Medians listed in table 6 indicate that the age of
nonwhite persons in Iowa was more similar tothat
in Hawaii and Wisconsin than to thatin Tennessee.
This indicates that age of nonwhite persons at
decree depends primarily on factors other than
race.

Age at Time of Decree by
Number of This Marriage

The influence of the number of marriages on
age at time of decree seems very strong when
median ages of persons married once are com-
pared with those of persons married twice (30.4
and 40.7 years for husbands and 27.2 and 36.1
years for wives), but this influence is much less
pronounced when median ages of persons married
twice are compared with those of persons married
three or more times (40.7 and 43.9 for husbands
and 36.1 and 40.0 for wives)( table 6). Differences
in the latter set of medians wouldbe still smaller



if data for husbands and wives married four,
five, or more times were tabulated. (This could
not be done because of small frequencies and high
sampling errors.) Thus, as far as age at decree
is concerned, the classification of divorced
persons into two categories, those married once
and those married more than once, is satisfactory
in most cases.

Spouses who were marriedonly once divorced
to a large extent when they were in their 20's. In
the four States combined, 45.8 percentof husbands
and 47.4 percent of wives married once divorced
during that decade of their lives (table 7). For
husbands and wives married twice and for those
married three times or more, the 10-year
modal age group were in their 30's at time of
divorce.

The proportion of persons married twice or
three times or more increased with the ageof the
divorced spouses. In the four States combined,
persons married once comprisedabout 95 percent
of husbands and wives who were under 20 years of
age at time of the decree; persons married twice
comprised about 5 percent; and those married
three times or more, less than 0.05 percent. In
every succeeding age group the proportion of per-
sons married once declined and of those married
twice or three times or more itincreaseduntil at
the age of 50 or more years husbands and wives
married once were in the minority (43.3 and 41.1
percent), those married twice constituted 40
percent for both sexes, and those married three
times or more comprised 16.8 percent of husbands
and 18.8 percent of wives.

Age of Husband 'by Age of Wife

Age of the husband at decree was cross-
classified by the age of the wife atdecree (table 8),
and median ages as well as percentage distribu-
tions of husbands and wives were computed for
each age group of their spouses. The data sub-
stantiated the generalizations that divorced hus-
bands are slightly older than their wives irrespec-
tive of the age at decree. In the four States
combined, as well as in each selected State,
each median age of the husbands was above the
midpoint of the age group of their wives, and in
most cases it was above the upper limit of this
age group, Conversely the median age of the wives

was usually below the lower limit of the husbands'
age interval, and in all cases it was below its
midpoint.

For all age groups of husbands and wives the
majority of their spouses were concentrated within
comparatively narrow age intervals (table 8). As
both husbands and wives were classified into six
age groups, the cross-tabulation comprised 36
cells; 12 of these cells included 84.3 percent of
husbands and wives divorced in the four States:
combined, 85.6 percentin Iowa, 83.8in Tennessee,
and 86.5 in Wisconsin. Only in Hawaii was this
proportion lower, i.e., 77.2 percent,

AGE OF DIVORCED PERSONS
AT TIME OF MARRIAGE

Data for 1962

Information about the age at marriage was
available for 56 percent of husbands and of wives
divorced in the registration States in the year 1962.
Most divorced persons were married before they
reached their middle 20's, and many weremarried
while still in their teens: 18 percent of divorced
husbands and 46 percent of divorced wives were
married before their 20th birthdays, and 58
percent of husbands and 74 percent of wives
were married under the age of 25 years. At the-
time of marriage the median age of husbands
divorced in the DRA was 24.0 years and that of
wives 20.7 years (table 3). For husbands the
lowest median age was 23.3 years, found in
Maryland; the highest was 26.7 years, found in
Alabama and Alaska. For wives the range of the
medians lay between 19.8 years in Alabama and
22.9 years in Hawaii.

Age at Time of Marriage and
Likelihood of Divorce

The widely asked question of whether or not
young age at marriage is associated with high
prevalence of divorce camnot be answered defi-
nitely from the available data because divorce
rates by age at marriage comparable to the rates
by age at decree could not be computed since
statistics were not available about the total
married population by age at marriage.



Some indication of the relationship between
age at marriage and the probability of divorce is
given in the comparison of percentages of di-
vorced husbands and wives who were married in
their teens with the percentages of persons ofthe
same age group married during the data years
and earlier. Such a comparison could be made for
a uniform group of 15 States for which marriage
data by age were available for the years 1957-
62 and data on the age of divorced persons at
marriage for the years 1960-62. The following
States were included in the group: Alabama,
Georgia, Idaho, Iowa,K Kansas, Maryland, Montana,
Nebraska, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming. In
1962, 87 408 divorce decrees were granted in these
15 States combined, or 21.2 percentof the national
divorce total and 59.4 percent of all divorces
granted in the DRA.

Percentages of teenage marriages for hus-
bands and wives who were married and for those

who were divorced are shown below.
These figures indicate that persons married

at very young ages are somehow overrepresented
among the divorced. However, this statementmust
be qualified in two respects. Less than halfof the
persons divorced in 1962 were married during the
years 1957-62, and the distribution by age of those
married during the latter period may not be
representative for the population subject to di-
vorce in 1962. To this objectionit may be answered
that percentages of teenagers married during the
years 1957-62 increased consistently each year
and therefore these percentages were probably
. even smaller in years before 1957. Data from a
different group of 16 States indicate that the per-
centage of teenage marriages was increasing at

least since 19513 # Hence the persons married
in their teens would probably seem even more
overrepresented among the divorced if data for
earlier years were available.

A second objection ismore serious. Informa-
tion om age at marriage was not stated on a very
large proportion of divorce records received from
most of the 15 States included in the comparison.
For the 15 States combined, age at marriage was
not stated in 39 percent of cases, and the per-
centages of teenage marriages among the divorced
are correct only if it is assumed that in the 15
States the proportion of persons married in their
teens among those divorced during 1962 was the
same as or similar tothe distribution of the cases
for which age was given. There is no way to
ascertain whether such an assumption iscorrect.

Some additional information may be obtained
by analyzing the data for the only two States
included in the group where the reporting of age
was satisfactory, namely, Iowa and Tennessee.
For these two States marriage statistics are
available for all years beginning with 1952, In
Tennessee the proportion of grooms under 20
years of age increased from 12.2 percent in
1952 to 17.3 percent in 1960 and that of teenage
brides from 35.7 to 44.3 percent, The proportion
of persons married in their teens and divorced
in 1960-61 was 22.1 percent for husbands and 50.3
percent for wives. In Iowa the proportion of
teenage grooms increased from 14.8 percent to
17.4 and that of teenage brides from 39.2 percent
to 43.3, with a peak of 43.9 percent in 1958 and
44.6 percent in 1959. The proportion of divorced
persons that were married in their teens was 18.0
percent for husbands and 43.4 for wives. These
data indicate that persons married in their teens

Husbands Wives
Year
Married-’ Divorced | Married Divorced
1962~ mcmmrm e e e m e mmmm e memcc e e m e —e e 15.3 18.9 40.5 47.4
R Y R Lt e 14.3 20.0 | 40.4 47.8
1960--—-mememm e e e mcm e e — e - 14.0 16.4 40.3 46.0-
1959 mcwmm e m e mcwr e mmm s e e m e e 13.2 e 39.1
R Y T et e L L L L 12.9 e 39.0
1957 mmr e — e mm e m e mmem e m e —— e 12.0}. 37.8




were considerably overrepresented among those
divorced in Tennessee and slightly overrepre-
sented among the divorced Iowa husbands, butthe
percentage of lowa brides married in their teens
in 1958 and 1959 was higher than the percentage
of divorced wives who were married before their
20th birthday; however, only one wife in five
divorced in 1960 and 1961 in lowa was married in
the years 1958 and 1959.

It can be seen that the available data strongly
indicate the possibility of an association between
early age at marriage and high incidence of
divorce, but this association does not seem to be
as clear-cut as that between the probability of
divorce and age at decree. The discrepancy
between the probability of divorce of persons who
are young at time of marriage and of those who
were young at time of decree may disappear when
more detailed information becomes available, e.g.,
when population bases are obtained for the compu-
tation of age-at-marriage-specific rates, If the
pattern as it seems to emerge from the scanty
data available today is not changed by future
research, the situation may be subject to various
explanations. One possible way to explain the dis-
crepancies is to assume that in some States many
individuals who were married young divorce while
still young but that those who do notdivorce at an
early age have a very low divorce rate; this
counterbalances the extremely high rate of the
group that has divorced and yields a moderate
rate for all the young married group.

Age of Husband at Time of Marriage by
Age of Wife at Time of Marriage

Tabulations of data collected from the four
selected States include some previously unavail-
able information about the age of divorced persons
at marriage. -

As a rule, the age of divorced husbands was
slightly higher than that of their wives. For the
four States combined, information about age.at’
marriage is available for 36,754 divorced couples,
and age of husband is cross-classified by age of
wife at marriage (table 9). In 48.7 percent of the
cases husbands belonged to an older age group
than that of their wives, in 7.1 percent of the
cases wives belonged to anolder agegroup, and in
44,2 percent both spouses were in the same age
group.

The distribution of persons divorced in the
four States by age at marriage is very similar to
comparable distributions of persons who were
married during the same years shown in the table
below (identical age groups were used inall three
cases). Hence there is no reason to assume from
the available data that the relationship between the
ages is associated with the incidence of divorce;
the minor differences in distributions may be due
to differences between the four selected-States
and the more than 30 States comprising the
marriage-registration area, | ) ’

The median age at marriage was 24.0 years
for husbands and 20.8 years for wivesdivorcedin

Percentage of spouses

Relative ages of spouses

Divorces in
the four se-

Married .in the MRA

lected States 1960 1961
Husband in older age group--------=------ 48.7 45,2 46,3
Wife in older age group---=----=--~-—---- 7.1 5.3 5.5
Both in the same age group------===~----= 44.2 49.5 48,2
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the four States combined. Medians for each
selected State are found in table 10, and percentage
distributions of divorces by age of husband cross-
classified by age of wife and median ages of hus-
bands and wives by age group of their spouses
are shown in table 9.

Age at Time of Marriage by Color
and Marriage Order

Age at marriage of the divorced couples
where both husband and wife were white may be
compared with the corresponding medians for all
other couples, including those where the color of
either or both spouses was nonwhite or not stated.
The median ages at marriage for the two groups
are shown in table 10,

The number of divorce records with color
not stated for one or both spouses was very small
in the selected four States, and the number of
mixed white-nonwhite couples was also very small
except in Hawaii. Hence the ''other' couples in
Iowa, Tennessee, and Wisconsin were nonwhite
couples almost without exception. In Iowa and in
Tennessee all nonwhite persons divorced in 1960
and 1961 were Negroes, and in these two States
median ages at marriage for divorced white
couples were lower than for nonwhite couples.

In Wisconsin, where about 90 percent ofnon-
white husbands and wives divorced in 1960 and
1961 were Negroes and the remainder belonged
to other races, the median age at marriage for
divorced white couples was also lower than that
for the others, but the difference was small—
less than 0.5 years., In Hawaii, where nonwhite
persons were almostexclusively non-Negroes and
where a large proportion of divorced couples were
racially mixed, couples in which both spouses were
white had higher median ages atmarriage than the
remaining couples. Thus from the available data
the ages atmarriage canbe compared for divorced
husbands and wives belonging to the three major
racial groups—white, Negro, and other nonwhite;
this age was lowest for non-Negro nonwhite
persons, slightly higher for white persons, and
highest for Negroes.

Age of the divorced spouses at marriage,
depends also on their marriage order (table 10).
As expected, the median age atmarriage islowest
when both husband and wife were married only
once (22.1 and 19.1 for the four States combined)

and highest when both have been married more
than once (36.8 and 31.9 years). In the four States
the differences between the comparable medians
of the two mariage order groups varied between
12 and 16 years. When one spouse was married
once and the other more than once, the values of
the medians were intermediate. The median age
at marriage was associated not only with the
marriage order of a given group of persons but
also with the marriage order of their spouses,
e.g., for wives who were married once, median
age was higher when their husbands were remar-
ried and lower when their husbands were also
married once. The influence of the marriage
order of the spouse was especially pronounced
in the case of husbands divorced in Iov(/a, where
first-married husbands with remarried wiveshad
a slightly higher median age at marriagethanre-
martried husbands who had first-married wives
(26.6 and 26.3 years, respectively). When the
husbands were married once and the wives more
than once, median ages of wives atmarriage were
lower than those of husbands in Iowa and Wis-
consin, but in Hawaii and Tennessee median ages
of remarried wives were higher than the ages of
their first-married husbands,

COLOR OR RACE

Data for 1962

Color or race of persons divorced in 1962
was reported by 20States participating in the DRA;
in one State, Ohio, the reporting of this variable
was not required. This information was available
for 62 percent of all husbands and wives divorced
in the divorce-registration States combined, but
this percentage increased to 73.5 when data were
limited to the 20 States where color was re-
portable. In 1961 in the same 20 States the re-
porting was 70.3 percent complete,

Eighty-nine percent of all divorces granted in
the DRA for which information on race was
available' were granted to white husbands and
wives; the remaining 11 percent were granted to
nonwhite persons, predominantly Negroes butalso
Indians, Orientals, Hawaiians, and members of
other nonwhite races. The highest proportions of
nonwhite persons were found among persons di-
vorced in Hawaii (over 50 percent), Virginia (23
percent), Alabama (18 percent), and Alaska (18

11



percent for wives but only 11 percent for hus-
bands). This percentage was over 10in three other
States—Georgia, Tennessee, and Michigan. The
smallest percentages of nonwhite persons among
persons divorced in 1962—2 percent or less—
were found in Idaho, lowa, Nebraska, Utah, and
Wyoming.

Color-Specific Divorce Rates

In the four selected States the incidence of
divorce shows considerable variation as to the
race or color of husband and wife, Differences in
family patterns between various racial groups
have been observed by the scholars, and the num-
ber of divorces as well as the characteristics of
husband and wife at divorce reflects these pat-
terns. Differences between white and nonwhite
persons in age at divorce and at marriage have
been discussed in the sections '"Age at Time of
Decree'' and "Age of Divorced Persons at Time of
Marriage."

The divorce rate was higher for white persons
than for Negroes in Tennessee but about 4 times
higher for Negroes than for white persons inboth
Iowa and Wisconsin (table 11). The high divorce
rate for Negroes in the two midwestern States may
be related to the urbanization of the Negroes in
those States: 99 percent of Negroes were urban
dwellers in Wisconsin, 96 percent in Iowa, but
only 72 percent in Tennessee.5 Moreover a high
proportion of Negroes migrated comparatively
recently into the Northern States; for example,
in Wisconsin the number of Negroes increased
from 28,000 in 1950 to 75,000 in 1960. Urban-
ization and mobility led to a pattern of divorce
which was greatly different from that in Tennes-
see, where the percentage increase of the Negro
population during the 1950-60 decade was similar
to that of the white population—11 and 8 percent.

The divorce rate for non-Negro nonwhite
persons in Hawaii was lower than that for white
persons. Hawaii is the only State where this
nonwhite group constituted the majority of the
total population and of the persons involved in
divorces. However, due to the high proportion of
mixed white-nonwhite divorces (21 percent of the
total for this State in 1960 and 22 percent in
1961) divorce rates by color had different impli-
cations in Hawaii than in other States, where the
number of interracial divorces was very small.
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Divorce rates per 1,000 males and 1,000
females 15 years of age and older were computed
from 1960 data of the three basic racial groups—
white, Negro, and non-Negro nonwhite. These
rates for each racial group varied considerably
among the four selected States (table 11). In the
three continental States the rates for white hus-
bands were higher than those for white wives,
while in Hawaii the contrary was true; the highest
rate, 8.8 per 1,000 white females in Hawaii, was
more than 3 times as high as the lowest rate,
2.5 per 1,000 white females in Wisconsin. For
Negroes rates were computed from data for the
three continental States—Iowa, Tennessee, and
Wisconsin—where they ranged between 5.6 per
1,000 females in Tennessee and 19.8 per 1,000
males in Iowa; in all three States the rates for
men were higher than those for women. The rates
for Hawaii are of little value because of the small
number of decrees granted to Negroes: During
1960-61 only 34 Negro men and 8 Negro women
were divorced in that State. The rate for other
nonwhite persons was available only for Hawaii
and for Wisconsin, though rates for the latter
State were computed from a very small number of
decrees (30 for males and 40 for females). No
record of a decree granted to a nonwhite person
other than a Negro was included in the samples
from Iowa and Tennessee. Thus it can be seen
that for the same racial group the rates varied

considerably by State and rates for the sams
State varied by race. The available data indi-

cate that divorce rates for Negroes varied partic-
ularly between northern and southern States.

Interracial Divorces

Information about the color of both husband
and wife was given for 37,948 couples divorced
in the four States. In 32,832 cases both husband
and wife were white, in 4,446 cases both were
nonwhite, and in the remaining 670 cases one
spouse was white and the other nonwhite, as
shown in table 12, Figures referring to nonwhite
persons include couples with both spouses be-
longing to the same nonwhite race as well as
those with the husband a member of one nonwhite
race and the wife of a different one. Tabulations
of divorces by race prepared by the Hawaii



Department of Health for the years 1960 and 1961
give data on husbands and wives for nine racial
groups, seven of which are nonwhite (Hawaiian,
part-Hawaiian, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Ko-
rean, and Negro).® 7 These data indicate thatfor
1960 and 1961 in Hawaii 71.1 percent of all
nonwhite divorced couples belonged to the same
race and 28.9 percent of nonwhite couples were
racially mixed. All nonwhite couples divorced in
Tennessee and lowa were Negroes; those divorced
in Wisconsin were predominantly Negroes butin-
cluded a small number of other nonwhite persons.

One of the spouses was white and the other
nonwhite in 670 divorces granted in the four
States combined, or in 1.8 percent of the total.
Most of the interracial divorces were granted to
white husbands and nonwhite wives (63.0 percent).
The overwhelming majority of the interracial
divorces, 91.0 percent, occurred in Hawaii, and
hence most of the nonwhite spouses belonged to
races other than Negro. In Hawaii 21.6 percent
of all decrees were granted to white-nonwhite
couples, but this percentage was only 0.6 percent
in Wisconsin, 0.1 percent in Iowa, and none in
Tennessee. The absence of interracial divorces
in Tennessee may be due to laws prohibiting
marriages between whites and Negroes; no such
legal limitations exist in Iowa and Wisconsin, but
still the number of white-nonwhite divorces is
minimal.

When interracial divorces arecompared with
interracial marriages, an interesting difference
can be observed: The majority of interracial
divorces are granted to couples where the husband

is white and the wife nonwhite, but the majority
of interracial marriages include couples where
the husband is nonwhite and the wife white.

The available data are mnot sufficient to
support a statement that interracial couple's with
the husband white and the wife nonwhite are
subject to a higher incidence of divorce thanthose
with the husband nonwhite and the wife white,
Further research on this subject is desirable.
The areas reporting marriages differ from those
reporting divorces, and the number of States
in both the MRA and the DRA increased between
1960 and 1961. Hence the available statistics are
not quite comparable., On the other hand, Hawaii,
the State with the largest proportion of inter-
racial marriages and divorces, was included in
both registration areas during both years,

MARRIAGE ORDER

The term "marriage order" denotes the
classification of married persons into two cate-
gories: those married once and those married
more than once, The same term refers to the
classification of all marriages into first mar-
riages and remarriages, On the other hand, the
term "pumber of this marriage' refers to the
actual number of times a person has been
married, and the group married more than
once is divided into those married twice, three
times, and so forth. In the present study the
latter classification was limited because of sam-
pling variability to three categories: married
once, married twice, and married three times or

Divorces Marriaﬁﬁz in the
Color

In four In the DRA

selected 1960 1961

States 1960 1961

Totglemmoommemmc e e 670 492 651 3,916 4,806

White male, nonwhite female--~---~~ 422 275 394 1,893 2,141
Nonwhite male, white female-=w=-w-- 248 217 257 2,023 2,615
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more, The same terminology is being used else-
where in this report as well as in other statis-
tical reports dealing with marriage and divorce
data,

Data for 1962

Marriage order of divorced husbands and
wives was reported by 19 of the 21 States that
participated in the DRA in 1962; in Virginia
and Nebraska this variable was not included
on the divorce record., Marriage order was re-
ported with less completeness than most other
items of statistical information: On 44 percent of
the divorce records received from all registration
States combined, marriage order was not stated;
for the 19 States that require the reportingof this
item, this percentage was 40.

The available information indicates that about
72 percent of divorced husbands and wives were
married once, while 28 and 29 percent, respec-
tively, were married more than once. The pro-
portion of persons married once was compara-
tively high—70 percent or more—in most north-
ern and border States but under 70 percent in
the remainder of the South Region and in the
West, Highest proportions of persons married
once-——over 80 percent—were found in Penn-
sylvania, South Dakota, and Maryland; lowest
percentages—60 or less—in Alaska, Oregon, and
Alabama, The proportion of first-married persons
was higher for divorced husbands than for
divorced wivesin 15 reporting States; this pro-
portion was higher for wives in 3 States (Ten-
nessee, Wisconsin, and Wyoming), and both per-
centages were equal in Georgia.

Marriage Order and Likelihood of Divorce

The likelihood of divorce is higher for re-
married husbands and wives than for those
married only once. As the great majority of
remarried persons in the general populationhave
been previously divorced, this indicates that
people who have been divorced in the past are
more prone to divorce than those who have not
previously experienced divorce.

Marriage-order-specific divorce rates could
not be computed because population bases were
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not available, Two other methods were used to
investigate the differential likelihood of divorce
for husbands and wives married once and those
married more than once: (1) Proportions of
persons married more than once among those
who were divorced in 1961 and 1962 were com-
pared with similar proportions among brides and
grooms married during the years 1956-62, and
(2) ratios were computed between the number of
husbands and wives classified by marriage order
and certain categories of the population married
once and married more than once.

If marriage order were not associated with the
incidence of divorce, the proportions of persons
married once and of those married more than
once among the population divorced in 1962
should be the same as in the population married
in the years preceding 1962, These two distri-
butions were compared for a uniform group of
nine States—Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland,
Michigan, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and
Utah—where 68,458 divorce decrees were granted
in 1962, 17 percent of the national total and 47
percent of the total for the DRA. The pattern
obtained is shown on the next page,

These figures indicate that persons married
once were underrepresented among those di-
vorced in both 1961 and 1962 and persons married
more than once were overrepresented. Hence the
likelihood of divorce was slightly higher for hus-
bands and wives married more than once, and
it must be noted that the great majority of
persons who were married more than once
have been divorced prior to their last marriage.
The value of the comparison was limited by
two factors: Marriage order was not stated in 24
percent of the divorces from the nine States
included in the computation, and over half of the
divorces occurring in 1962 were granted to couples
married before 1956,

Data for the group of nine States could be
considered inadequate to prove that remarried
persons divorce more frequently than those
married once if they were not strongly supported
by a set of ratios computed for the four States.

Though divorce rates by marriage order could
not be computed for the four selected States be-
cause of the umnavailability of population bases
(namely, of the total currently married population
classified by marriage order), somewhat similar



Males’ Females
Year of event Total
. Married more . Married more
Married once than once Married once than once
Divorcéé
1962---uvu-o-- 100.0 72.5 27.5 71.4 28.6
1961l~memcmeanw 100.0 73.2 26.8 72.4 27.6
Marriages
1962----oc--w- 100.0 78.7 21.3 79.1 20.9
1961l--~~cmmuu- 100.0 78.4 21.6 79.1 20.9
1960---~-rmcm-- 100.0 79.3 20.7 78.7 21.3
1959 ccccman 100.0 79.3 20.7 78.6 21.4
1958-w=mmcmm 100.0 79.8 20.2 79.2 20.8
1957--=wcmcmu- 100.0 80.4 19.6 79.7 20.3
1956~-mmmmu—n 100.0 80.2 19.8 79.4 20.6

ratios were computed on the basis of data given
in tables 105 of the State volumes of U.S. Census
of Population: 1960, This table includes statis-
tics for the currently married population with
spouse present married once and for the total
ever-married population marriedmorethanonce,

Rates for the population married once would
be computed on the basis of figures for the total
currently married population married once, in-
cluding married persons with spouse absent and
separated persons. Population bases for the ratios
included only the currently married population
with spouse present (excluding those with spouse
absent and those who were separated). Hence the
population bases used for the ratios were smaller
than the bases necessary for computing the rates,
and therefore the ratios are larger than the
rates would be. On the other hand, the population
bases used for computing ratios for remarried
persons included not only those who were cur-
rently married but also the widowed and the di-
vorced, while for computing rates, only the
figures for the currently married would be used.
Hence, divorce ratios for the remarried are
smaller than the rates would be.

If, in spite of the fact that ratios for the
first-married were larger than rates and that
ratios for the remarried were smaller, the

latter ratios were larger than the former, the
likelihood of divorce would then be higher for
husbands and wives who are remarried. On the

. other hand, if ratios for the remarried were

smaller than those for the first-married, no
inference could be made. Actually in almost all
cases ratios for the remarried are larger than
the comparable ratios for .the first-married,
as shown on the next page.

These ratios indicate that in all four States
the likelihood of divorce is considerably greater
for remarried persons than for first-married
persons. In the four States combined as well as
in Iowa, Tennessee, and Wisconsin (notin Hawaii)
the difference between the remarried and the first-
married is more pronounced for husbands than
for wives. This is particularly significant in
view of the fact that in the total population the
proportions of the married with spouse absent,
the divorced, and the widowed are higher among
wives than among husbands; therefore for wives
larger differences between the ratios could be
expected,

The likelihood of divorce among the re-
married persons of both sexes is higher for
white persons than for nonwhite in Hawaii and
Tennessee but for nonwhite persons in Jowa and
Wisconsin (where their number is very small).
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Husbands Wives
Area and marriage order
Total White Nonwhite Total White Nonwhite
Total,four selected
States
Married once--~=--=------ 6.2 5.4 11.4 6.2 5.8 10.3
Married more than once- 17.3 18.2 11.5 15.5 16.0 13.0
Hawaiil
Married once--~-------- 9.8 12.1 8.6 9.4 9.3 8.7
Married more than once- 21.6 25.5 12.0 21.2 23.7 19.2
Towa
Married once----------- 5.2 5.1 19.3 5.2 5.1 18.6
Married more than once- 20.9 20.6 34.0 18.0 17.9 23.7
Tennessee
Married once--~------~-- 9.5 7.4 13.1 9.4 9.2 11.0
Married more than once- 19.6 23.0 9.6 17.8 20.5 10.4
Wisconsin
Married once--------~-- 3.7 3.6 15.3 3.7 3.6 13.4
Married more than once- 10.1 9.8 16.8 8.9 8.6 15.5

Marriage Order by Age and Color

The marriage order of divorced husbands
and wives was closely associated with their
age at decree (table 13), The proportion of
first marriages was highest among the youngest
age groups and declined consistently with age.
(One exception was found among the nonwhite
wives; it may be due to sampling variability.)
Within each age group pronounced variations ex-
isted among sexes and races: The proportion of
first marriages was higher among husbands than
wives and among nonwhite persons than white;
thus percentages of persons married once were
lower among all age groups of white husbands
when compared with nonwhite husbands and higher
when compared with white wives. There were
several exceptions to this generalization whenthe
distribution of nonwhite wives was compared with
both nonwhite husbands and white wives. The
highest percentage of first-married persons was
95.5 for nonwhite husbands under 30 years ofage
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and the lowest 27.4 percent for white wives 55
years and older.

When percentages of the first-married and
of the remarried husbands and wives were com-
puted for sex and color groups but not cross-
classified by age, no pattern could be observed.
In Towa and Wisconsin the percentages of per-
sons married once were higher among white
persons and in Hawaii among nonwhite persons,
but in Tennessee the proportion of first-married
was higher for ponwhite husbands and higher for
white wives.

Number of This Marriage

About 7 out of 10 persons divorced in the four
States were married once, 2 were marriedtwice,
and less than 1 was married three times or
more; the remaining small fraction was married
more than once, but the number of the marriage
was not given (table 14). Despite geographic
proximity, differences in the distribution of di-



vorced persons by number of the marriage
were most pronounced between Iowa and Wis-
consin, In the former State only about 65 per-
cent of husbands and wives divorced in 1960-
61 were married once, and in the latter 76
percent; percentages for Tennessee and Hawaii
fell between these two figures., The proportion
of persons married twice varied between 18.6
percent for husbands in Wisconsin and 23.6 per-
cent for those in lowa, while persons who were
married three times or more comprised 7 per-
cent of wives in Hawaii and 4 percentof hushands
in Wisconsin. In the three continental States the
comparable percentages for husbands and for
wives were very similar, but in Hawaii wives who
were married once were more numerous (74.0
percent) than husbands (70.4 percent).

Number of This Marriage of Husband by
Number of This Marriage of Wife

Information about divorces classified by
the number of this marriage of husband cross-
tabulated by the number of this marriage of wife
became available for the first time from data for
the four States (table 14 and fig. 4).

Both husband and wife were married once
in 60.8 percent of all divorces in the four
States combined; this percentage was 54,0 in
Iowa, 61.1 in both Tennessee and Hawaii, and
68.9 in Wisconsin, In about 10 percent of all
divorces the husband was married once and the
wife more than once. The same proportion of
decrees was granted to first-married wives and
remarried husbands. Both parties were remarried
in 19.7 percent of all divorces; this percentage
ranged between 15.5 in Wisconsin and 25.1 in
Iowa, The 19.7 percent consisted of three groups:
both husband and wife married twice (10.8 per-
cent); both married three times or more (1.8
percent); and one spouse married twice and the
other three times or more (7.1 percent), In
almost three-fourths of all decrees the number of
this marriage of the husband was the sameas the
number of this marriage of the wife, in 12 percent
the number of marriage of thehusband was higher
than the* of the wife, and in 15 percent the wife's
number was higher.

The similarity between husbands and wives
was even more pronounced when the distribution
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Figure 4. Percent distribution of divorces and
annulments by number of times husband married
according to number of times wife married:
total of four selected States, 1960-61.

by marriage order instead of that by number of
this marriage was used; the marriage order was
the same for the husband and the wife in 81
percent of all the cases. Eighty-six percent of
husbands who had married once had wives who
had also married once, and 67 percent ofhusbands
who were remarried had remarried wives (table
14). The modal number of both husbands and
wives who had married once and of those who had
married twice had spouses with the samenumber
of marriages. This did not hold for persons who
had married three times or more, as their
modal number (43 percent of husbands and 50
percent of wives) had spouses who had married
twice and less than 30 percent of the spouses had
also married three times or more,
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RESIDENCE
Residence of Defendants in 1962

The plaintiff in a divorce case must be a
resident of the State where the decree was
granted because legal residence in the State,
and in some States also in the county, is a
prerequisite for filing an application for a divorce
decree in all States. In a limited number of
States it is very easy to acquire legal residence,
and many out-of-State persons establish residence
solely for the purpose of taking advantage of per-
missive divorce laws; such plaintiffs usually
return to their former States of residence as
soon as a decree is granted,

For 1962 the information about the residence
of the defendant was available for 77 percent of
all divorces granted in the DRA. Reporting of
this item was not required in one State, Kansas.
In the remaining 20 registration States combined,
86 percent of defendant husbands and 76 percent
of defendant wives were residents of the States
where the decrees were granted, 7 percent of
husbands and 9 percent of wives lived in other
States of the same region, and 7 and 14 percent,
respectively, lived outside the region. The propor-
tions of deféndants who were residents of the State
were concentrated within a comparatively narrow
range in the great majority ofthe reporting areas,
For husbands this range was found between 85 and
90 percent in 13 reporting States, and the per-
centage was less than 85 in 6 States and more
than 90 in 1. For wives the percentage of resident
defendants varied between 67 and 79 in 14 States,
3 States had percentages below 68, and 3 had
percentages above 78. The lowest percentages
of defendants living in the State where the de-
cree was granted were found in Idaho (73 per-
cent for husbands and 53 percent for wives)
and the highest in Michigan (92 and 96 percent,
respectively). The proportion of defendant hus-
bands living in the State was higher than that of
defendant wives: For the DRA the percentages
were 86 and 76, and a similar pattern was
found in all reporting States except Michigan.

As plaintiffs always live in the State of
divorce, both spouses live in the same State
more often when the wife is the plaintiff and the
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husband the defendant than when the roles are
reversed, Traditionally the wife is permitted to
file the complaint even in cases where she is at
fault; when the couple follows this norm, there
is probably less hostility between the spouses
than when the husband sues for divorce, and
after separation it is less likely that one or
both spouses leave the State where they formerly
lived together. This observation is supported
by detailed data on the residence of husband
and of wife tabulated for the four selected.
States. It would appear that the distance covered
by postseparation migration is associated with
whether or not the usual practice of letting the
wife be the plaintiff is adhered to by the husband,

Detailed Statistics on Residence

Much of the detailed information about the
residence of husband and wife tabulated for the
four States is available for the first time.

Over 80 percent of husbands and wives di-
vorced in 1960-61 in the selected States com-
bined were residents of the county where the
decree was granted, and over 90 percemt were
residents of the State (table 15). In 97.5 per-
cent of divorces, either the husband or the wife
or both lived in the county where the decree
was granted, and in only 2.5 percent of divorces
did both parties live outside of that county. For
individual reporting States this latter percentage
varied between 0.4 inHawaii and 2.8 in Tennessee.
For all States combined, the percentage of hus-
bands and wives who lived in the same region
where the decree was granted but in a different
State was smaller than the percentage of per-
sons living in a different region. These figures
seem to indicate that the majority of the small

.number of spouses who after separation leave

their former State of common residence tend
to migrate to distant areas rather than to settle
in neighboring States and that in cases when both

separated spouses leave their State of residence

they usually do not migrate in the same general
direction.

Since in three out of four divorces the wife
was the plaintiff, the number of wives living in
the State of occurrence was larger than that of
husbands. However, about 90 percent of defendant



husbands and over 80 percent of defendant wives
lived in the State where divorce was granted
(fig. 5). Hence the difference was small between
the total numbers of husbands and of wives who
lived in the State of divorce. For the four States
combined, these figures were 32,924 for husbands
and 35,702 for wives, or 92.2 and 95.7 percent,
respectively.

The percentage of defendant wives living in
the county where the decree was rendered was
smaller than that of defendant husbands (69.2
compared with 79.8 percent), but the proportion
of defendant wives living in other counties of the
same State was slightly larger than the proportion
of husbands (12.0 and 10.0 percent). Thenumbers
of defendants living outside the State of occurrence
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decree granted 74 some State

Y Resident of other region
or foreign country

Resident of othar Stote,
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Figure 5. Percent distribution of husbands and
wives as plaintiffs and defendants, by place of
residence: total of four selected States, 1960~
6l.

were small, but the proportions of defendant
wives living in other States of the sameregion and
in States outside the region (7.2 and 11.5 percent,
respectively) were almost twice as large as the
comparable percentages of the defendant husbands
(3.5 and 6.8 percent). These percentages indicate
that the distance between the place of residence
of the defendant and the place where the decree
was granted tended to be larger for defendant
wives than for defendant husbands and that the
distance between the place cf residence of the
husband and the place of residence of the wife
was greater when the husband was the plaintiff.
These data support the observation made earlier
in this section that when the generally accepted
pattern of letting the wife be the plaintiff was
abandoned the postseparation mobility tended to be
more pronounced. The marriage order of husbands
and wives had little influence on the residence
of the defendant. Slightly larger proportions of
first-married rather than remarried husbands
and of remarried rather than first-married wives
lived in the county of divorce and in other counties
of the same State; however, the differences were
small, and the pattern varied from State to State.

BIRTHPLACE

Divorce statistics by place of birth of husband
and of wife were compiled for the first time for
the study of personal characteristics in the four
selected States. (Comparable data are not avail-
able for other years and areas.) Because of
sampling variability the actual State or county of
birth could not be tabulated; the place of birth
was defined in relation to the State when the de-
cree was granted or where the parties resided,
whether in the same State, in another State of
the same region, or outside the region. The
final category included persons born outside the
United States.

State of Birth and State of Decree

The great majority of husbands and wives
are divorced in or near their States of birth. This
may be due to continuous residence in the area
or to thereturn of some separated persons to their
area of origin. Most divorced persons belong to
the former category, as in more than half of the
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cases both husband and wife were born in the
divorce State and it does not seem probable that
in many cases both spouses would move after
separation to the same State from the area where
they lived before separation. Since none of the
four selected States attract many in-migrants
and in all cases the proportion of the popu-
lation mnative to the State was 75 percent or more
in 1960, the selected States may not be repre-
sentative of the country as a whole.

About 70 percent of husbands and wives
divorced in the four States combined were born
in the State where the decree was granted, while
over 19 percent were born in a different State
of the same region, and over 10 percent were
born outside the region (table 16). Information
about the place of birth of both husband and wife
was given on 36,026 divorce records, In 19,426
cases, or 53.9 percent, both spouses were born
in the divorce State, while in over 80 percent
of all couples either one or both were native to
the State (fig. 6).

In almost the same proportion of cases
(81.6 percent) both husband and wife were bornin
the region where the decrece was granted; this
percentage included 7.8 percent who were bornin
the region but outside the divorce State. Only
4.9 percent of the divorced couples were born
outside the region where divorce occurred, and
conversely in 95.1 percent of the cases either
one spouse or both were born in the region.

In Hawaii the distribution of divorces by place
of birth of husband and wife differed considerably
from that found in the three continental States
(table 17). This distribution was very similar in
lowa and Tennessee; values for Wisconsin fell
between those for Hawaii and those for the two
other States. In the four States a larger proportion
of wives than husbands were born in the State
where the decree was granted, and a larger pro-
portion of husbands were born outside the region;
the comparative size of the proportions of hus-
bands and wives born in the same region but in
a different State varied among the four reporting
States. The proportions of divorced persons born
in all States of the region were lower for persons
divorced in Hawaii than for those divorced in the
other States, while in Hawaii a much higher pro-
portion of the divorced spouses were born in a
different region or abroad, Percentages of hus~-
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bands and wives born in the divorce State were
very similar for Iowa, Tennessee, and Wisconsin;
however, percentages of persons born in other
States of the same region wereliigherin Tennessee
than in Wisconsin, and the percentages of those
born outside the region weré considerably higher
in Wisconsin than in Tennessee. In all cases the
percentages for lowa were:found between those
for Tennessee and those for Wisconsin.

In 43 percent of divorces granted in Hawaii,
both husband and wife weré born. in the State,
while for the other three States thesé percentages
fell between 54 and 56. The percentage of couples
with both spouses born in any State of the region
was 50 for Hawaii, 75 for Wisconsin, and over
80 for both Jowa and Tennessee, Onthe other hand,
the percentages of couples born outside the region
(including those born abroad) were 21 for Hawaii,
8 for Wisconsin, 3 for lowa, and 2 for Tennessee,



Because of its geographic location the re-
gional factor was much less important in Hawaii
than in the other States; this is reflected in the
distribution of both the divorced persons and the
total population, In the total population the per-
centage of persons borm in other States of the
same region was only 5 in Hawaii but from 11
to 16 in the three other States, while the pro-
portion of those born outside the region was 20
percent in Hawaii but less than 10 in the three
other States, There was comparatively little
difference in the proportion ofresidents who were
native to the State: 75 percent of the total pop-
ulation in Hawaii, 78 in Tennessee, 81 in Iowa,
and 82 in Wisconsin.®

Birthplace-Specific Divorce Rates

The population born in the State where the
decree was granted had a lower incidence of
divorce than the population born outside the
State. This is shown below for all four States
by birthplace-specific divorce rates, which are
computed per 1,000 males and females 15 years

of age and older. ’
As population data om birthplace cross-

classified by marital status were not available,
the birthplace-specific rates were not based on
the population at risk, and thus they are com-
parable to the crude rates. Differences between
the divorce rates for the population native to the
State and those for the nommative population
indicate a positive association between the prob-
ability of divorce and interstate mobility.

Birthplace and Place of Residence

Slightly more plaintiffs than defendants were
born in the State where they had their residence
at the time of divorce, but the difference be-
tween the two groups was small—about 2 per-
centage points in the four States combined (table
17). As plaintiffs must by law be residents of the
divorce State, 71.4 percent of plaintiff husbands
and 74.3 of plaintiff wives wereborn, resided, and
were divorced in the same State. None of the
four selected States possesses particularly per-
missive divorce laws, which would make mi-
gratory divorces attractive, and hence there is
no reason to think that the State of residence
claimed by. a plaintiff in a divorce suit was not
the State where he or she was actually living.

When plaintiffs and defendants were classi-
fied by marriage order, in all subcategories the
proportion of wives born in their States of
residence was higher than that of husbands. It
was also higher among persons married once
than among those married two or more times.
Hence the proportion of residents of their States
of birth was largestamong plaintiff wives married
once and smallest among defendant husbands
married more than once~76.1 and 63.3 percent,
respectively, Persons born outside their States
of residence were more numerous among those
married more than once than among those married
once; this applied both to persons born in a
different State but in the same regionandto those
born outside their regions of residence.

Husband born Wife born
Area
In State Out of State In State Qut :of State
Total, four selected
States~=--===mmmm———-- 4.8 6.7 4.8 5.5
Hawaiji-=-m-=--em-remmcmecen 5.9 6.7 7.0 8.4
IoWa-===========---—-mm—————— 4.5 6.9 4.5 5.6
Tennesseg-~====-mrmemmemcee—a= 7.3 9.5 7.0 8.1
Wisconsin-=--=-----emmm—anoa- 2.7 4.0 2.7 3.7
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The proportion of plaintiffs born in the State
of residence was higher than the proportion of
defendants in all cases shown in table 17 except
husbands divorced in Hawaii and wives divorced
in Tennessee. The proportion of plaintiff husbands
and wives residing in the State of birth was
similar in all four States; it fell between 71.3
and 75.5 percent in all cases except one. Com-
parable percentages for defendants had a much
broader variation.

In the four States combined, the proportion of
persons borm in a different State of the region
where they were living was about 18 percent and
that of persons living outside the region where
they were born was about 10 percent. The per-
centages for each selected State classified by
sex of plaintiffs and defendants are shown in
table 17.

When the percentages in table 16 are com-
. pared with those in table 17, it may seem that
slightly more persons were born in the State of
residence than in the State of decree. Actually
such an inference would be misleading; the two
sets of percentages are not comparable because
table 16 shows only one variable and table 17
three and each variable has a small number of
not stated cases. Naturally, the number of cases
with information available was slightly smaller for
tabulations from which percentages shown in
table 17 were prepared, and this tended to in-
flate the percentages slightly.

Birthplace and Place of Marriage
The comparison between the place of birth

of persons divorced in the four States and the
place of marriage yields interesting results,

During the years 1960-61 in the four States com-
bined, 20,496 divorced couples out of a total of
38,544 were divorced in the same State where
they were married,10 1lwhile 24,810 divorced hus-
bands and 26,178 divorced wives were born inthe
divorce States, Thus the numbers of divorced per-
sons born in the State were larger than the
number of persons married in the State wheredi-
vorce was granted. This is truefor the four States
combined as well as for lowa, Tennessee, and Wis~
consin; but in Hawaii divorced persons married
in the State were more numerous than those native
to the State.

Percentages obtained for the reporting States
are shown below, These figures could be explained
by comparatively larger numbers of residents of
their States of birth being marriedin other States,
particularly in those where marriage laws were
permissive. Crossing the State line for the pur-
pose of marriage was easy for couples from Iowa,
Tennessee, and Wisconsin but difficult for those
from Hawaii; this is reflected in the percentages.
An alternative explanation based on a higher pro-
portion of persons born outside the State livingin
Hawaii than in the other three States cannot be
accepted because in Tennessee the proportion of
the population not native to the State was similar
to that observed in Hawaii, 22 percent as com-
pared with 257 while the proportions of divorced
persons who were married in the State were
quite different—44.7 percent in Tennessee, 70.7
in Hawaii. Another possible explanation, that
wives after separation tend to return to their
place of origin and start the divorce proceedings
there, cannot be accepted because of the high
percent of both plaintiffs and defendants, hus-
bands and wives, residing in their States of birth,

Born in State
Married
State where decree granted in State
Husbands Wives

Total, four selected States-=---=--ccwmmccmmeccu-- 53.7 67.5 70.6
Hawaii---====c-m-em e e mm————— 70.7 51.9 62.6
FOWA = = o o e 60.1 68.1 71.6
T L T e Rt L 44.7. 69.6 72.0
Wisconsin--rmmmmm - e e e e e e e 61.2 67.5 69.1
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Data on place of birth cross-classified by
place of marriage are not available, and it is not
known how many persons were born, married,
and divorced in the same State. However, thedata
indicatz that in lowa, Tennessee, and Wisconsin
more divorced husbands and wives were born in
the State and married outside it than were born
outside the State and married in it; in Hawaii
the contrary was true. Though the size of these
two categories was not available, the difference
between the two figures was computed (see
Appendix). For the four States combined, the
number of divorced persons born in the State
but married out of State was larger than that
of persons born out of State but married in
the State by 4,294 husbands and 5,662 wives,
11.1 and 14,7 percent, respectively, of the total
divorce figure. These differences were largest
in Tennessee—21.6 percent for divorced hus-
bands and 24.9 for divorced wives—and smallest
in Wisconsin—2.3 and 4.0 percent—while in
Iowa these percentages were 7.3 and 10.8 per-
cent, respectively. In Hawaii the category of
divorced husbands born out of State but married
in the State was larger by 19.3 percent of the
total State figure than that of husbands bormn in
the State but married outside the State; for
divorced wives this percentage was 8.8,

MARRIAGES OF DIVORCED COUPLES

Place of Marriage

The place where marriage was performed
was reported for 89.5 percent of divorces granted
in the DRA. Marriages of 78,949 divorced couples,
or 60.0 percent of those for which the place of
marriage was reported, were performed in the
State where the decree was granted, and 52,665
divorced couples (40.0 percent) were married
in a different State. These percentages varied
considerably among the registration States. In
Oregon only 35.9 percent of divorces were granted
in 1962 to couples married in the State; in five
additional States (Alaska, Idaho, Tennessee, Utah,
and Wyoming) this proportion was less than
half, The highest percentage of couples married
in the divorce State, 76.2, was found in Georgia,
while in Maryland and Michigan this percentage

was also above 70.0. The proportion of divorced
couples married outside the State where the de-
cree was granted tends.to increase slightly from
east to west. The proportion of divorced couples
married in the State where the decree was granted
was 60 percent or more in 5 out of 9 registration
States situated east of the Mississippi River but
only in 3 States out of 12 situated west of the river.

Divorces by Duration of Marriage

Duration of marriage at time of decree was
computed by subtracting the date of marriage
from the date of decree. The date of decree is
available on all divorce records, and the date of
marriage is reported with a high degree of com-
pleteness: For 1962 it was available for 97.5
percent of all divorces granted in the 21 regis-
tration States combined. )

In all registration States combined, 36.2
percent of divorces were granted after less than
5 years of marriage, and 61.5 percent of marriages
of divorced couples lasted less than 10 years;
on the other hand, 13.2 percent of divorces were
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Figure 7. Cumulative distribution of divorces
and annulments by duration of marriage in years:
divorce~registration area, 1962.
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granted after 20 years or more of marriage (table
18 and fig. 7). The modal duration at divorce
was 1 year, when 8.6 percent of all decrees
were granted, followed by the duration of 2 years
with 8.3 percent of decrees and of 3 years with 7.6
percent. Except for one single variation the per-
centage declined with each added year of duration
as shown in table 18,

One divorce out of 20 was granted after less
than 1 year of duration; since a part of the
period between marriage and decree was taken
by legal proceedings, the duration of marriage
was very short at the time when the divorce
petition was filed with the court. Data for earlier
years indicate that about half of all annulments
were granted within 1 year after marriage.12 18
The numbers of decrees granted less than 1 year
after marriage was performed depend to a large
extent on legal regulations of individual States,
and they vary between less than 1 percent of the
annual totals in Maryland and Virginia to more
than 10 percent in Idaho and Wyoming. These
percentages tend to be high in the West and low in
the North and the East, ’

Variations in the duration of marriage be-
tween the reporting States for periods over 1
year of duration are less pronounced than those
found for marriages which lastedless than1year.
The proportion of divorces granted after 20 years
of marriage or more tended to be higher in the
East than the West; the proportion was lowest in
Wyoming (8.4 percent) and Utah (8.8 percent)
and highest in Maryland (15.9 percent) and
Pennsylvania (17.4 percent).

Median Duration of Marriage

The median duration of marriage at decree
in the 21 registration States in 1962 was 7.3
years. This median depends to a considerable
extent on the States included in the registration
area because variations between individual States
were pronounced and the medians ranged from
5.3 years in Wyoming to 9.6 years in Pennsylvania
(fig. 8); medians in 16 States were lower than
the median for the DRA, and in 5 States they
were higher. The first and third quartiles of
duration of marriage for the DRA were 3.4
and 14.5 years, respectively.
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The duration of marriage at time of decree
was closely associated with the number of children
under 18 years of age reported by the divorced
couple. As expected, the median duration in-
creased as the number of children increased,
but some exceptions to this rule were found,
In all States the median duration of marriages
when three children or more were reported was
longer than the duration of marriages with two
children, and the duration of marriages of couples
with two children was longer than that of those
with either one child or no children. In 15 States
the duration for couples with one child was longer
than for childless couples, butinMaryland, Penn-
sylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin the contrary
was true. In Hawaii and Michigan both medians
were identical. These irregularities were due to
the composite character of the category "'divorced
couples reporting mno children,” which included
three subcategories: (1) couples married a short
time and no children born as yet, (2) childless
couples of various durations of marriage, and
(3) couples of which all children were over 18
years of age and hence not reportable in divorce
suits. '

For the DRA the median durationof marriage
was 5.0 years when no children were reported,
6.0 years when there was one child, 8.9 years
when there were two children, and 12,3 years
when the number of children was three or more.:
The larger the number of children reported,
the less variation among the States inthe duration
of marriage to decree. This variation was most
pronounced when no children were reported; it -
ranged from 2.7 in Wyoming to 9.8 in Pennsylvania,
However, the width of this range declined with
each additional child. For couples reporting three
children or more, median duration varied between .
10.2 years in Utah and 14.0 in Alabama,

For the DRA the median duration of marriages
was 7.1 years in 1961 and 7.3 years in 1962,
Thus the duration increased slightly due to the
inclusion in the DRA of a new State, Ohio, with
an above-average median duration (7.7 years),
and to the increase of median duration in 11
registration States with a total of 62,796 decrees
granted. However, this median declined in 7
States, where 47,440 divorces took place, and did
not change in 2 States with 13,610 divorces.
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CHILDREN OF DIVORCED COUPLES

Divorces by Number of Children Reported

Information about the number of children
reported in divorce suits in 1962 was available
on 136,163 divorce records, or 93 percent of all
decrees granted in the DRA, The standard def-
inition of children includes all own and adopted
children and stepchildren under the age of 18
years. However, in nine States the definition
differed slightly from the standard, as shown in
table-19,

About 60 percent of divorced couples reported
one child or more, and about 40 percent reported

Median duration of marriage prior to divorce: divorce-registration area and each registration

1962.

that they had no children under 18 years of age
(table 19 and fig. 9). In all registration States
over half of the divorced couples had children;
the proportion of childless couples was largest
in Alaska and Tennessee (about 44 percent)
and smallest in Utah (28 percent). Slightly over
50 percent of all divorced couples reported
one, two, or three children, and about 8 percent
reported four children or more. In two-thirds
of all registration States the percentage of com-
paratively small families, those with omne to
three children, ranged between 48.0 and S55.0;
the percentage of comparatively large families,
those with four children or more, was between
6.0 and 10.0 in 17 registration States (table 19).
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Figure 9. Divorces and annulments by number of
children reported: divorce-registration area,
1962.

The number of children reported is associated
with the duration of marriage at decree. For the
DRA States combined, the median number of chil-
dren for all decrees granted in 1962 was 1.44.
This median was 0.58 when the duration of
marriage was less than 1 year, 0.85 when the
duration was 1-2 years, 1,28 when the duration
was 3-4 years, 1.87 for 5-9 years, 2.41 for
10-14 years, and .1.69 for 15 years or more.
The decline in the median for the group with the
longest duration of marriage can be explained
by the fact that divorced couples with children
18 years of age or older and hencenot reportable
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in divorce proceedings were included in this group.
The decline in the median number of children for
the group with the longest duration of marriage
corresponds to the comparatively long duration
of marriage found for childless couples in some
States.

Number of Children Involved in

Divorce Cases

From divorce data classified by the number
of children reported, numbers of children in-
volved in divorce cases in 1962 were estimated
for each registration State, the DRA, and the
United States. The method used for estimating
the number of children is discussed in the
Appendix. The total number of children involved
in 1962 in divorces granted in the United States
was 537,000, the second annual figure to goabove
half’ a million (the total was 501,000 in 1961).
For the DRA States combined, the total was
189,300. The ratio between the number of chil-
dren involved and the number of decrees was
1.30 for the United States and 1.29 for the DRA;
it varied for individual States between 1.14 in
Maryland and 1.71 in Hawaii (fig. 10). When
compared with 1961 data, this ratio increasedfor
the United States (1.21 in 1961), for the DRA
(1.24 in 1961) and for 14 reporting States; it
declined in 5 States (Alabama, Hawaii, Iowa,
South Dakota, and Wisconsin) and did not change
in 1 State, Tennessee; the 1961 figure was not

available for Ohio. :
The 1960 Census of Population indicates that

58,996,894 children under 18 years of age were
living with parents who were subject to the risk
of divorce, that is, either with both parents or
with one married parent, including children living
with a separated parent, ¢ The number of married
persons was enumerated as 42,630,422 males
and 42,905,285 females,15 and there were 1,38
children per each married man or women. This
figure is only slightly larger than the ratio of
children per divorce in both 1961 and 1962,
It indicates that children cannot be considered
deterrents to divorce to any appreciable degree,

The number of children involved in divorce
cases increased considerably in the United States
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Figure 10. Ratio of number of children reported per total number of decrees: divorce-registration area
and each registration State, [962.

during the 10-year period 1953-62 for which this
information was estimated (table 20)—from
330,000 in 1953 to 537,000 in 1962, an increase
of 63 percent. During the same time fluctuations
of the national divorce totals were comparatively
small: The total increased 6 percent from 390,000
in 1953 to 413,000 in 1962 (fig. 11). The national
ratio of children per divorce increased during
this decade from 0.85 to 1.30, and the rate of
children involved in divorce cases per 1,000
total children under 18 'years of age grew from

6.4 in 1953 to 8.0 in 1962.16 The increase in-
volvement of children in divorce cases, both in
absolute numbers and in their relationship to the
number of decrees granted, was due primarily to
the growth in the reporting States of the pro-
portion of divorces with children from 45.5 per-
cent in 1953 to 60.21in 1962 and, to a lesser degree,
to the increase in these States of the ratio of
children per divorce with children involved from
1.86 in 1953 to 2.14 in 1962. Both these trends
are shown on the next page.
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LEGAL VARIABLES

Legal Grounds for Decree

Legal grounds for divorce and annulment
are specified in State statutes. There are marked
differences among States in the grounds avail-
able and in the definitions of individual grounds.

A distinction must be made between legal
grounds for a decree and the underlying causes
of the divorce or annulment. In some cases de-
crees are obtained on the ground that is least
unpleasant to claim and easiest to establish in
legal proceedings.

Almost three out of five divorces (81,422)
granted in the 21 registration States were granted
on the grounds of cruelty, including indignities
and mental suffering. These related grounds
were alleged in the majority of divorces granted
in 16 of the registration States. There were
only five exceptions— Alaska, Kansas, Maryland,
Ohio, and Virginia. The percentage of decrees
granted for cruelty and related grounds ranges
from none in Virginia and less than 0.5 percent
in Maryland to more than 90 in Idaho and Jowa.

Desertion, including abandonment, absence,
and combinations of desertion with other grounds,
was alleged in about one out of five cases
in the registration States (26,202) and repre-
sented the majority of decrees granted in



one State, Virginia (88.6 percent), as well as
more than a third of the decrees granted in three

States— Alabama (37.0 percent), Maryland (42.6), -

and Tennessee (23.9 percent),

One out of five decrees (25,868) were granted
for nonsupport or nomsupport combined with
cruelty, but divorces grantedon this ground rep-
resented about 75 percent of those that occurred
in Kansas and over 80 percent of those granted
in Ohio.

Less than 2 percent of all divorces were
granted for adultery (including infidelity) and
adultery combined with other grounds, and in
only one State, Maryland, did these divorces
represent more than 10 percent of the State
total,

All the remaining legal grounds were alleged
in only 5percentofthe cases (6,629). The situation
was unusual in Alaska, where incompatibility was
given as grounds in more than 90 percent of the

divorces, and in Maryland, where 35 percent of

decrees were granted because of voluntary sepa-
ration,

The distribution of divorces and annulments
by legal ground for decree depends in part on
coding rules; these rules are particularly im-
portant for cases where the decree was granted
on two or more grounds but only one ground
could be tabulated. The coding rules used for the
1962 data were the same as those used for 1960

and 1961 figures. As each State uses its own
coding system, the figures given in this report
may differ from the same distribution published
by a State agency.

Plaintiff

Divorce data for 1962 include information
about plaintiffs in suits of divorce or annulment.
In the divorce-registration area in 71.2 percent
of all divorces the plaintiff was the wife, and in
28.8 percent it was the husband.

Party to Whom Decree Granted

The divorce decree was granted to the wife
in 70.9 percent of cases and to the husband in
26.5 percent. A comparatively small number of
decrees—9,321, or 6.6 percent of the total—were
granted by the court to a person or persons other
than the plaintiff. The decree was granted to the
wife in 10.0 percent of divorces where the hus-
band was plaintiff, and in 1.8 percent of cases
where the plaintiff was the wife, the decree was
granted to the husband, Moreover, 3,741 decrees,
or 2.7 percent of the total, were granted to a
person other than the husband or wife or to hus-
band and wife jointly; all except 81 such decrees
were granted in two States, Alabama and Georgia.
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Table 1. Selected characteristics of husband and wife: divorce-registration area and four selected

States,

1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data. For lower limits of open-ended intervals, see Appendix]

Divorce-regis-
tration area

Selected States

Characteristic
1960 1961 Total Hawaiil Towa Tennessee | Wisconsin
AGE AT TIME OF DECREE
Husband Age in years
First quartile~----=-w-wce-- 26.9 27.0 26.5 28.0 26.2 25.8 28.1
Median-===c-cmomeo o aa e 34.1 34.0 33.4 34.3 32.8 32.4 35.9
Third quartile~~=--~-nccu-an 43.7 43.2 43.9 42.9 43.3 42.9 46 .4
Wife
First quartile--=~--caommoun 23.8 23,9 23.3 25.3 23.0 22,7 24,7
Median--~--~=--=eccemmmaecam 30.9 30.8 30.0 31.3 29.4 29.0 32.7
Third quartile--===-mcec-mne- 39.7 39.6 39.6 38.8 39.5 38.4 42,2
AGE OF TIME OF MARRIAGE
Husband
First quartile-~------wwc-ew- 21.1 20.7 20.8 21.8 20.9 20.4 21.4
Median--—==cwewmmemrmm e 24.2 23.8 24,0 25.0 24,1 23.6 24.4
Third quartile~----------u-- 30.4 29.7 30.0 32.0 30.6 29.6 30.6
Wife
First quartile~------cmcm—ex 18.7 18.6 18,7 19.3 18.7 18.5 18.9
Median---~~—-—---m-secaceaan 20.9 20.6 20.8 22.6 21.1 20.0 21.5
Third quartile-----=-ceccuaux 26.1 25.5 25.5 27.7 25.6 25.0 25.8
COLOR
Husband Percent distribution
Total-----mmmommee e 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
White--=-=--mommmmmmmemme 89.1 88.9 87.7 46.0 97.3 86.6 93.6
Nonwhite-----=--mm-cmconmuax 10.9 11.1 12.3 54.0 2.7 13.4 6.4
Wife
Total---=-meommmmmean 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
White~----m-mmmom e 89.0 88.7 87.2 39.8 97.4 86.5 93.5
Nonwhite-~=-==~coccccccmoan- 11.0 11.3 12.8 60.2 2.6 13.5 6.5
MARRTIAGE ORDER
Husband
Total--~-ccmomamenun—- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Married once-----=scwcmwuann 73.2 73.6 70.6 74.0 64.5 70.7 76.7
Married more than once-~---- 26.8 26.4 29.4 26.0 35.5 29.3 23.3
Wife
Totale--moucmracmname 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Married once--=-mmms-mecoean 72.2 73.0 70.3 70.4 64.5 70.9 76.3
Married more than once------ 27.8 27.0 29.7 29.6 35.5 29,1 23.7
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Table 2. Number and rate of divorces and annulments:

State, 1958-62

United States and each region, division, and

[By place of occurrence. Data are counts of decrees granted supplied by States except as noted. Totals for United States, West Region, and Pa-
cific Division include Alaska beginning 1959, and Hawaii, 1960. Rates per 1,000 population in each area, enumerated as of April 1 for 1960
and estimated as of July 1 for all other years]

Numbexr Rate
Region, divi-
sion, and State
1962 1961 1960 1959 1958 1962 | 1961 | 1960 | 1959 | 1958
United
States --| 413,000 | 414,000( 393,000 395,000| 368,000 2.2| 2.3 2.2| 2.2 2.1
Regions: 2
Northeast----- 40,000 38,000 239 000 | 39,000 38,000 0.9} 0.8 70.9| ,0.9/ 0.9
North Central- 1110 000 | 1114.000| !106.000 J108, 2000 | 102,000 12.1 }2.2 2.1 2.1 2.0
South-----=--= 155 7000 1160 000 | 1152,000 | 153,000 -] 12,71 *2,8]| 12,8} 12.8 -
Westmm-mmamenn 708,000 | 1102,000| 296.000| 195.000| 189,000| 13.6] 13.5{ 23.4| 13.4| 13.3
Northeast: ’ 9
New England--- 14,156 13,349 ] 212,842 12,917 12,371 1.3 1.3} “1.2| 1.2 1.2
Middle : .
Atlantic----- 26,190 25,124 26,255 26,028 25,229% 0.7({ 0.7| o0.8| 0.8 0.8
North Central:
East North 1 1 1 9 9 1 1 1
Central------ 79,566 84,162 77,639 74,408 73,662 2.2 2.3 12.1 * *
West North 9 9 9 R
Central--—--- 30,533 29,647 28,533 28,755| 227,001| 2.0} 21.9] 21.9( 1.9 1.8
South:
South 9 9 9
Atlantic----- 60,802 59,264 55,526 55,237 | 250,758| 2.2| 2.2| 2.1 2%2.2 2.0
East South 9
Central------ 34,532 39,718 239,138| 236,176 -—=| 2.8] 23.3 * % -
West South 9
Central~----- 158,411 57,659 255,000| 158,039 - * % %* * -—-
West: 1 1 1 1 9 1
Mountain------ 135,851 32 402| 928,846 31,275 130 631| 4.8 4.5| *4.2 * 4.7
Pacific----=-- 1327289 | 269.494 66,395 63.601| 158,155] 13.2| 23.2| 3.1 3.1| 3.0
New England:
Maine~~=--==-- 2,092 2,027 22,168 1,977 1,884] 2.1| 2.1| 2.2] 2.1 2.0
New Hampshire- 1,363 1,126 1,119 1,049 9911 2.2 1,9¢ 1.8| 1.8 1.7
Vermont------- 452 487 5 ’463 487 502} 1.2{ 1.3| 1.2| 1.3 1.3
Massachusetts- 6,312 5,836 5,592 5,458 5,587{ 1.2{ 1.1]| 21.1| 1.1 1.1
Rhode Island-- 921 1,040 954 1,049 96| 1.0 1.2] 1.1| 1.2 1.1
Connecticut--- 3,016 2,833 2,546 2,897 2,461} 1.1| 1.1} 1.0 1.1 1.0
Middle Atlantic:
New York------ 6,555 6,394 7,235 7,691 8,670 0.4 0.4| 0.4] 0.5 0.5
New Jersey---- 5,319 5,124 4,591 4,446 4,316 0.8 0.8] 0.8] 0.7 0.7
Pennsylvania-- 14,316 13,606 14,429 13,891 12,243| 1.3| 1.2) 1.3| 1.2 1.1
East North
Central: '
Ohio~-——-c==u- (23,268 22,429 22,960 22,655 21,555 .2.3| 2.3| .2.4] 2.3 2.2
Indiana---~---- 15,431 115,241 1127794 28 228| 212)849| 3.3 13.2| 2.7 % *
Tllinois------ 18,820 25,973 21,809 222.700 20,719 1.9| 2.6| 2.2/ 22.3 2.1
Michigan------ 17,500 16,219 16,416 16.168 14,040 2.2| 2.0} 2.1} 2.1 1.8
Wisconsin-~--- 4,547 4,300 3,660 4,657 4,499| 1.1| 1.1] 0.9 1.2 1.2

See footnotes
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Table 2. Number and rate of divorces and annulments: United States and each region, division, and

State, 1958-62—Con.

[By place of occurrence. Data are counts of decrees granted supplied by States except as noted. Totals for United States, West Region, and Pa-
cific Division include Alaska beginning 1959, and Hawaii, 1960. Rates per 1,000 population in each area, enumerated as of April 1 for 1960
and estimated as of July 1 for all other years}

Number Rate
Region, divi-
sion, and State
1962 1961 1960 1959 1958 1960 1958
West North
Central:
Minnesota----- 4,536 4,227 4,139 3,820 3,881 | 1.3 1.2{ 1.1 1.2
IoWa~mmmmmm e 4,739 1, 4,777 4,559 4,594 | , 4,299 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6
Missouri------ 12,069 11,633 11,484 11,824 10,747 | 2.8 22,7 2.8 2.6
North Dakota-- 631 633 596 590 515| 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.8
South Dakota-- 871 854 794 763 641 1.2 1.2| 1.1 1.0
Nebraska------ 2,357 2,373 2,151 2,201 2,129 | 1.6 1.5| 1.6 1.5
Kansas-------- 5,330 5,150 4,810 4,963 4,789 | 2.4 2.2| 2.3 2.2
South Atlantic:
Delaware--~---- 555 593 693 617 573] 1.2| 1.3| 1.6]| 1.4 1.3
Maryland------ 6,022 5,296 5,140 5,319 5,040 | 1.9| 1.7| 1.7| 1.7 1.7
District of )

Columbia---~- 1,174 1,140 1,142 1,230 1,148 1.5| 1.5| 1.5] 1.6 1.5
Virginia------ 7,674 7,559 7,368 7,111 6,690 | 1.8 1.8| 1.9| 1.8 1.7
West Virginia- 3,814 3,837 3,574 3,398 23,577 | 2.1| 2.1| 1.9 21.8 1.9
North Carolina 6,863 6,440 6,047 6,369 5,392 | 1.5| 1.4] 1.3| 1.4 1.2
South Carolina 2,681 3,178 3,068 3,034 2,759 | 1.1{ 1.3 1.3| 1.3 1.2
Georgig~e-=w-- 9,841 9,539 8,940 8,609 7,975 | 2.4 2.4} 2.3 2.2 2.1
Floridam-=enm-= 22,178 21,682 19,554 19,550 17,604 | 4.1| 4.1| 3.9| 4.1 3.8

East South
Central:
Kentucky------ 7,243 | 27,467 27,528 26,888 - * * ——-
Tennessee~=--- 9,522 9,323 9,053 9,205 8,808 2.5 2.6 2.5
Alabama------- 12,300 17,715 17,320 14,975 12,311 5.3 | 4.7 3.9
Mississippi--- 5,467 5,213 5,237 5,108 5,016 2.4 | 2.4 2.4
West South
Central: 2 2 o 9 9
Arkansas------ 6,283 5,872 5,377 25,617 4,948 *| 43,2 .9
Louisiana----- 24,016 5,142 | 24,142 | 23,666 — * #*|  aan
Oklahoma--===~ 131,194 | 111,305 10,749 | 13,133 112,466 4,6 15.7| 15,5
Texas=-—=—-=== 36,918 | 235,340 34,732 35,623 33,678 3.6 | 3.8 3.6
Mountain:
Montana-~--=---= 1,932 2,034 2,006 2,062 2,023} 2.8 2.9| 3.0 3.1 3.0

Idaho--- 2,547 2,685 2,592 2,652 2,372 | 3.6 3.9 3.9 4.0 3.7
Wyoming----=~- (1,344 (1,307 1,308 1,220 1,187 | .4.0| .3.9| 4.0] .3.8 3.8
Colorado------ 6,700 5,600 4,728 5,900 5,700 | 13.5| 13,0 | 2.7 | 13.5| 13.4
New Mexico---- 3,645 23,220 2,811 22,093 2,771 | 3.7 23.3|23.0 *] 23,1
Arizona------- 7,788 6,973 4,780 6,503 15,910 | 5.21 4,9 3.7]|315.2! 15,0
Utah-----=--=- 2,480 2,360 2,166 1,336, 1,259 | 2.6 2.5| 2.4 1.5 1.5
Nevada-------- 9,415 8,223 8,455 9,509 9,409 | 26.9125.9 | 29.6|34.1| 35.0

Pacific: 1 9
Washington 9,829 9,355 9,341 9,341 19,003 {13,3}°2 3.3 13,2
Oregon---- 6,074 6,023 5,720 6,009 5,452 | 3.4 3.2 3.2
California---- 54,011 51,644 49,276 47,572 43,700 | 3.2 3.1 2,9
Alaskammmmm-n- 904 916 788 679 560 | 3,7 3.5 2.5
Hawaii~-==-=-- 1,471 1,556 1,270 1,378 1,228 2.1 2.0 2.0

1pata are estimated.
Data are incomplete.

35



Table 3.

Median ages of divorced husband and wife at time of decree and at time of marriage:

each registration State, 1962

[_i_iy_gl_x}pg of occurrence. Based on sample dntg.]

divorce~registration area and

Median age of husband Median age of wife Percent of
cases of age
Area of husband not
At time of At time of At time of At time of stated at time
decree marriage decree marrizge of decree
Divorce-registration area~=---=rccrmcmonea 34,5 24,0 31.0 20.7 43.4
Alabama 35,0 26,7 31.3 19,8 96.4
Alaska- 34,6 26,7 28,3 22,1 83.0
Georgia 32.1 23,9 29,0 20,3 64,3
Hawaii 36,3 25,1 32.8 22.9 3.0
Idaho 34,0 24,5 30.4 21,6 26.6
Towa 33.9 24,0 30,5 20,3 0,2
Kansas 34.0 24,2 30,6 21.4 24,3
Maryland 34,6 23,3 31.6 20.1 35,7
Michigan 33,3 23,4 29,8 20,5 63,5
Migsouri 34,1 23,8 30.4 20,4 3.3
Montana. 33,4 24,6 29,9 21,4 47.4
Nebraska 35,0 24,4 31.2 21,1 57.5
Ohio 34,6 24,2 31,7 21.0 76,1
Oregon 35,4 24,5 32,6 22,0 27.3
Penngylvania. 36.1 23.8 32,2 20.4 16.4
South Dakota 36,1 24,2 31.4 20,1 90,2
Tennes 34,5 24,2 29,7 19.9 3.3
Utah 31.8 23,7 28,7 20,6 17.4
Virginia. 34,2 23.8 30,8 20,4 30,0
Wisconsin 37.5 24,9 34,7 22,0 2,6
Wyoming: 40,0 25,0 32,5 22,0 92,5
Table 4., Divorce rates by age of husband and of wife at time of decree and color: four selected States, 1960-61
»[By place of occurrence. Based on sample dat.a]
Selected States
Age of hus~
band and of. Total Hawaii Lowa Tennessee Wisconsin
wife at time
of decree
Non~ Non- Non- Non=- Non-
White white || Total | White white Total || White white Total || White white Total || White white
Husband Rates per 1,000 married population enumerated in 1960
Total- 7,1] 10,7 13,3 8.9 7.0 6.9 23,2| 11,0 10,8} 10,9 4,3 4,1 14,7
Undexr
20 yearsge-~ 26,6 7.7 0 3,2 2,7 28,5 28,8 0.0| 31.4 3,2 11,1 ]| 12,4 12,9 0.0
20-24 years- 22,3| 15.5 6 18,3 24.5| 22,3 22,5 11.,2| 30,8 32,6 | 12,1 | 11.5 11,5 10,9
25-29 years- 15.2| 17.6 4 15,5 17.3| 16,6 16,2 | 53,7 22,4 23,0 | 17.4 7.9 7.6 10,9
30-34 years~ 9.5 16,0 7 16.8| 13.3 9.6 9,3 | 45,2 14.3 14,1 | 13.6 5.9 5,2 29,7
35-39 years- 6.8] 13.3 4 12,6 9,2 7.6 7.4 28,7 9.9 8.9 | 16,1 4.6 4,2 17.2
40-44 years~ 6,5 11.4 3 12,1 7.6 6,2 6.1 | 25.4 9.8 9,2 | 14,00 4.4 4,2 12,6
45-49 yearsg~ 5.4 7.2 3 13,1 6,3 5.2 5.2 0.0 7.2 6.9 7.8 4,1 4,0 10,1
50+ years--= 2,3 5.4 8 5.6 3,2 2,2 2,2| 11,3 3.5 3.0 6,5 1.8 1,7 5.5
Wife
Total~ 7.1} 10,7 13,1 9,8 7.0 6,9 | 20,31 %10,8 10,7 | 10,2 4,3 4,1 14,3
Under
20 years--=| 29,0 30,7 | 13.4 16,1 11,6 | 20,7 | 28.7 29,2 0,0 37.5 41,3 10,8 | 14.7 14,5 17.2
20-24 years-| 18,9 18,8 18.1 21,6 16,9 26,2| 21.8 21,1 60,2} 24,5 26,41 11,3} 10.4 10,1 16.4
25-29 years-| 11,1 10,7 | 14,6 15.0 16.3} 14,3| 10,6 10,4 29.3}! 16.0 16,3 | 13,6 6,0 5,6 15.9
30-34 years- 9.0 8.3 13,1 13.4 15,5} 12,4 8,2 8,2 12,3| 12,2 11,7 | 13,4 5.5 5,2 15.7
35~39 years- 7.1 6,8 9.9 10,1 13,3 8,6 6,3 6,2 12,9 9.8 9.6 | 10,9 4,5 4,31 10,5
40~44 years- 5,9 5,6 8,5. 1 9,2 6,2 6.5 6,4 17,3 7.1 6,7 8.8 4,3 4,0 18.3
45~49 years- 4,2 3.9 7.0 3 10.3 3.2 4,3 4,2 18,2 5.3 4,9 8.1 3.0 2,8 13,9
50+ yearg--= 1.8 1.6 4,2 2 6.0 2,2 1,4 1.4 3.5 2,4 2,0 5,1 1.4 1.3 7.4

LThe rate for the total population is slightly higher than that for each color group

‘bands and wives for whom color was not stated

because total figures include hus-



Table 5. Percent distribution of divorces and ammulments,by age of husband and wife at time of decree accord-
ing to color: total of four selected States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Basedon sample data]

Husband Wife
Age at time of decree
Total White Nonwhite | Total White Nonwhite
Percent distribution
Total -- -~ 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
Undexr 20 years 2,0 2,2 0,5 9.4 10.3 3.5
20~24 years - 17.1 18,3 7.9 23,5 24,4 16,6
25-29 years 20.3 20.9 16.5 17.0 16,8 19.1
30-34 years-ee—m—-- —————— 15.8 15.4 19.0 15.0 14.4 19.4
35-39 years 12,3 11.7 16.9 12.3 12,1 13,9
40-44 years - 10.8 10.5 13.1 9.3 9,2 10.0
45-49 years 8.5 8.5 7.9 6.1 5.9 7.2
504 years 13.3 12,5 18.2 7.4 7.0 10.1

Table 6. Median age of husband and of wife at time of decree,

lected States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample dat.a]

by color and number of this marriage: four se-

Selected States
C°1§§i§nia?g?2§§ of Total Hawaii Towa Tennessee Wisconsin
Husband | Wife Husband | Wife | Husband| Wife | Husband{ Wife |'Husband | Wife
Median age at time of decree |
Totaleseomemccnean 33.4 30,0 34,3 31,3 32,8 29,4 32,4 29,0 35.9 32.7
Color

White==memececeax 32.8 29,6 33,7 32,0 32.7 29.5 3.4 28.1 36.1 32,7
First marriageeeeceuc-e 29,8 27.3 30.7 28,7 29,4 26.8 28,6 26,6 34,0 29.9
Remarriagess==sreccccuas 40,6 36,5 40,5 36.0 39.2 36.9 39.7 34,6 45,6 41,7
Nonwhitemwemamean 36.8 32,8 34,9 31,04~ 33,8 28,0 39,1 35,0 34,2 32,0
First marriage~memmmeen 34,7 29,9 34,0 28,9 29.0 25,8 36.0 32,5 34,0 27.9
Remarriage-=-e==acmnnua 44,7 38.6 41,2 36,0 43,8 43,8 47.5 39.6 38.1 40,0

Number of this

marriage

First marriage--==em~e- 30,4 27.2 32,4 29,1 29,5 25,8 29.4 26,4 33.4 29,8
All remarriagese—ee-e-- 41,0 36,7 40,6 36.0 39,3 36.4 40,9 35.4 44,7 41,3
Second marriage---====a= 40,7 36.1 39.9 35,2 39,8 35.5 40,4 34,9 43,8 40,7
Third marriage or more-- 43,9 40,0 43,6 39,6 43,3 41,7 42,5 37.5 49,4 44,0
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Table 7.

Percent distribution of divorces

of wife according to age at time of decree: total of four selected States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

and annulments, by number of marriages of husband and

Number of marriages

Age at time of decree Husband Wife
1 2 3+ 1 2 3+
Percent distribution
e ) R e el 100.0°| 100.0.| 100.0 1 200.0] 100.0 | 100.0
Under 20 yearo-~~--==-c—mcmccmmcmmmee oo m————— 2.8 0.3 =1 12.7 2.1 -
20-24 yearS=--e——msscc e m e mceccn e 22,2 5.9 1.9 29.2 9.5 3.7
25=29 yearS=me oo m o e e 23.6| 11.9 7.1 18.2( 15.7 9.8
30-34 yearsmmmicmmm o e e e 16.3| 15.1| 13.8| 13.3| 19.0 18.9
35-39 yearSmmmm—mmmm e e e 11.2) 14,9 17.7 10.6 | 16.6 17.8
40~44 years=mm = mm e e e 9.6 1l4.1| 12.4 7.51 13.7 14.9
45-49 yearS-----c-cmmmc e neam 6.5 14,3 11.9 4.3 9.7 11.9
50+ yearSm—m e m oo e e e e 7.9 23.5| 35.3 4,31 13.5 23.0
Table 8. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by age of husband according to age of

wife at time of decree and median age: total of four States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

Age of wife at time of decree

Age of husband at time of decree Total Under

20 '20-24 § 25-29| 30-34 | 35-44| 45+ Median
years | YeAars | years| years | years | years
Percent distribution
Totale-=-mmmcem e aeem 100.0 9.4| 23.5{ 17,0 15.0| 21.6| 13.5 30.0
Under 25 years~=------ceccccccccaccaouan 100.0 41.3| 53.5 3.4 1.5 0.2 0.0 20.8
25-29 yearses-=c---commmm oo 100.0 5.1 48.4( 38.4 7.2 0.8 0.0 24,6
30-34 years------ccmcacmacc e 100.0 0.8 16.5| 36.9| 34.9| 10.3 0.4 29.4
35-39 years-------m--mcmemceme ool 100.0 - 5.7 | 13.2} 36.0| 41.9 3.1 34,3
40-49 years---w-—-m-mmcm o 100.0 0.4 1.0 4.81 13.3| 60.8| 19.6 40.0
50+ years-rm--mmmmm e e e 100.0 0.6 0.4 1.4 5.9 21.8( 70.0 47.9
Age of husband at time of decree

Age of wife at time of decree Total Under

25 25-29 | 30-34( 35-39 | 40-49 | 50+ iMedian
years | Years | years| years | years | years '
Percent distribution

Total-mmc-mmmcmm e e e ea 100.0 19.1| 20.3| 15.8| 12.3| 19.3| 13.3 33.4
Under 20 years---------co-mmmmmmmmecmn 100.0 85.8] 1l.1 1.4 - 0.9 0.8 22,9
20-24 yearS—=mmmmmommme e 100.0 43.5| 41.4 ) 11.1 3.0 0.8 0.2 25.8
25-29 yearS=m===--cecommceccm e 100.0 3.8 45,7 34.4 9.6 5.4 1.0 30.1
30~34 yearSem--memeccmmcce e 100.0 2.0 9.71 36.8] 29.5| 16.9 5.1 35.3
35-44 years—=-me-memmccmccm e 100.0 0.2 0.8 7.6 24,1 54,0 13.3 43,2
45+ yearses=----emccmmccmcmme e 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 2.9 27.9| 68.6 55.4
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Table 9.

i

time of marriage: total of four selected States, 1960-6

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data.]

Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by age of husband at time of m]a.rriage according to age of wife at

. Age of wife and husband at time of marriage
Age of husband and of wife at time of marriage 1§§§§§E€im
F Under 20~24 25-29 30-39 40+
N 20 years years years years years
Husband Wife
Total- 100.0 45.2 28.7 10.8 9.3 6.1
Under 20 years--- 100.0 86.8 12.1 1.0 0.1 -
20-24 yearSewmcemmmmmmmecoa o cmmcoacaen 100.0 55.4 38.2 5.1 1.1 0.1
25-29 years----w-ecceccanana 100.0 29,5 40.5 21.8 7.3 0.8
30-39 years ——— 100.0 10.9 27.7 27.1 28.8 5.5
40+ years 100.0 3.4 5.8 9.9 32.3 48.6
Wife Husband
Total 100.0 18.4 39.6 16.8 14,5 10.6
Under 20 years 100.0 35.6 49.0 11,1 3.5 0.8
20-24 years 100.0 7.8 52.7 23.7 13.8 2.1
25-29 years- - 100.0 1.7 18.8 33.9 36.0 9%
30-39 years=-—---reecccncmccme e cae . 1100.0 0.1 4.9 13.4 44.9 36.6
40+ years 100.0 - 0.6 2.3 13.0 84.0
Table 10. Median age at time of marriage of divorced husbands and of wives, by color and marriage order: total of four se-

lected States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample dm]

Selected States
Color and marriage order of husband and of wife Total
Hawali Towa Tennessee Wisconsin
Total Median age at time of marriage
Husband -— 24.0 25.0 24.1 23.6 24.4
Wife 20.8 22.6 21.1 20.0 21.5
Color
Both white
Husband~===-~ 23.8 25.2 24.1 23.3 24.4
Wife: 20.6 23.4 21.1 19.8 21.4
Other1l
Husband-----~-c~au- 24.9 24.9 25.0 25.0 24.8
e 22,3 22.2 21.5 22.5 21.8
First marriage of both
Busband- - - 22.1 23.2 22,0 21.7 22-8
fe 19.1 20.3 19.0 18.9 19.7
Remarriage of either or both
Busband 30.2 31.6 30.2 29.6 31.3
Wife 25,7 28.3 25.2 25.0 26.8
First marriage of wife, remarriage of husband
Husbandwee=wu-- 28.3 31.3 26.3 28.5 29.3
e 21.7 23.1 21,0 21.8 22.0
First marriage of husband, remarriage of wife
Husband 24.9 26.6 26.6 23,2 28.9
Wife 24.4 28.0 24.4 23,5 26.5
Remarriage of both
Husband-~ 36.8 35.4 35.2 37.2 39.0
Wife. 31.9 32.3 31.1 31.2 35.4
ncludes couples with both or either spouse nonwhite or not stated.
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Table 1l. Divorce rates per

1,000 males and females, 15 years

of age and over, by race: four

selected States, 1960

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data. Population bases given in U.8. Census of Population, 1960, Volume I, tables 96 in parts 18, 17,

44, and 51}
Selected States
Sex and color Total
Hawaii Iowa Tennessee | Wisconsin
Male Rates per 1,000 males and females, 15+ years
Total--~m=cmsm o mm et 5.1 5.6 4.9 7.7 2.8
Whiteme-mmmmmcmo o mm et e e - 4.9 7.2 4.8 7.8 2.6
Negro=—=m==mmmmomm oo m—mmmem——emam o 7.4 5.3 19.8 6.4 11.9
Other nonwhite-----ccemocoommecmoemmaan 4.7 4.8 - - 15,2
Female
Total-=-mmmomcm e m e 4.9 6.7 4.7 7.1 2.7
Whiteme——m—mmmmcmmm oo e 4,7 8.8 4.5 7.3 2.5
e c Uy Sy 6.5 15,3 17.0 5.6 11.0
Other nonwhite-=-----cccoamm e 5.8 5.8 - - 7.8

1Computed from less than 100 divorces.

Table 12.

Number and percent distribution of divorces, by color ofhusband and wife: four selected
States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

Selected States
Coloxr of husband and wife Total
Hawaii Towa Tennessee Wisconsin
Number

Total-----mrmmmm e e 38,544 2,824 9,360 18,420 7,940
Both white----=-ccmmcmce e 32,832 902 9,060 15,560 7,310
Both nonwhite-=--=-=-=-c-mmmcmoaeon_o 4,446 1,306 240 2,420 480
Husband white, wife nonwhite-------- 422 392 - - 30
Husband nonwhite, wife white--~~---- 248 218 10 - 20
Not stated for either or both------- 596 6 50 440 100

Percent distribution!

Total-memccmcm e 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Both white--=-wemmocm e m e 86.5 32.0 97.3 86.5 93.2.
Both nonwhite~----~-ccecmccmmmcnaaan 11.7 46.3 2.6 13.5 6.1
Husband white, wife nonwhite---~---- 1,1 13.9 - ——— 0.4
Husband nonwhite, wife whiter-e=m-== 0.7 7.7 0.1 - 0.3

Igxcludes color not stated for either or both.
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Table 13. Percent distribution of white and nonwhite husbands and wives, by age at decree and

marriage order: total of four selected States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]
White Nonwhite
Age Total
: Remar- s Remarx-
First riage First riage
Husband Percent distribution
Totale-mmmm e e e e 100.0 70.2 29.8 74.0 26,0

Under 30 years-—e—--ecmecocm e ee 100.0 86.7 13.3 95.5 4,5
30~39 years-----cmmcmm e e 100.0 66.8 33.2 76.6 23.4
40-54 years-—-~emeem o c e 100.0 56.3 43.7 60.2 39.8
55+ yearsmeremmmmmmm e e e 100.0 30.6 69.4 48.0 52.0

Wife

et N e 100.0 70.5 29.5 69.2 30.8

Under 30 yearsS-------om-ccmmcomm e 100.0 84 .4 15.6 89.8 10.2
30-39 years--~---=m-ccmc e 100.0 61.6 38.4 61.3 38.7
40-54 yearsme- s ocm o 100.0 53.0 47.0 48.8 51.2
55+ yearsemmmwmm e n e 100.0 27 .4 72.6 61.2 38.8
Table 14. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by number of this marriage of hus-

band by number of this marriage of wife: total of four selected States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

1ncludes persons married more than once but number

Number of times married
. . Percent
Number of times married distrib- More than once
ution One Totall
Two Threet
Husband Wife

TOtAL=mmm e e e e e e 100.0 70.3 29,7 22,2 6.1
ONEemmmmmmmmmmmm ;e m e mmm——— e 100.0 86 13.9 12.2 1.5
One L e e e e 100.0 32.7 67.3 46,2 16.7
F e e T s 100.0 35.9 64.1 49.8 13.8
Threet==re—me oo e e 100.0 26.3 73.7 42,7 28.8

Wife Husband
Total=mrm— e e e e em 100.0 70.6 29.4 21.8 6.1
[ e 100.0 86.4 13. 11.1 2.3
OnE ] e e o o e e 100.0 33.3 66.7 47.0 15.2
e it it 100.0 39.0 61.0 48.6 11.8
Threete e oo oo e o e e e e 100.0 17.6 82.4 50.4 29.6

of this marriage not stated.
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Table 15. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by residence of husband at decree,
by residence of wife at decree: total of four selected States, 1960-61
[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data)
Residence of wife

Residence of husband Total County Different | Different | Different
where county, State, region or

decree same same outside

granted State region U.s.
Percent distributioﬁ

Totalemmemmocmc e e e 100.0 89.1 6.6 1.7 2,6
County where decree granted----r----w---- 100.0 88.7 5.8 2,1 3.4
Different county, same State 100.0 79.6 19.8 0.6 -
Different State, same region 100.0 99.0 - 1.0 -
Different region or outside U.S---=--wm== 100.0 98.9 1.1 - -
Totale-=--mme e mc e e c— e e 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
County where decree granted-~------------= 83.1 82.8 72.3 95.3 100.0
Different county, same State-----==---=-- 9.1 8.2 26.9 3.1 -
Different State, same region==~=-=-=----- 2.7 3.1 - 1.6 -
Different region or outside U.S-------=-~ 5.1 5.9 0.9 - "
Table 16, Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by birthplace of husband and of wife:

total of four selected States, 1960-61

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

State where decree granted
State of birth of husband and wife Total
Hawaii Towa Tennessee Wisconsin
Birthplace of husband Percent distribution
Totale---emeomvo e m e cmam 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
State where decree granted=-------- 67.5 51.9 68.1 69.6 67.5
Other State, same region--=----=w-- 19.5 7.4 21.8 22.3 14.8
Outside of region where
decree granted--=----ec--mmmmnonna 13.0 40.7 10.1 8.2 17.7
Birthplace of wife
Totale--cmmcmmomccmmmcm e e 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
State where decree granted--e--ce--= 70.6 62,6 71.6 72.0 69.1
Other State, same region--e--sem--- 19.2 7.0 19.1 22,4 16.4
Outside of region where
decree granted-----=em-cmmccccan-. 10.1 30.4 9.3 5.5 14.4
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Table 17. Percent distribution of plaintiffs and defendants, by birthplace and State of residence:
four selected States, 1960-61

[Sy place of occurrence. Rased on sample.data]

State where decree granted, birthplace,
© and State of residence

Husband

Wife

Plaintiff

Defendant

Plaintiff

Defendant

Born
Born

Born

Born
Born

Born

Born
Born

Born

Born
Born

Born

Boxrn
Born

Born

Four selected States

in State of residencer---ceceummamcmmccma.
in another State, same region----=------=---

outside of region of residence--=--w---wn--

Hawaii

in State of residences-----cecccmcacacaecao
in another State, same regione---=-===----=--=

outside of region of residence~~--=cm-c=~--

in State of residencemmm=m-me=mcmcceccncaana
in another State, same region-w=-=-m-===-=--

outside "of region of residence--==e--nwew--

Tennessee

in State of residence-----=--ccmecomccnaaaaa
in another State, same region~------e------

outside of region of residence--~-ceee-ca-a

Wisconsin

in State of residence--=wme-ccccamnmeccncan-
in another State, same region~-----=---c-—--

outside of region of residence--=---e—r----

Percent distribution

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
71.4 69.0 74.3 72.5
18.8 17.9 18.7 16.7

9.7 13.2 7.0 10.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

59.4 66.2 75.5 62.2
9.7 8.1 7.1 8.1
30.9 25.7 17.4 29.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 1100.0
73.0 69.8 75.1 69.1
17.0 21.9 17.8 18.2
10.0 8.3 7.0 12.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
71.3 68.1 74.2 76.7
22.7 18.2 21.6 17.6

6.0 13.7° 4.2 5.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
74.8 70.8 73.2 70.9
14.5 15.1 16.5 16.9
10.7 14.1 10.2 12.2
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Table 18. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by duration of marriage:

tration area and each registration State, 1962

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample dateﬂ

divorce-regis-

Duration of marriage

Area Total 1-4 years
Under i
1 yeaxr )
Total 1 year | 2 years | 3 years | 4 years
Percent distribution
Divorce-registration area-- 100.0 5.1 31.1 ¢ 8.6 | 8.3, 7.6 6.6
Alabama--=---we-mccmm e 100.0 7.8 - 30.5 9.3 .7.5 7.1 6.6
Alaska----=-mmcmoo e ee 100.0 6.5 35.8 8.6 10.5 8.9 7.8
Georgia--==-m=comoccmcmonacnn 100.0 7.2 37.2 11.8 9.8 8.8 6.5
Hawaiiseworoom e e e e em 100.0 7.0 32.8 7.9 9.3 7.8 7.8
Idaho==-=---mmcmmmmcmc e 100.0 10.6 35.3 11.3 9.2 8.4 6.4
TOWAmmmmmmmcecmm————————————— 100.0 4.2 37.4 13.0 9.4 8.2. 6.9
Ransag~===-~c=---ooocomammonn oo 100.0 7.6 36.3 12.9 8.9 8.3 6.2
Maryland--=-=-ecccmmmmmmmmcea 100.0 0.7 25.0 3.5 6.6 7.9 7.1
Michigan-~-=-c--commmmnonmcanna 100.0 4.1 27 .4 7.2 8.9 5.8 5.5
Missouri------c--cicmmmcmonon—- 100.0 7.5 33.8 11.8 8.0 6.3 7.7
Montana=-~---=---=----===--co--x 100.0 6.7 38.4 13.4 10.1 8.8 6.1
Nebraska------ecomoommomoamnoo 100.0 6.2 37.6 8.7 11.4 9.9 7.6
OhiQ==~—mmm oo m e 100.0 4.1 30.3 7.6 7.9 7.6 7.2
Oregon==-~r=~c-meomcccmcere o 100.0 7.8 33.2 9.3 10.7 7.1 6.1
Pennsylvania=--~--cocceemcananx 100.0 1.4 24,5 4.8 5.3 8.6 5.8
South Dakota----==~----c--couaun 100.0 6.2 35.2 10.9 10.4 7.7 6.2
Tenness@e==—=—remmmcemeeeencana-— 100.0 6.8 35.5 11.0 9.7 7.6 7.2
Utahmeem e c e e e e 100.0 8.2 38.3 11.5 11.2 9.7 5.9
Virginige~~s---cocecmnmmccmonan 100.0 0.8 24.9 4.5 6.5 7.6 6.3
Wisconsin--------ecccmcmcoaaas 100.0 4.3 31.3 7.3 7.9 10.0 6.1
Wyoming-====m=-emcecemmanccemaun 100.0 10.6 37.6 12,1 10.3 8.7 6.4
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Table 18. Percent distribution of divorces and annulments, by duration of marriage: divorce-regis-
tration area and each registration State, 1962—~Con.

)

[Sy place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

Duration of marriage

5-9 years
| IR |, [
Total 5 years 6 years 7 years 8 years 9 years
Percent distribution

25.3 7.0 5.1 4.9 4.4 3.7 15.1 10.3 13.2 7.3
24.8 6.5 4.8 4.3 5.0 4.3 11.4 11.3 14.2 7.1
24.9 6.8 5.3 5.9 3.3 3.7 4.4 9.2 9.2 6.2
23.0 6.4 4.5 4.5 4.3 3.3 11.5 8.2 12.9 5.9
22.4 5.3 5.1 4.5 3.8 3.7 16.3 10.4 11.2 7.0
22.7 6.7 4.2 4.7 4.1 2.9 12.6 8.1 10.6 5.6
23.4 7.7 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.8 12.8 9.6 12.6 6.2
22.1 7.0 4.2 3.8 4.3 2.8 13.8 9.8 10.4 5.9
27.3 7.4 5.2 5.4 4.7 4.7 18.8 12.3 15.9 9.4
27.8 7.7 4.9 6.0 5.2 4.0 15.0 10.9 14.7 8.0
26.5 8.0 6.3 3.7 3.3 4.7 12.5 10.1 9.7 6.1
22.8 5.7 6.3 3.8 4.0 2.9 13.9 8.9 9.2 5.9
20.1 5.8 4.7 3.8 3.5 2.3 14.7 8.9 12.6 6.1
25.8 6.6 5.5 5.2 4.7 3.7 17.6 9.3 12.9 7.7
23.1 6.8 4.8 4.3 4.6 2.6 15.4 10.9 9.6 6.5
25.9 7.7 4.2 4.8 4.2 4.9 17.9 12.9 17.4 9.6
23.2 6.0 4.6 4.8 4.2 3.6 14.0 8.9 12.5 6.6
22.8 5.9 4.0 5.5 4.0 3.4 14.0 9.3 11.6 6.4
24.4 6.5 6.1 4.6 2.9 4.3 12.1 8.2 8.8 5.5
30.4 8.2 7.2 6.5 4.1 4.3 18.3 9.8 15.8 8.6
22.9 7.0 6.6 4.5 2.5 2.3 16.8 10.4 | " 14.3 7.2
22.0 6.3 4.0 4.2 4.0 3.4 11.7 9.7 8.4 5.3
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Table 19. Percent distribution of divorces

.vorce-registration area and each registration State, 1962

and annulments, by number of children reported: di-

L
[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data. Data relate to children under 18 years of age except as noted]

Number of children reported
Area Total
None 1 2 3 4 5+
Percent distribution
Divorce-registration area--------- 100.0 39.8 23.3 18.9 10,2 4.5 3.3

Alabamal mo - e o e 100.0 40.9 22.5 19.6 10.7 3.8 2.
Blaska? e m oo 100.0 44,9 19.9 16.5 10.1 4.6 4,
Georglammmemmmom oo e e e 100.0 40.2 26,2 18.3 9.0 3.1 3.
Hawaiid mmem oo s ool 100.0 29.7 22,5 21.1 13.1 7.8 5.
Tdahot~---cmemmm e 100.0 39.5 20.9 19.3 11.7 5.3 3.
e et e i 100.0 38.7 19.5 18.8 13.9 5.1 4,
Kansagd-mmeme e e e 100.0 36.5 26.0 16.9 10.7 5.5 4,
Marylandee-ceeccmm e ccemame 100.0 36.6 29,1 22.7 7.0 3.7 0.
Michigan=------mcmmmm e 100.0 41.5 19.9 18.0 12.6 4.6 3.
MisSOUTid muc o e 100.0 43.4 20.4 18.9 9.8 5.2 2.
Montana==---~c---mcm oo 100.0 38.9 22,1 16.4 13.0 6.0 3.
Nebraskat--—moemom o a 100.0 36.6 26.4 17.7 11.2 4.8 3.
Ohio=mmmm s e e 100.0 42,5 21.4 18.3 9.2 4,8 4,
OregON== o=~ m e e e 100.0 40.1 20.7 20.0 9.6 6.8 2,
" Pennsylvania------comcoacccc e eae 1 100.0 29.6 30.5 22.8 10.9 3.0 3.
South Dakota---==------ccmmmmmmmcaccano 100.0 37.8 20.4 17.2 13.9 5.8 5.
Tennesseebame e e oo e 100.0 44,3 23,2 17.4 7.7 4,0’ 3.
Utah===e~---- 100.0 28.2 25.7 22.4 12.7 5.4 5.
Virginial -m-- 100.0 40.0 27.2 17.6 8.5 4,2 2.
Wisconsinmem-moommmma e 100.0 41.4 24,0 16.4 8.3 4,0 5.
Wyoming-s==-----comem e me o 100.0 38.1 23.0 17.7 12.2 5.4 3.

NP ONOOCLUWRVOWONOHO

INumber of minor children affected,
3Number of children under 21 affected.
Number of minor children.

4Number of children affected by decree.
Number of children.

Number of children under 18 years of this marriage.

Table 20. Estimated number of children involved in divorces and annulments; United States, 1953-62

[j)ata refer only to events occurring within the United States. For 1960-62 estimated from frequencies based on sample, for other years estimated

from total count. For method of estimation, see Appendix]

. Estimated . Rate per
¥ All dlvgrces number of -hgiglo of 1,000 chEldren
ear ?n e children z t lrgn PeT | under 18 years

annulments involved otal decrees of age
1962~ mmmmm e e 413,000 537,000 1.30 8.0
196 Lammm e m e e 414,000 501,000 1.21 7.6
1960 == mm e 393,000 463,000 1.18 7.2
1959 mmmm et e m 395,000 468,000 1,18 7.5
1958 mm e 368,000 398,000 1.08 6.5
1957 mm e e 381,000 379,000 0.99 6.4
1956 mm e e e e e 382,000 361,000 0.95 6.3
1955 s e e e 377,000 347,000 0.92 6.3
1954 m e e e e 379,000 341,000 "0.90 6.4
1953~ e e - 390,000 330,000 0.85 6.4
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APPENDIX

SOURCES AND QUALITY OF DATA

Sources of Data

This is the first analysis of annual divorce sta-
tistics to be published in Vital and Health Statistics,
Series 21. Frequencies on which the analysis of 1962
annual divorce data are based were published in Sec-
tion 2, Volume IIl, Vital Statistics of the United States,
1962. Comparable analyses for earlier years are to be
found in the appropriate annual issues of Vital Sta-
tistics of the Uniled States, and for years prior to
1958 they are also in the Vital Statistics—Special

Reports series.

In this report particular attention is paid to per-
sonal characteristics of divorced husbands and wives.
The detailed statistics are for the combined years
1960-61 and are limited to four States—Hawaii, Iowa,
Tennessee, and Wisconsin—where the reporting of per-
sonal characteristics for these 2 years was considerably
more complete than in the other States. The proportion
of divorces with a variable not stated was in no case
higher than 10 percent and in most cases considerably
lower. Since 1960 other States have reached a level of
reporting completeness comparable to that of the four
selected States.

Detailed tabulations of personal characteristics
of the divorced spouses for the year 1960 were
thought to be highly desirable for both the United States
and the divorce-registration area (DRA). However, the
unsatisfactory reporting of these variables from many
areas made it necessary to limit the tabulations to the
four States. In order to reduce sampling variability,
1960 data were combined with the corresponding 1961
figures., Tabulations of these data were prepared by
the U.S. Bureau of the Census from punchcards pro-
vided by the National Center for Health Statistics

(NCHS). Later it was decided to merge the report on

personal characteristics with the regular annual analy-
sis of 1962 divorce statistics.

Two methods were used for collecting final divorce
statistics for 1960, 1961, and 1962. Most of these sta-
tistics were estimated by NCHS from samples of
transcripts of divorce and annulment records. The
annual divorce totals for States shown in table 2 were
provided by State and local officials,

In order to promote regular, timely, and com-
plete reporting, a divorce-registration area comparable
to the registration areas developed for the collection
of natality, marriage, and mortality statistics was
established in 1958. The DRA is made up of those
States and independent areas which meet the following
criteria:

1. They have established central files of divorce

records.

2. They have adopted a statistical report form that
includes the required items of information on
the Standard Record of Divorce or Annulment
(fig. 12). '

3. They maintain a system based on regular and
timely reporting by all local areas,

4. They have agreed to carry out tests of divorce
registration completeness and accuracy in co-
operation with NCHS.

By 1962 21 States and the Virgin Islands were partici-
pating in the DRA (fig. 13). As Ohio was included in
the DRA on January 1, 1962, DRA data for 1962
cover a larger area than those for 1961 and earlier
years.

In 1960 a nationwide probability sample program
was initiated for collecting divorce statistics; they had
been compiled for earlier years from predesigned tables
submitted by the States. The 1960 program was continued .
for 1961 and 1962,but these programs were limited to
States in the DRA. Hence national and regional statistics
based on data from samples of records are not available
for 1962 except for the national total number of children
involved in divorce cases, which has been estimated
by methods explained below. All other data are limited
to the registration area and the individual registration
States. Virgin Islands is excluded from the analysis;
data for this area are published in Section 3, Volume
Ill, Vital Statistics of the United States, 1962,

Variables .shown in the 1962 tabulations appear on
the divorce or annulment record forms of all registra-
tion States with the following exceptions: Kansas se-
cured no data on residence of husband and wife; Ohio,
on race or color; Nebraska, on the party to whom de-
cree was granted; and Nebraska and Virginia, on the
number of times parties to the divorce had been mar-
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Figure 2. Standard Record of Divorce or Annulment.

ried. The remaining variables available on all records
were date and place where the decree was granted,
age or date of birth of husband and of wife, date and
place of marriage (date of marriage was used for
computing duration of marriage to time of decree),
number of children involved, legal grounds for the de-
cree, and which party was the plaintiff. Several ad-
ditional items of information are found on the divorce
forms of a number of States, and information about
birthplace and residence of husband and of wife was
tabulated for the four selected States. For these States
various cross-tabulations not available for all regis-
tration States were also prepared.

In 1962, total counts of divorces and amnulments
were received from State officials of 49 States and the
District of Columbia (table 2); data for Colorado, as
well as for some counties of Kentucky, Missouri, and
New Mexico and for some parishes of<Louisiana, were
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obtained from surveys of local officials conducted by
NCHS. In 10 States which did not maintain central files

of divorce records (Arizona, Indiana, Minnesota, Ne<”
vada, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Texas, Wash-

ington, and West Virginia), State officials conducted

special surveys to obtain county totals. The annual

divorce and annulment totals thus obtained cover 3,090

counties or equivalent local areas of the United States;

no totals were obtained for 25 counties, '

The total number of divorces and annulments
granted in the United States in 1962 was prepared from
the State totals; estimates for the nonreporting counties
of Kentucky and New Mexico and parishes of Louisiana
were included in the national figure. These estimates
were based on the assumption that the divorce rate in
the nonreporting areas of the State was identical with
that for the reporting areas of the State.
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Figure 13. Areas participating in the divorce-registration area and those maintaining central filest
United States, 1962.

Sample Design

Records to be sampled referred to all decrees of
annulment and absolute divorce which were granted
during a data year. The only exception to this was
Utah, where the records referred to decrees which
became final during the year. In States where inter-
locutory divorce decrees are granted, decrees granted
during the latter part of 1961 became final in 1962,
and decrees which had been granted late in 1962 be-
came final in 1963, It is possible that some interloc-
utory decrees never become final because of death
or reconciliation, but it is believed that the numbef of
such cases is very small. In all these States except
Utah divorce records are filed in the State -office of
vital statistics when decrees are granted and not when
they become final. In most cases such decrees become
final automatically after the lapse of a certain period
of time. ’

Information about the structure of the samples is
shown in table I. The divorce sample was designed
to yield estimates of area totals as well as frequency
distributions and estimates of their parameters. These
estimates were to be made for the DRA and for each
State in the registration area.

A sampling rate was selected for each State so
that the resulting sample would be atleast400 records,
the number required to secure estimates having less
than predesignated maximum sampling errors. Only
four different sampling rates were designated for the
States in the divorce-registration area—all records,
1/2, 1/10, and 1/20. While each States's records were
sampled independently, that is, with a randomly selected
number designating the first record to be selected in
each State in computing sampling errors each of the
four groups of States with a uniform sampling rate was-
treated as a stratum. Sampling errors computed using
these four groups as strata are likely to be somewhat
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Table I, Divorce sampling rates and sample size: divorce-registration area and each registration
State, 1962, and four selected States, 1960-61
.[By place of occurrence] '
Number .
p . Number Estimated
Area, year, and stratum of pri@ary Sagg%;ng of sample number
samp..1ng records of events
units
Divorce-registration area, 1962---ce=aaaa 21 e 16,706 147,106
Stratum lesecemccmcccnccmmancncmcnrnncna——— 2| All records 1,786 1,786
Alaskam~meccmmcmaccmca e a - eeo| All records 904 904
South Dakota-~em--- ves| ALl records 882 882
Stratum 2--=- - 6 1/2 6,050 12,100
Hawaii~eeoocceana cee 1/2 732 1,464
Idaho==- —— see 1/2 1,274 2,548
Montanae=== ——— vee 1/2 966 1 932
Nebraskge==w= —— - vee 1/2 1,178 2 356
Utah-- - ——- e 1/2 1,230 2,460
Wyomingem=me=x - 1/2 670 1,340 .
Stratum 3==----=- - 7 1/10 4,418 | 44,180
Georgigemn= ——- —— - 1/10 984 9,840
Iowa=m== —— ——— e 1/10 479 4,790
Kansase=mamcmcnenan= aee 1/10 531 5,310
Maryland-e--coana — —— e 1/10 597 5,970
Oregoneemerecan= —— - ves 1/10 608 6,080
Virginigeesmmreemcemeanax —— ves 1/10 764 7,640
Wisconsinee==-= ——— -— oo 1/10 455 4,550
Stratum be~mcmam- e m e e ———————— ———— 6 1/20 4,452 89,040
Alabamaeemaccmcnnaa cee 1/20 619 12,380
Michigan=-- —— - cee 1/20 871 17,420
Missouricem-ceeua e 1/20 605 12,100
Ohio=-=cmmacna- ————— vee 1/20 1,163 23,260
Pennsylvania cen 1/20 715 14 300
Tennessee- - . 1/20 479 9,580
Four selected States, 1960-6l-mere—cccana- 4 ‘e 4,063 38,544
Hawaii~-- .o 1/2 1,412 2,824
Lowa - vee 1710 936 9,360
Tennessee~=== ces 1/20 921 18, 420v
. Wisconsin=mem= - ———————— . 1/10 79 7,940

larger than those that might have been computed using
each State as a stratum; hence the former very prob-
ably have an extra safety margin as estimates of vari-
ation in any statistic based on sample data.

Estimating Procedures

Before data were tabulated and statistics estimated,
adjustments were made in order to reconcile totals
-estimated from samples received with pretabulated
counts for each reporting area. For 1960 any difference
between the two totals was adjusted if it was larger
than one skip interval (the reciprocal of the sampling
ratio for the area), but for 1961 and 1962 adjustments
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were made only if the difference was 1,50 percent or
more of the annual area total.

Frequency distributions were estimated in two

steps:

1. Each sample case and all items tabulated for
that case were assigned a weight that was the re-
ciprocal of the probability with which the case
was selected. Thus if a divorce record was se-
lected from a State with a probability of 1/10,
each item on that record carried aWeight.of 10,
whereas if 100 percent of the records. were
processed from a State, each item on eachrec-
ord carried a weight of 1. The sampling rates,
indicating the probability with which divorce



records of every State were selected are
shown in table I,

2. Frequencies were estimated by summing the
inflated number of cases instead of by tabulating

the number of sample cases. Thus each fre- -

quency distribution is a sum of the weighted
sample cases included.

It should be noted that the weights of all sample
records are identical within each registration area
State. However, weights for divorce sample records
for the DRA vary from 1 to 20. Variation between two
or more equal subtotals in the relative proportions of
cases with various weights results in each such sub-
total having its distinctive sampling error, as dis-
cussed below.

Percents in the analytical tables were computed
using data which excluded estimated numbers of not
stated cases. All rates appearing in the analytical
tables were based on populations from the U.S, Bureau
of the Census. These are populations present in the
area; those for 1960 were enumerated as of April 1,
and those for 1961 and 1962 were estimated as of July
1. The populations include Armed Forces stationed in
the area but exclude Armed Forces abroad.

Procedures for estimating the number of children
reported in divorce suits presented a special problem.
The number of children was estimated for each reg-
istration State, for the DRA; and for the United States.
The distribution of divorces and annulments by the num-
ber of children reported was prepared for eachreport-
ing State. In order to obtain a State total, the category
""children not stated" was first distributed proportion-
ally over the distribution of divorces by number of
children reported. Then the number of divorces ineach
category with a given number of children was multi-
plied by the number of children per divorce (that is,
the number of divorces involving one child was multi-
plied by 1, the number involving two children was
multiplied by 2, etc.). The sum of the products is the
estimate of the number of children reported in a given
registration State, and the sum of State estimates for
participating States is the estimate for the DRA. The
national estimate was obtained by multiplying by
5.40039 the combined estimates for 14 States (Georgia,
Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Montana, Nebraska,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vir-
ginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming). The factor 5.40039 is
the ratio of the 1960 national estimate of children pre-
pared from the nationwide sample to the comparable
figure for the 14 States combined. Data for the 14
States were used because the remaining four States
that participated in the DRA in 1960 were either non-
representative of the United States or had a very high

_proportion of divorces with the number of children not -

stated.
Among the med1an ages computed for the four

selected States, some fell into the lower or the upper
open-ended intervals of the tabulations, and age limits

“

had to be estimated for these intervals. This was done
using the age distributions by single years of age
available for years prior to 1960, when data were based
on complete counts of events. The following limits
were used:

Husband Wife
Age A
Lower | Upper | Lower | Upper
limit | 1imit | limit | limit
Age at marriage-- 18 54 16 54
Age at first mar~ : .
riage-—=mcmceeae 18 54 16 49
Age at- remar-
riage~=eceeeceeae 21 - 18 -
Age at divorce--- 20 69 17 54

In the section ""Birthplace and Place of Marriage"
the difference between the number of persons born in
the State and married out of State and that of persons

- born out of State but married in the State is discussed.

This difference is equal to the difference between the
number of persons born in the State and the number of
persons married in the State; the number of persons
born in the State but married out of State is the re-
mainder of the subtraction of the number of persons
both born and married in the State from the number of
persons born in the State; the number of persons born
out of State but married in the State is the remainder
of the subtraction of the same number of persons both
born and married in the State from the total number of
persons married in the State. The remainder does not
change when the- same amount is added to the minuend
and the subtrahend.

Sampling Errors of Estimates

Estmates computed from the samples (except
statistics of States where the sample includes all
records) are subject to sampling error since they are
based on a sample of divorces occurring duringa given
year rather than on a complete count. Since all cases
in these samples were selected with known probabili-
ties, the sampling error can be computed for each
estimate. The sampling errors shown in table II are
the amounts which, when added to and subtracted from
the estimated percents, give the intervals which con-
tain the actual quantities being estimated in approxi-
mately 68 out of 100 similarly selected samples.

The sampling errors for estimated percentages
shown in table II were computed by dividing the sam-
pling error for the frequency by the total number of
1962 events reported for the area. As an example of.

the procedures described above, suppose the percentage -

of couples reporting three children in Kansas was 10

. Percent of the total for the State, The error shown in

table II for this percentage is 1.2. By adding and sub-
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Table II., Sampling error of estimated percentages: divorce-registration area and each registration
State, 1962, and four selected States, 1960-61

[Estimates for the entire DRA have distributions of sampling errors generated by changes in contribution of cases from each stratum; for sampling
errors in this table for the entire DRA it is assumed that these contributions are proportionate to stratum totals. Alaska and South Dakota have

no sampling variability because all records were tabulated

Estimated percentages
All .
Area and year decrees || 1 2 3 4 5 7 10| 15| 20 | 25 R
or or or or or or or or or or | 50
29 98 97 96 95 93 90 85 80 75

Divorce~regis=~

tration area,
1962-mmmwme ~===~| 147,106 0o,1{ 0.1} 0.2 0.2} 0.2 0,3} 0.3f{ 0.4| 0.4 0.4 0.5
Alabama-s=~~=cemanann 12,380 0.4f 0.5 0.7| o0,8] 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.4} 1,6| 1.7 2,0
Alaska-=mememcmcane- 904
Georglas=m~macacmac~ 9,840 0.3( 0.4 0.,5| 0,6 0.7{ 0.8{ 0,9 1.1} 1.2} 1.3 1.5
Hawali-=ecoscococoan 1,464 0.3 0.3} o,5{ 0,5 o0.,5{ 0,7} 0.8 1,0} 1.0| 1,2 1.3
Idaho~=mmeommcmmannn— 2,548 0,2 0.3} 0.4| 0.,4]| 0.,4{ 0.5{ 0,6 0,7| 0.8 0.9 1.0
IoWa-=~emmemna—caea 4,790 0.4 0.6} 0,7} 0.9] 0.9 1.1} 1,3 1.5} 1.7| 1.9 2,2
Kansages=e—=mcco—cune 5,310 0.4 0.6 0.7| 0.8] 0,9 1.1} 1,2 1.,5| 1.6 1.8 2.1
Maryland-e=escmeacn- 5,970 0.4 0,5| 0.7| 0,8] 0.9 1,0| 1,2 1.4| 1.6{ 1.7 1.9
Michigan-e==c=cau~ua 17,420 0.3{ 0.5| 0.6} 0.6 0,7 0.8f 1.0 1,2} 1.3} 1,4 1.7
Missourisee-mccemmnaa 12,100 0.4 0,6 0.7} 0,8] 0,9 1,0f 1,2 1,4} 1.6} 1.7 2.0
Montanaes—=«me——cam-u 1,932 0.2| 0.3] 0.4} 0,5| 0.5 0.6| 0.7{ 0.,8| 0.9 1.0 1.1
Nebraska-~=m=emaean= 2,356 0,2 0.3]| 0.3{ 0,4| 0.5 0.5| 0.6 0,71 0,8 0.9 1.0
Ohjiom-mrmecmacm e e 23,260 0.3 0.4 0,5{ 0.6| 0.6 0,7 0,9{ 1.0| 1,1} 1.2 1.4
Oregone=rresmamaanan~ 6,080 0.4 0.5| 0.7 0.8} 0,8 1,0} 1,2 1,4 1,5| 1,7 1.9
Pennsylvanige===e==-= 14,300 0.4( 0,5 0.6| 0,7] 0,8 0,9 1.1 1.3} 1.5] 1.6 1.8
South Dakota-==-=n-= 882 oo oo ces eee ces voo . ooe ore ves ces
Tennessee-——c==r== “—— 9,580 0.4 0.6 0.8y 0,9 1,0y 1,1} 1.3] 1.6| 1.8 1.9 2,2
Utah-emmmcmmmmncnaa 2,460 0.2| 0.3]| 0.3 0.4 0,44 0.5| 0.6| 0,7{ 0.8 0.9 1.0
Virginig-==-ac=man=== 7,640 0.3| 0.5( 0.6 0.7 0.7| 0.9{ 1.0 1.2| 1l.4§ 1.5 1.7
Wisconsine-emremmeaan 4,550 0.4 0.6| 0.8 0.9 1,0y 1,1| 1,3 1.6 1.8| 1.9 2,2
Wyoming--~eme=macaax 1,340 0.3| 0.4 0.4 0.5{ 0.6] 0.7 0,8 1.0} 1.1 1.2 1.3

Four selected
States, 1960-61~| 38,544 0.2 0.3| 0.4} 0.4| 0.5} 0.6] 0.7| 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1
Hawaii—sscos—smecaua 2,824 0.2| 0.3] O. 0.4| 0.4 0.5} 0.6 0.,7| 0,8 0.8 0.9
IoWa===mmmrmmmeacana— 9,360 0.3| 0.4 0. 0.6 0.7{ 0.8} 0,9 1.1]| 1,2| 1.3 1.6
Tennessee-—==c-cacex 18,420 0.3] 0.4} 0. 0.6 0,7 0.8f 1.0| 1.1| 1.3| 1.4 1.6
Wisconsinmmme—nonan- 7,940 0.3} 0.5] .0, 0,7 0.7 0.9} 1.0 1.2} 1,3] 1,5 1.7

tracting 1.2 from 10, one secures the interval 8.8 to
11.2; the chances are about 68 out of 100 that the actual
number of couples withthree childrenis in this interval.

To determine if the difference between two pro-
portions is attributable to sampling variability or is a
true difference, divide the 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 1 in 20.17 For examrle, the pro-
portions of divorces granted less than 1 year after
marriage were 10.6 percent in Idaho and 4.1 percent
in Michigan, and the standard errors of these propor-
tions were 0.6 percent in both cases. Division of the
difference by the square root of the sum of the squares
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of the standard errors results in the following equation:
(.1 -.04)

V4 (.066)2 + (.006)

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

Sampling errors of estimated percentages of 1960
and 1961 data combined for the four selected States
are also shown in table II. As the 1960 and 1961 values
were combined, the number of sample cases increased
approximately twice in comparison with the number for
a single year, and the sampling errors declined cor- ‘

=7.1



respondingly. Hence the sampling errors for each
selected State shown in the upper part of table II axe
larger than the comparable errors in the lower part.

Estimation of the standard error of -a proportion.

of a subtotal for the four States combined is accom-
plished by using the formula Sg=v'CE P, (1-Py Py) in
which C= .000498, B, is the proportion that the num-
erator is of the area total, and P, is the proportion
that the denominator is of the same total,

Completeness of Data -

Completeness of reporting is one of the most im-
portant among the various factors in divorce statistics
which produce nonsampling errors. It is the one factor
for which detailed and complete estimates are available.
Tables III and IV show for the DRA and for the four
selected States the numbers of cases with various
characteristics given. The lack of 100-percent com-
pleteness is due either to incompletely filled out sample
records or toitemsnotappearing on State record forms.

For the DRA the sample records not received rep-
resent 0.3 percent of all divorces. The samples from
three States were short; the outstanding records rep-
resented 2.0 percent of the decrees granted in Nebraska,
11.1 percent of those granted in Utah, and 2.2 percent
of those granted in Wisconsin. In all detailed divorce
tables the number of not stated cases was increased
for these three States in order to bring their totals
up to figures representing complete samples.

The principal source of incompleteness in the 1962
divorce statistics arises from failure to secure items of
personal and demographic data in several States when
these items are on the record forms (tables III and
IV). The proportion of records not stating age at
decree varies from less than 1 to 96 percent; for race
or color the corresponding range is from O to 70 per-
cent; for marriage order the analogous range is from
0.4 to 96 percent; for duration of marriage the range
is from O to 20 percent; and for number of children
the range is from 0 to 25 percent.

53



Table III.

and each registration State, 1962

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

Percent completeness of reporting of statistical variables: divorce-registration area

t

Age at Age‘at Coloxr or
All divorces decree marriage race
Area and S
annulments :
Husband | Wife | Husband | Wife | Husband | Wife
Percent of cases with information available °

Divorce-registration area----- 147,106 56.6| 56,4 56.3| 56,1 61,9| 61.9

Alabama=ec=cammemccmmm e e e e ——— 12,380 3.6 3.4 3.6| 3.4 30.5| 30.5
Alaska=cmedmmmccmar e m e e - 9204 17.0| 18,8 17.0 18.8 48,9 48.9|

Georgiame=maccncann= 9,840 35.7 1 34,7 35.3| 34.3 51.3| 50.8

Hawaiieresscoamcmcacmmacnnannacncenae 1,464 97.0| 95.8 97.0 95.8 99.9| 100.0

Idaho-e==ccsccmccm e cnamnc e e ——- 2,548 73.4| 73.1 72.8| 72,4 81.7| 86.2

IoWa=ssemccnmncaan= 4,790 99.87 99.2 99.6| 99.0 99.6| 99.8

Kansasee=~~mcanan= — - 5,310 75.7| 75.7 75.1| 75,1 77.0| 77.0

Maryland-eesmmcceccccccoacanccnanana 5,970 64,3| 63.8 64.0( 63.5 63.7| 63,0

Michiganeee==== 17,420 36.5| 36,7 36.5( 36.7 61.4| 62,0

Mi§SOUrimmmmmmmnn-n - 12,100 96.7| 96.5 96.4| 96,2  98.7| 98.7

Montana=-=emecemcecccecccnescaam——n— 1,932 52.6| 52,2 52,6 52,2 78.21 77.3

Nebrask@em=mememmemmemmcccn e mee e 2,356 42.5| 41,5 42,44 41,3 42,0 42.0

Ohigemmecmecnmcaunns 23,260 23.9| 23.6 23.91 23,6 a a

Oregon-n=e—n~me== - 6,080 72,7 | 71.9 72,2 7L.4 75,7 75.2

Pennsylvania- e ———— 14,300 83.6| 82.8 82.9| 82.2/| = 81,5 B8l,1

South Dakotae==eecceccmcmcmamcannaan 882 9.8 10.3 9.8 10.3 32.8| 32.0

TeNnesseemmmmammemcaamnmm e ——————— 9,580 96.7 | 96.9 95.6| 95.8 98.3| 97.9

Utah-==~acnmcanm - 2,460 82.6| 83.4 80,8 81.5 87.6| 86,0

Virginjiaecameemacmmcccccncnccncan e 7,640 70.0| 70.9 70.0% 70,9 99,9 99.9

Wisconsin-=e-«=mcacaa 4,550 97.4| 96,7 96.5| 95.8 97.8 97.1

Wyoming=~===a=m= -— 1,340 7.5| 8.1 7.5 8.1 19.9| 20.4

8T tem not reportable.
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Table III. Percent completeness of reporting of statistical variables: divorce-registration area
and each registration State, 1962-~-Com.

[By place of occurrence. Based on sample data]

Marriage " Residence . To4
order of defendant Place Duration Number Legal L. whom
of of of Plaintiff p
' marriage marriage | children g;ounds divorce
Husband | Wife| Husband| Wife ' granted
Percent of cases with information available

56.2] 56.4 78.2| 78.1 89.5 97.6 92,6 96.9 97.9 95.6
4,00 4.2 82,1 74.7 48,9 97.6 79.8 99.2 99.4 99.7
45.9] 46,9 38.5| 33.7 - 99.4 | 929.9 97.8 100.0 100.0 99.7
36.4| 37.1 56,2 57.9 47.8 79.5 74.8 77.3 95.8 92.6
99,6 99.6 97.6| 96.9 100.0 100.0 98.4 100.0 98.0 99,0
72.8| 73.6 84.8| 89.7 96.5 96.6 97.1 95.6 98.8 99.0
98.1| 98.1 97.5| 94.8 96,9 99.8 93.3 100.0 99,0 98,5
76.3| 76.1 a a 97.9 99.6 100.0 99.8 99.6 ©100.0
60,8| 61.1 92.81¢ 95.9 96.1° 97.0 96,0 94.5 99.3 96.6
62,7} 62,7 42,8 37.8 98.9 99.8 99.1 99.3 94,1 99.1
98.7| 98.7 93.6] 91.9 95.7 99.3 99.0 98.7 97,0 99.2
56.6] 56,2 83.0| 80.9 99.0 99.8 99.5 100.0 99.9 99.4
a a 91.4| 90,6 94.9 97.8 97.0 97.9 97.9 a
30.5]| 31.4 93.3( 94.5 94,0 99.9 99.4 99.8 99.9 99.8
73.0| 73.2 80.0( 72.9 97.5 99.5 94 .4 97.5 98.2 88.0
77.6| 78.0 97.41 99,6 99.4 99,4 78.0 97.3 98.0 95.7
14,4 13.8 67.9{ 76.5 97.4 99.5 99.7 100,0 100.0 100.0
97.3| 97.1 92,3 91.9 97.1 98,7 98.1 99.4 99.2 98.5
84.8| 84.8 89.9| 92.5 84,7 86,7 79.8 77.3 85.4 62,0
a a 80.2| 80,2 99.7 100.0 96.6 99.9 100.0 29.0
92,3} 92.5 90.0| 94,1 95.2 96,9 92.3 95.4 97.1 96,7
10.1} 10.3 29,6 28.3 97.2 99.7 98.8 100.0 100.0 99.9
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Table IV.

of reporting of personal characteristics of husband and wife:

Percent completeness
four selected States, 1960-61
[By place of occurrence. Based on sample da.t,a]
Stat Total Age at Age at Race Numger Resi= ‘Birth-
ate ota decree | marriage ¢ margiage dence place

Total Percent of cases with information available
Husband«~-escwranmnecneaan 38,544 97.5 97.1 98.8 96.6 92,7 95,4
Wivesmammcmmncmr e e cmnam— 38,544 97.5 97.3 99.0 96.9 96,8 96,2

Hawaii

Husbands-==meememcacann~nn 2,824 96.8 96.8 99.9 99.6 97.5 98.9
Wivesmeemmmmmemmcccacnamen 2,824 96,8 96.8 99.9 99.6 98.4 98.9

Towa
Husbandg===rmmracccmmmaaaaan 9,360 99.6 99.6 99.9 99.6 4.4 97.4
Wivesmmmmcmcmcmnccnmann——— 9,360 98.9 98.9 99.6 99, 97.4 97.5

Tenmessee
Husbands=ececesmcmmammacaans 18,420 96.2 95.4 98,0 96.4 920.9 94.6
Wivesmmmmmemmcemenmmccmm—e 18,420 96.2 95.9 98.5 96.7 95.9 95.9
Wisconsin

Husbandse=~=reesmcacmancaa 7,940 98.5 98.2 99.0 92.6 93,1 93.8
Wiveswmememeemamcmanecneanx 7,940 98.9 98.7 99.4 92.9 97.5 94.2
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