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ABSTRACT , Cy

RN

This~ study entalls a demog?aph&c and nupt1al1ty table o

analy51s of Canada'$ dlvorced populatlon. Data for 'this
AN

-'analys1s was obtalned from the 1984 Family Hlstory Survey
which was sponsored by the Hou51ng, Fam1ly, and Social
‘Dlvlslon of Stat13t1cs~Canada. The  survey's sample

,:populatlon was we1ghted by provlnce in order to prov1de mote .

4 B v -
accurate pOpulatlon estlmates. ; ST

¢ Thls thesis analyzes two stages of marvtal history (1)

s

'flrst marrlages which ended in divorce and (2).f1rst~ ‘ j}

{dlvorces which énded in remarrlage. For-both males and B S
~~ X 3 m‘i‘ . BT DR

females, 51ngle decrement tables were developed accordlng to';*j;
. - % ST
various categoraes of educat1onal attainment, employment ,]fjgf“f
status, presence of chlldren, and reglon. For each of these

L
o

sub*populatlons, the average expected tlme rema1n1ng in

)f:rst marriage and first divorce are analyzed and compared Sl
The populations of less agfluent and more . tradltzonal
' regions (iae?, Quebec and the Atlantic Prowunces) were ’ m_}
expected to experience longer,duratlons‘of marrfage and

diuorce;'The presence of children was expected to deter: S

divorce and hasten r r1age. For males, the higher levels Sl
of economic stability, as measured by educat1onal attaanment

- 'r‘lv
and employment status, were expected to be assoc1ated with -

shorter'durations of marriage and divorce.'Females with

\

higher ‘levelss cf.economic 1ndependence (also measured)by

_educatlonal atta1nment and employment status) were: expected

1)

to. d1vorce sooner and remarry later than. less fznanc1ally




¥ _ o
,. . % . - - . ®

1ndependent females. t '
)

In general the fxndlngs show notable support for the
hypothe’see con_cern1ng the variates of reglop and children.
Less'éon.Sistent}results.were found for the egucation and
employment hypotheses. Although less conclysive, the
@anat‘ of educatlonal attalnment and employment status
show '~in_terest1ng'patterns of marital behaviour for both
males and femé;%as,' |

' .

N~
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I. Introduction and Literature Review .

—
-{ntfpduction -

UngilAr5cently, the diverce rafe in Canada had
increased steadily since the Divo;celict of 1§68. Current
marital histories oﬁ manysCahadians differ considerably from
‘previous generétions. "Marital h::tory is a term ;hich‘b
refers to dates qf'chaqges in the marital status of a persdn
in the_cpﬁrse of his entire life or up'to é particular point
in life, such as therresent"(Shrgock'énd Siegg}, 1976:162).
.An individual's marital history'ig a record of qarriagb; énd
marital-disgglutions that have occurred over a period of
time. Maritai dissb}ution can result from widowhood,
separatibn, or divorce. Unlike widowhood, divorce usﬁally
occurs much earliéf in an individual's life. -Since divorced
‘ indiviéuals tend to be younger than those widowed, they have
better prospecté for remarriagé. Divorce :1d remarriage have
become siénifécant events in the maritai history of many
Canadians. | ‘

. Separation has been cited as a major component of
marital dissolution that has been too often ignored. McVey
and Robinson (1981) suggest that analyzing'divofce
stét@stics&alone wi;f,lead to an underestimation éf marital
dissolutioni Theoretically, however, separation doeslnot
necessarily mean the death of a marriage for those

individuals may later resolve their differences and save the

marriage. It should be noted that only the widowed and the

[ 3



-~ ‘
d1vorced are ellglble for remarrlaée. Separatlon 1s usually

+a trans: tory stage preceedlng d1vorce, but cannot be

-~

classified as a component of marital hlstory‘because
reconciliation is still a possibility. It is only after
divorce or wldownood tnat a ‘'second union is possxble.
Ind1v1duals &%&rently separated are still legally marrled
and, hence, without dlvorce or death of a spouse are not
eligible for remarrlage.‘Cautlon{ however, should be taken s
with regards to,separation when anaiézing the dutation of |
: marriages. Since sepa;gtion for not less than three years is
one gPound for divorce in Canada, the duration of an intact.
marriage ending in divorce may be. overestlmated in
comparison with those divorces petitloned on more immediate
grounds as in .physical cruelty (McKie, et al.,;1983).
Increasing numbers of blended families, lone narents,
and multiple narriages‘are a direct result of hlgh divorce
and remartiage activity. The capac1ty to predict whlch
segments of the population tend to dlvorce or remarry, as
well as the tempo at which these events occur would be most
benef1c1al As mar1ta1 behaviour changes, the capac1ty to

»
make more accurate or sensitive predictions is a necessity
nartive :
: Yorfy
in providing the solutions to the housing, $ocial, and

i
financial needs of vy soctety. ¢ .
. /

o
Canadian Perspective

In 1968, Canada revised the Divorce Act allowing_

v ‘ l =4 I3 . » .
divorce ‘o be more easily attained. It 1s expected that



divorce wiii soon ekceed'widéwhood as tﬁé ”;,jj ddmponent of
marltal dissolution (Roblnson and McVey, 1dn ???he purpose
fddivorce on
marltal hlstory and to analyze sglected characterxstlcs of
the married and the divorced. pdpmlgilons that«may 1nfluence,

~ the durat1on of these.marital events.

' b}

Very Tittle re;earch has been condhtted qn"the-complete
- . ~ . /
marital history of Canadians. The major reason for this is ,

the lack of available data concerning the stages of marital
‘history, such as singlehood, marriage, divorce, and
wldowhood Census documents providé statlstlcs for each

-stage at a spec1f1c moment in time, but they fa1l to provide
/

su£f1c1ent rnformatlon concern1ng the transition from one

stage to the next (i.e., marriéddko divérped or divorced to
remarried). In the Canadian CenSus! dnfy-curfent marital <
status is fepofted regardless-ofyprevious marital- history,
hence, no distinction is made between first, second, or

third marriages. Nor does the Canadlan Census prov1de
1nformat10n as to how many Canadians have ever experlenéed
divorce or rema;rlaqe. Thomas Burch (1985) suggests that the’
Census provides amble étatistics regarding ‘how manyvdi:brces
occur 1n a given year and how many 1nd1v1duals are currently
d1vorced but falls to prov1de the marital hlStOIY of the_
d1vorced and remarrled populatlons. Burch further suggests
“that this may not be a defect in our census as much as a

~pfac£ical constraint regardihg the amount of detail the

Census can provide. Since the Census is not able to provide

-

I



o of recent or1gin..._

-
-

- such 1nformatlon, the need for spec1al purpose surveys

-becomes most apparent (Burch, 1985). EUnfortunately, in
: %
4 Canada spec1al purpose surveys are rare and tend to be only

oo Amer1can marltal hlstory data has been made .available
" and ana%yzed for soma\tlme now. Unllke ou; American
counterparts, data~coﬁ¢ernfhg;the marital histories,of
Canadians is only a recent écgu;sition. Hence, much of the
“theory grounding divorce and remarriage is baséd;on.the
previods history of the American population. Comparisons of
the 51m11ar1t1es and differences between the Canadian and
the Amerlcan populatlons are needed in order to better
j“,understand the marltal patterns of Canadiass. Theoret1cal
support for the American patterns may not necessarlly apply
‘to the Canadian 51tuat1on; Differences in ethnlc “and
'rellg1ous comp051tlon,'soc1al norms, divorce leg1slat10n,
prosperity, etc., w1ll 1ead to dlfferences in marltal«_
behaviour.
A N N _ X 0
McVey and Robinson (1985) compared selected :spects of
marital disso;otion in Canada anoﬁthé United Ststes.‘They
found that’the basic trends of divérce and marriage rates
have been;similar for the last six decados. They concluded
. j

that the differences between the two countries’was one of
. N (> v .

magnitude and not direction. Although directioh, as in
/ .

increasing or decreasing divorce and marriage rates, is

-~

'important-in the 5halysis of marital histories; it is of .

even g?eater 1mportance thab the magnitude of &hange in



marltal behav1our be analyzed Tolerance toward d1vo:cg and
3-/
remarrlage may be less i Canada than in the Unlted/Statgg

ALY
\} ALY .4“‘. v‘}

The most obvious o erence ‘between Canada and tﬁe ey
3 ¢ N -
United States is in regard to thelr histories in divorce

law. The Unlted States adopted more llberal divorce laws

/v

con51derably earlle* than wa's the~case in Canada. The most
liberal d1vorte law in Canada to dat was legislated in
1968. The significant aspect'of the 1968 law was the
ineorpotation of a ne-faplt judgenent in marital B
dissolution. Nexlonger dfd one spouse have to accept or
pfove‘blame ?bg the marriage breakdown (McKie, et al,; ¢
'1985). Axremedy for bad marrlages was now avallable w1thout
concern for the cause of marital dissatisfaction. The trend
appeags to be a shifting to less advocaﬁy in-divorce
jurisprudence. . \ ‘ -

‘It is-true that ldberalized divorce laws-cause higher

divorce rates. However, those laws are passed because more

A

people'want divorces (Goode, 1982). Laws and codes chénge in
the 'fruitless gursuit' of the perfect set of rules (McKie,'
et al., 1983). As the population cnangea, so does the
'perfedt' set of ruies. The 'perfect' set- of ;ules enacted

in 1968 rgsulﬁed in higher divorce activity, As McKie, et
al. (1983)-suggest, if this was the only reason for

\

1ncrea51ng divorce rates, then we would expect the rates to
;
have since decllned as the compress1on effect’ made its way

~

through our divorce courts.-This 'compression effect’ may

‘have already expired because the divorce rate in Canada has

. I . . *



prevxbus-generatlons, however the dlvorce rate still

a

been declininq‘sznce 1982. In 1982 there were 285.9 divorces

per 100 ,000 populatlon (Statlstlcs Canada, 1982:16) and by
1985 the rate has decreased to 244 4 dlvorces per 100,000
populatior (Statlstlcs Canada, 1985:16) . Compared to

-

remains relatively high.

~There are other factors involved with the changing

marital patterns of the Canadian population. One major

_Esctor that,affectS%%?e level of divorce activity is the

degree of tolerance society has for dlvorce.'"Dlvorce has
LI

‘gone from being socially reprehen51ble to something that is .

:
both acceptable and pormal and even something which

-

»
-

immortalizes othergise very ordinary people" (McKie, et al:,'
1983‘57T 1f divorce is not as scorned as’ it once was, it
follows that d1vorce rates would climb as divorce became

more acceptable behav1our..In the Unlted States, Gllck and

.Norton (1977) conclude that 1mproved status of ethnic -~

minorities, more liberal attitudes of the church, effective
birth control methods, and greater independence for males
and females gees hand in hand with an increasing tolerance

of divorce to end bad marriages. McVey adfs that "...the "

5 televisedlportrayal of economically independent career

. women, the divoreted and w1dowed coping with stress and

, ro~
f1nanc1al hardship, and the varlety of cohabltatlon

combinations indicate the 1ncrea51ng'soc1etal acceptance of

" these living arrangement options (McVey,_1§83:477). In

<

Canada, the trend has been a continuationkof most



traditional maritel<patte?ns, al&éft with.an increasing
tolerance ofﬁdiworce-to end a bad marriage (McKie,,etlal.,
1983}, | ‘

It ghould be hoted that high levels of sepafetion~and RS

desertion were two of Canada's traditional man&gsl patterns

prior to the 1968 Dif;rce Act. an increased tolerance

for divorce as a legal end vi 1e’alternati;e, it follows
that separation and d sertlo leveis would aecline -
proportionately. ?he im tance of legality behind divorce
cannot be Qveremphasized "® couple may consider themselves
to be dlvorced emotionally, economrcally, or soc1ally, but
unt11 the legal channel for dlvorce has, been successfully

navigated, they are not d1vorced in the/eyes of the»law,\and

U’\
thus are»stlll.marrled" (McKie, et al. 1983ﬁ104)ww .
There-afe many studies, in Canada and the/United :

' States, which have analyzed increasing divorce rates and /}

fé%obabilities of divorce for variOus'popuiatipns (Aaams and

Negnur, 1981; Dumas, 1985; Glick and Norton, 1975; Glick and
Norton, 1971;_§rishnan, 1931% Krishnan_and Rowe, 1980; Laing
ana Krishnan, 1976; McKie, ef al., 1983; R&bin;eq and McVey,
'158%; and Scheen, 1975). Most studies seem to agree that the
tendency of marrlages to end~in divorce is 1ncreasrng with
Vsucce551ve generations. Between 1967 and 1976 alone divorce
increased from only 13 per—cent to 40 per cent of all"
marriage dissolutions (McKie, et al.? 1983). By 1982,

divdrce accounted for 45.3 per cent of all marital

‘“‘diseolutidns (Statistics Canada, 1982:16,48), but by 1985
N : R - .

<4 e . .‘..

. ® - . .



enly 41.5 per cent of maritel\?issoluéions were divorces ]
(Statistics Canada, 1985:16,48*. With declining divorce
rates, divoree as a brdpértion4&f marital dissolutions has
,deelinedﬁas wvell. - oA I |

Jean Dumas (1985) reports.tgere were 70,436 d1verces in
Canada in 1982. In 1984, there g%ée 65, 172 divorces and
durzng 1985 only 61, 980‘dﬁvorces (Statlstlcs Canada,
1985:16). There were 8,456 fewer dlvorces in 1985 thaﬁ there
" was iﬁ’1982 (S:e Table 1) Canada may Vvery well- have \
sﬁrpassed the 'compreesiondeffect' tﬁEf;thie, et al. (1983)
have referred to. A@ams and ﬁagnhr (1981) report ﬁhat
approximately ene out ofjeve;yufour marriages will end in
diVOrce.‘Therefore, twen;y—fiveuéer cent of-Canadien geﬁples
will divorce if the cureent ‘trends prevail. As eaelyhas
1971, Glick and Norton (1971) reported thet in_the United\’
States close to onefthire (33.3 %) of the whites\aﬁd Sy
one-half (50 %) of the black‘population would eventuelly?
divorce. Thise is quite a contrast between the two countries
especielly if ene considers the two time frames ipvobved..

Canada's relatively hiéh divorce rate remains consjderably

lower than that of the United States.

/

\\ : ) ‘



Table 1 .

Number of Divorces.and DivorégﬁRates

in Canada between 1980 and 1985

- y d

- ‘ _ YEAR
- .

1981 1982 1983 . 1984 1985
Number of 07,671 * 70,436 68,567 65,172 61,980
Divorces. | |

,

Divorce Rate 278.0  285.9  ,275.5

per 100,000
population

Y

Sources: Statistics Canada, Vital Statistics, Vol, II,

Marriage and Divorce, 1981, Table 1.

Statistics Cénada, Vital Statigticé,(Vol. 11,

Marriage and Divorce, 1983, Tabie‘l.

Statistics Canada, Vital Statistics, Vol. II,

Marriage and Divorce, 1985, Table 1.

~

’

 ~ Duration of marriage prior to divorce i also a major
factoriin thé deferminatiqn of divorce probabilities. In-
Canada between 1969fand 1979, one-fifth of the divorcingv
couples had less than Eive years of marxiagerduration.

During the same period, almost f 'ty per cent of the



dlvorcxng coup{;g had m %gglages ghat lasted less than 10

years- (McKie, /et al., In 1971 the Unlted States had

already repor ed -that half of their o;vorces occurred w1th1n
less than eight years after first marriade for their white
ﬂpopylation and oniy slightly over eight years for their
iblabk'populati n (Glick and Norton, 1971) I{ shoulgd be

foted that comparlng populatlons across d1ffere1t time

"perlods can be misleading. The 1ntentlon of doing égfvés to

B

emphasize the apparently dlfiégent stages the two countrles.
. are at in ter@; of hlgh dlvorce act1v1ty f o )
Ate more Canadians and Amerlcans d1vorc1ng soonerltgﬁn
»prév1ous generations and, if so, will. thls trend contmué°
now that divorce rates have been decreasing? The u
compositional characteristics of a divotced popdlation'may
provide explanations as to wﬁ§ certain people opt fot |
divotce and others do not. The similarities of a \\}}
_sub-population provide some theoretioal bégﬁg/féf—thg\ ' .
explanation of marital behaviour. People in different social
positions are likelf to be sooialized'diffetently; havo
contrasting expec:ations of_garriage (Goode,1982), and view
the option of divorce f:om’different'péfspectives. Cartain
economic and social characteristics of the populatior tend
to be associated with higher divorce rates and ‘shorter
durations of flrst marrlage. Educatlonal atta;nment and

employment status are, as a rule, good indicators of

economic well being.

TN



Economic_factors hypothesized to 'cement'

are referred to as income =ffects. Those economic factor
that are hypothe51zed to promote marltal’dlssolutlon arer
refep:ed‘?o XA 1ndependence effects (Mott and Moore,
1983); High earnlngs by the husbanﬁgls an example of an
income effect, whlle the w1fezs high - *ib ial earnings 1is
s

an example of an independence effec. In;q@e and

independénce effects have an oppgosing influence on the

%
-

divorce rate. -

As divorce :étes/égcalated in Cana@a, SOIhad remarriigf/
rates. In Canada, between 1954 and 1964, remarr}ages o
averaged appréxiﬁat;i;:;girteen Egr cent of all marriages
(Schlesinger, 1970). By 1980, remarriages aqcounted fér mote
than one-fourth (26.6 %) of all marriages (Rdbinson and
MCVE%} 1985) . By'1985, remarr}aées accounted for 29.7% of
all marriages (Statistics Canada, Marriages and Divorces,
1985?8). This rapid increase.-in remarriage rates-is a résult
of a 51gn1f1cant shift from widowed to. d1vorced as the
previous marital status of ‘remarriage partners (Roblnson and

'McVey,1985). Théy report that, jn'1961,944.8 per cent of all's
remqrriage partner§_we£e'divorced. By 1980, 83.1 per cent eof

all remarriage partners hac been previously divorced (McVey,

1983). By 1985, divorceé accounted for 86.2 per cent of all

remarriages (Statistics Canada“
Adams and Nagnur (1981) ad etween 1975 and}7507
more than 80 per cent of the divo males and 75 per cent

of the divorced females'wil{Aevéntually remarry. The high

.
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divorce rates followed by high're@arriage rates have had a
dramatic effect on the marital patterns'of Canadians. With
such high remarrlage probabllltles for the dlvorced

populctlon, it would be more 1nformat1ve to 1nvestlgate the

‘tempo of remarrlagk 9ather than the l1ke11hood of remarrlage

(Mott and Moore, 1983). Without, con51der1ng the pace of
remarriage, interpretations of the socioceconomic and

demographio predictors“of remarriage are misleading (Mott *

and Moore,>1983) In order to better understanad remarriage

+

) patterns,vthe soc1oeconom1c and demographlc characteristics

of the populatlon need to be analyzed in terms Jf both the

probablllty of.remarrlage and the speed at which remarriage

B

'_occurs N L

The determinants of the probability and the t1m1ng of

" remarriage have often been cited as the same determinants

_ that lead to divorce. Factors that encourage a person to

divorce are frequently hybothe}ized to be the same factors

that w1ll 1nh1b1t remarriage. Likewise, those factors that
. o »

deter a person from d1vorc1ng ‘will tend to promote a quick

remarﬁlage (Becker, et al., 1977). Social and economic

1ndependence 1ncreases ‘the 1ncent1ve, or ability, to divorce

whlle reduc1ng the likelihood, or need, for remarrlage. Mott

and Moore found tha ...low education, not being employed,

.and =-- to a lesser extent -=- not hav1ngdany children

'appeareto be useful predlctors of early,remarrlage (Mott

and/M@ore, 1983 433).

s \ v ;
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Previous research in Canada analyzed various social and
economic characteristics of the married and the divorced
populations. The degree of influence that these
characteristics have on the duration of marital stages
remains to be‘seen. This study intends to analyze four
variables associated with duration of first marriage and
duratic between first and second marriages for the di&or:ed-
popﬁlation; (1) educational attainmenf, (2) classification
of employment, (3) presence or absence of childrerm, and (4)
the region of Canada. The literature review for“each of

.- t

these variables will be discussed separately.

Edpqational Attainmerdt
It is expected that the more education an individual
has tﬁé greater the prospects of obtaining higher‘pggé
employment, Correspondingly, the more.educated male should
be financially secure and better able to-cope with the cost
of child and spousal support, as well as the court fees and
additional living accommodations €hat result from the
degisibn to divorce. Thé more educéted males and females are
expeéted to find divorce a more economically viable option
than their less educated counterparts. It follows that
divérce would be obtained sooner . a marriage if the
individual was finahcially secure. Higher education leads to
higher levels of emotional maturity (Rankin and Maneker,

1985). With emotional maturity there is also an acquired

level of ‘'emotional indepéﬁdence. Higher educational
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attainment leads to gfeater emotional maturity and, thus, .
greater levels ofremotiehal independence. The combination of
greater financial eecurity and greater emotional
independence ie expected_to permit those individuals, who
wadt a divorce, to do so at an.earlier stage of marriage
than those with less security and less independence.
Therefore, indfviduals with high leve;s of education are
expected to divorce sooner than these individuale with less
edueation;

There have been studies in both thenﬂnited States and
Canada which-provide evidence that higher educational
attainment does not have a direct inverse relationship with
divorcing couples' duration of marriage. Thomas Burch
(1985:29) suggests there is a bell-shaped relationship
between education and divorce,'"...with.the lowest per cent
of ever divorced among those with eight or fewer years of
education and among post-secondary graduates." In the United
States, Glick and Norton (1971) euggest that men with
incomplete high scheol or college education tended to
divorce sooner fhgn those men who had completed their’
desired educatlon. This would 1mp1y that it is not the level
of educatlonal attainmeft that influences garly divorce, but
instead a matter of success versus failure in obtaining the
desired level of education. Individuals who withdrew before
completing their education are also expected to dissolve a

marriage sooner and more often than those indfviduals that

complete their education. Males with the lowest probability
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- N .
of divorce, in the first five years of marriage, had either

graduated from college or had only graduated‘fron high
school. Males the did not ftni%h their high schooP or
college education had the highest probability of divorce
during the first five years of narriage (Glick and Norton,'
1971). "Evidently men who continued their schooling until’
they reached their goal of graduating from high school ---or
until they graduated from.college--- had personal and social
character1st1cs that inclined them elther to postpone their
decision to obtaln a divorce while they attempted to keepg o
their marriage intact, Prito decide not to obtain a divorce
at all" (Glick and Norton, 197T§ 315). In 1977, however,
Glick and Norton reported thatfthe divorce level for college )
men had increased considerably and had converged nith the
level for other men (Glick and Norton,’1977). Are high
divorce rates and,shorter durations of marriage ant1c1pated
in the future for the more educated American _male? Equally
as important,,is the guestion of whether Canadian males and
American males have the same marital pattern once
educational attainment has been taken into accountJ
.The-inverse relationship between durati?ﬁgof marriage

and educational attainment may be more evident among wcnen.
.Over the past few decadeslthere has been a dramatic increase
in the level of educational attainment of Canadian women .
Associated with higher education is the greater degreﬂ of
independence for fema}es’withih marriage. As with males,

higher education tends to lead to better employment and
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correspondingly, greater‘financial security. The financial
secufity thathBNéh earn on theipﬁown‘inCreasgs their level

" of« independence and decreases their dependence on spouses.c
With higher education, women are qualified‘ﬁbr more
prestigious and bettef(payfng'employment. They are able to.
’\financially support themselves better than women with less
education and less income. Higher education also may lead to
a greater dégree of confidence for the individual. The more
edgtated female may feel more éonfident about herself and,
thﬁs; more assured that she can both financially and
emotionéll§ stand on hef'owﬁ. Educated women, tﬁerefore, are
in a better position to opt out of a bad marriage énd can do
so as soon as they wish. Maureen Baker (1884) found that |
academic women are more often personally involved in
marriage dissélution;-ln other gprds, higher educated
females tsnd to initiate divorce proceedings more often than
less educated females. ' '

In the United States, Houseknecht and Spanier (1876)
found divqrce rétes to be high among women who had received
a post-bachelor educatlon. Glick and Norton (1577) sdggest
that highly educated women may possess personallty traits
“and a level of career developmeﬂf that conflicts with
harmiﬁious marriage. Women with at leést seventeen years o@i}
completed scheoling were feported to have below average
marital stability. Studies have found a positive
relatlonshlp between educatlon and age at first marrlage, as

4
well as education and the divorce rate. With high educatlon,

G
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postponement of first marriage and high divorce rates; it

4

follows that the duration of marriage would be shorter for

- P
.

the more educated females. -
For males, the factors associated with high divorce

'/pfobabilitiqs are proposed to have the same effect on the
probabilities of remarriage. Those factors associafed.with
duratioﬁ'of first marrigge are also éroposed to be
positivély associatéd with duration of divorce. Hiéher

g'education is pfopésed to be inversely associated with
.duration of first Marriage, and inversely associated with
duration of divorce.'Howeverk'in the United States, Glick
and Norton (1971) found that males with high school

e—

gradpation were remarrying after divorce at a greater rate

than males with incomplete hizh school or incomplete college .

education. This would imply that remarriage rates teiF to be

‘more dependent upon whether the individual has completed his

desired level of education rather than on the_actual level -

of education attained.
For females, educatipnal factors associated with high

<

divorce probabilities are proposed to have an inverse effect

* on the probabilities of remarriage. Those factors associated

B}

A
with duration of first marriage are also proposed to be

inversely associated ﬁithiébration.of.divoyce. Mott and
Moore (1983) found that a whiég'woman's'higher‘éﬁucation
attainment was strongl& assoéﬁateq with below'dverage
probabilities of remhrfiage. The United States': Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare reports that the

\

N
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probabilities of remarriage "...show a consistent
relationship Wlth educatlonal attainment at all durations of
divorce: the greater the educat10na1 attainment, the %ower |
the probability‘hf having remarrled"'(Grady, 1980:8). The
United StaQES Government also reports that after one -year of
divorce, women with less than 12 -years of educatlon were
about twice as.likely to have remarried as/fﬁbse with more
than 12 years. For ‘the first f1ve years of divorce, the more
educated females have hlgher remarrlage probabllltles than
the less educated females (Grady, 1980). The same study
reports that although "...the differencEE\are/nog\
.'statistically significa®kt, the median number of years to
‘remarriage was 2 years tor women with less than 12 years of
education compared with more than % years for women with
more than 12 years of education” (Grady, 1980:8). Mott and :
Moore (1983) claim that higher educated women tend to
/“\attract a h;gher wage in the job market and,” thus, are more
likely to earn a wage that will enable them to support -
" themselves and,remain divorced. \\
| Higher:education leadlng to greater f1nanc1al and
emotional independence makes remarrlage‘anzoptlon;'not a
necessity.’ Women who can survive on-their own WIthOUt
spousal support rieed not hasten remarriage and, hence, are
expected‘to remain divorced longer than the more dependent
women. Less independent'women may find their options more

.limited and the optign of remarriage more.of a necessity.

1 ’ P
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Employment Status

As with educational attainmént, it is expectéd:thap
white coilar'ﬁbrkers are mare financially secufe'than biue "
collar workers‘and, thus, Sette; able to afford the costs of
,divorce.,Thomas’(1967) notes that divorces are expensive
(ie., court fees, alimony,vegc.)‘and, correspondingly, may
help e%plainfwhy relatively more people divorce during
period§s of Bh;iness prospérity. William Goode adds that
"...the correlation of diverce with prosperity does‘not mean
that fapilieézare less haopy during prosgerity, or more
‘ conténted during a depressiﬂn. InStead'the cost of divorce
. itself and the‘still gregter‘cost of establishing new
households prevent people from breéking up houéehoLds during
hard times" (Goode, 1982:154), It would follow that an |
indi§idual's prosperity would have a direct relationship
with the probahility of divorce. Yr onie- words, the 'more
affluent an individual is, the lesc liv~ly he or she will
consider the costs of divorce ;n overbearing financial
burden. ‘ o T

With higher incomes, white collar workers are expected
to have greaterbfihgncial inaependence and, qorreépondingiy,
duration of first marriage is éxpecfed to be.sﬁorter for
white collar wofiers than for blue cagllar workers. Goode
(1982), Glick and Nof ton (1971) have found empirical
evidence which negateé this hypothesis. They‘brovide : .

.evi@ence that, in the United States, divorce was more common

among the lower social strat?. Goode (1982) argues that the
. ) :

L
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perception of high alimony and child support péxmeqts is

L vy . . . . ea . .
enough to deter man{ high income individuals from divorcing.
Y

Glle and Norton (1971) conclude that poor men tended-to

postpone divorce, but men who) had taken the most time to
divorce were in the highe income group. Kitson and
Raschke, however, found that while those of lower

-

socioeconomic dtatus ".. still account fos more“of the

divorces, the percentage increase in divorce is. greatér

among higher status groups” (Kltson and Raschke, 1983:161).
The increase in divorce among the higher status groups may
be. a reflection of more liberal divorce legislation (i.e.,

less advocacy in divorce jurisprudence). In Canada, however,

Peters (°J76) found inconclusive evidence to support the

‘argument that .income¥is inversely related to the divorce

‘
-

rate.

-

X There have been numerous studies in Canada and the

Uq}ted States that analyze the association betwgen divorce
rates and labour force participation; The inoreasing role of
females in the labour force has changed the marital
behav1our of both Canadian and American women. Only a few

decades ago most women not support themselves thhout a

husband's income because of the few employment opportunities

- available to them albeit for domeéstic service (Goode, 1982) .

Since most of these women had no income of their own, they
rarely considereqd divorce as a viable.alﬁernative to an
unhappy marriage. They instead tended to remain married and

entirely dependent upon their:husbands for financial
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support. However, times have changed and women are becoming
increasingly more involved in the labouf force.

. Margrit Eichler (1983) reports that in 1979 the
majority of Canadian wives between the ages twenty and-
sixtf—four were actively involved in the labour force. "One
of the most striking social trends of the century is the
progressive influx of married women into the labour ferce"
(Moen, 1983:397). "This is an unprecedented shift'in whe
economic structure of éenadian famfiies:fpom a breadwinner
family to 5 two-earner femily"’(Eichler, 1982:44-45). The
two-provider family is becoming the norm and the breadwinner

, )
family less evident. Eichler contends that increased labour

ae o
R

) . I3 . . "l‘ 3 :
- force participation by»married women may very well !

cohtribute’to the rapiﬁfincreaSe in the number and rate of

N

.Givorces..

.

wh%issolutlon becomes more affordable"
y 'ﬁ§g@5nd Spltze (1980) suggest that employed
.', Q

o
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have takeniin the new role of breadw1nner, the husband has
not increa,ed his contribution to the household" (Baker,
3’,

1984 2£:¢

‘v“))

’;4ntually spouses will become less dependent upon one

'%ggkr because they will both be earning an income (Goode,
)

. Eichler (1983) believes that eventually the financial

mﬁiity marriages that will be ma;ntained through '‘mutual .

‘»love and not through financial dependence. Until this
occurs, howe%ﬁr, unsatisféctory marriages need noE remain
intact for.the sole reason of financial security if both
spouses earnf;n adequate income. Spouses with separate
-incomes will Bave_some degree-of economic independence.

"Cross-cultural ethnographic and demographic studies support

v

‘the view that greeter gender equality and economic
i@dependence play rozes in the increase in divorce" (Kitson,
and ﬁaschke, 1983:159). The degree of economic indepenoence
is dependent upon the level of the individual's income.
ngher levels of financial 1ndependence that result from
h1gher 1ncomes will more readlly allow the 1nd1v1dual to
divorce., In the study oy Ranken and Maneker (1985),,d1vorce
rates were founo to be high ‘among nomen with high employment

earnings. Financially independent women were more confident

that they could survive on their own outside the context of
H i

| b L

marriage.

It would therefore seem reasonable to expect that white

collar workers would be in a better position to divorce, if

~
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they so desired, than blue collar workérs. The costé of

divorce and the costs of survival after divorce would be
less of a burden on white collar workers than on the less
financially secure blue collar workers.
| Employment prospe-:s and financial sécurity are also
Important factors involved in a diéoréed~individual's
decision to remarry. The factors involved in the decision to
divorce aré proposed to hasten' the decision for males to
remarr&, buf delay the decision ﬁPr females to remarry.

The reﬁarriége behaviour of males may be  fluenced by
both financial stability and the need for- housei.old |
4main£;nance. on the one haﬁa, divorced males who are payiné =
‘alimony and/or child support. froﬁ the previ0uslmarriage may
find a second hougehold tdb financially burdehsame to
handle. Tﬁe more income an individual earns, the more likel{

he will be able to financially support the two household T

units and, thus, the greater :the prospects are for

better economic position to conider the prospects of
: : R '

& Coan : , .
remarriage. These males havecmore flexibility in selecting a

second ‘mate. In other words, the éecpnd spouse need not
necessarily “be financially secure.in her own right and,
thus,‘may provide the duties of Ezusehold maintenance
previously provided by -he husband's first spouse. With
alimeny ahd_child support payments, a éivorced male may be

limited to selecting a second mate that will not be an

g
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- additional financial.burden. The more financially secﬁre
white collar males are e£be¢ted to consider a‘sécond famify
less of a burden than blue collaﬁ males. It is proposed that
males with high émploymenf status will have shorter
durations of_bofh first marriage and divorce thaﬁ males with
low employment status. |

The remarriage patterns of women are also expected to
be associated with financial peed. In the UnlterStates,i “”
welfare recipients were found to have a remarrlage rate ﬁ"? .

B AR
threg tlmes greater than non-welfare recipients (Bahnf i;iﬁbm‘
1979). As the income for divorced women increases, the nezd
to remarry declines, Mott and Moore (1983) found that
non-working women were most likely to have rema;ried during
the first’year after divorce. "In contfast, those women who
were working full time and were satisfied with their
employment were well below average in theirvfirst—year
remarriage propensities" (Mott and Moore, 1983:481).
flincreased participation of females in the labodr.forcevhas
eased their economic dependency and, correspondingly;
decreased the necessity of remarriage. Increasing labour
force participétibn is associated with‘greater econémic
independence and, hence, lower probabilities ofé;emarriage.
It wou%d seem logical to expect white collar females, with
greater economic independence, to delay or even forego
remarriage more so‘than'blue coliar females.

. Mott and Mooré (1983) caution that remarriage and

economic independence can function complements rather
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than substitutes. "From such a[perspective there is no
reason to assume that a career‘women has any less desire to

be married than one oriented toward becoming or remaining a

housewife” (Mott and Moore, 1983:428). Jessie Bernard (1956)
. ~ : s v
adds that the need for financial support is only one reason

~

why individuals wish to remarry. Bernard suggests that

i

persbnal soc1a1.gnd psychologlcal factors such as love,

llonellness, and stablllty all contribute to the desire for

~

remarriage. Except possibly for stability, most of these
personal, social and psychological factoré‘can be fulfilled
in felationships that»do not necessérily result in 
remarriage. Remarriage rates and duration of divorce,
therefore, are expected to be associated with the finapcial

independence acquired from the ‘female's emﬁloyment status.

Presencé of Children

The'pfeéencé of dependent children is expected to delay
dir e and in'séme cases, suppress the occurrence
altogether. Divorce has long been considered harmful to
children. For this reason many unhappy coupies may stay

'together for the 'good of the children’ (van Zanten and van

sden Brink, 1938; Elliott_ahd Merrill, 1934; Burgess énd

Wallin, 1953; and Levinger, 1965). Burgess and Wallin (1953)
ﬁdd that the economic burden,of children is multiplied if
the‘pareﬁts divorce. This extra financial burden may irhibit

many couples from divorcing. Cherlin (1977) concludes that N
the presence of dependent chiidren confines many moathers to
. ! e N u .

.
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the hdme for child care and, thus, hinders many women from
participating in_the labour‘force Child care often prevents
mothers-from gaining any financial ind adence. Without
»financial autonomy, women are dependent upon their husbands
for support and, /hence, lessvwilling to consider divorce-a
‘viable alternative. It has also been suggested that parents
hayve ' genuine bonds with' and affection towards' their
children and may consider divorce as a serious detri.ment to
the affectual relationship (Burgess and Wallin, 1953,
Elliott and'Merrill, 1934). Finally, it haskbeen
‘hypothesized thatochildren may increase marital satisfaction
and, thereby, promote marital stability (Marshall énd May,
1932;-Elliott and‘Merrill,_l934, van Zanten and’ v?n den
Brink, 1938; Nimkoff 1947- and Thornton, 1977). Whatever
the reasons may be, it appears that the presence of children
does deter divorce and may prolong unhappy first marriages.

- In the United'States, Rankin.and ﬁaneker (1985) found
¢hat fifty per cent of”the couples with no children‘divorced
within five years of marriage, compared to slightly over
twelve perﬂcent.of.the couples with children divorced during
the same period. They also suggest that presence of children
is associated with lonéeroduration (five years-or more) of
first marriage ‘They conclude that presence of children does
appear to postpone leOfCi Bumpass and Sweet (19?2) found
'divorce rates to be high among childless women. Thornton
(1977) found that white couples with children consistently

’“had lower-dissolution rates than nhite couples with no

Y

o
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children. Cohen and Sweet (19f4) suggest that unhappy
couples with no children are more.prone to divérce than
couples with several childreﬁ. Albrecht and *unx (1980)
found that amongdthe perceived barriers to divorce, children
ranked Qecond only to no financial support. Cherlin (1977)
concluded that divorce and separation‘were moderatelyilower
forcébub}es‘with cﬁildren than for couples with‘no children.
Finally, Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) found that divorcing
coupleé with chi}dreﬁ had an eleven year average duration of
marriage, w%ereég'the Americéh national average duration of
marriége‘was oﬁiy seven years prior to divorce. They i
~concluded thét Fhé diffefential may be accounted for by the ’
presence of children. In Canada_ﬁéKie,.et~al. (1983:96)
found that "... when the duration of marriage was less than.
five years, two-thirds of the_toupleg had no dependent
children. Even when the duration of margiage was 5 to 9.9
years, 41.5 % of the couples had noqdependent éhildren." It
éhouid be noted that these percentages are based‘on all
marriéges ending in divorce and, hence, do not differentiate
befween first and subsequent marriages. ”»

There are studies that do not support the generai
hypotheses that children prolong bad marriages. Albrecht and
Kunx (1980) found that children ranked sixth out of a list
"of fourteen items that lead to divorce; Thornton (1?77)_

found'empirical evidence thch suggeg}s that marital

satisfaction decreases with the presence of children. Such

 evidence should "...caution against ignoring the possibility
R g '

£
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" that children may create conflict, intensify existing
conflict, or decrease en}oyable marital interaction. Indeed,
these ¢onsiderations éuggesu that thevindirect causal impact
of children upon marltal satisfaction may be negatlve rather
than positive" (Thornton, 1977:532). Thornton also suggests

“that the discord which produces dissolution also produces
childlessness and, thus,-the decision to divorce may have
little bearing on the presence or absence of children.
Marital discord may cau;e couples to consciously or
unconsciously restrict their fertility, rather than
fertility having a direct effect upon mariﬁal-discord (Cohen

a

and Sweet, 1974). "Studies-pave also revealed that children
who have grown up in h&mes whefe parents avoid divorce but
continue4fighting have more emotional problems ¢than those
who expe;ience a divorce" (Goode, 1982:167). As parents
beComé more aware that divprce may be -less traumatic on
their children than living Qithin an unhappy marital
environment, they may be more inclined to seek divorce as a
solution to gpe mérital discord. Goode (1982) concludes that
while pqrenté are concermed about th® effect that ~“ivorce
will have on their children, very few of them will aecide to .
'remain miserable and mér;ied. ,

Whether children add to marital satisfaction or marbta}
.aissatisfaction is of seéondary importance in this analysis.
-What is of primary imﬁcrtance is whether children can still

be seen as a barrier to divorce regardless of the reasons -

~why. Do more Canadian families prefer to forego, or at least
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delay, divorce when children are present? Does childlessness
permit unhappy couples easier access to divorce as a final

solution to their marital discord?

According to Brandwein, et al. (15%4) dipgrce by
American couples with.children is a fapldly increasiné
thenomenon. The same phenomenon'appears to be taking place
in Canada. There "... has been a gradual increase in.the
percentage of divorces involving children and this 1is likely
to continue: Fifty-seven ;e;\cent of all divorces in {973
involved dependent children" (Peters, 1976:347). Peters
reported thatr this was an inctease of two pen:cent‘in jcst
three years. McKie, et al (1983) report that 51, 7 per cent

of all divorces occurrfng between 269 and «977 1nvolved “

RV

@ependent chlldren.\ T i figwﬂ

N

Are children now to be conside:ed'less of A deterrent
to d1vorce7 Has the tolerance of divorce increased to the»
degree where lone parentlng and the p0551b111ty of blended
families are ‘more acceptable than 1n€act but unsatlsfvlng
first marriages? If so, it would be expected that the
dlvorce rates and first marriac: duratlons for couples w1th
children will eventually resemble the rates and durations of
childless cobples. Presently, thegetﬂ‘it'is‘hypothesized
that the presence of dependenu\childten“is still somewhg} of
a deterrent to divorce. }‘l

*Following divofbe; custodial?fightsfof any dependent
children are usually given to thewmother. In the United

. ¥ o
States_as“early as 1968, it was found that family

SL'

o
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respon51b111ty for male-headed lone parent famllles was.not
as common as that for females, but the numbers remained
appreciable (Spiegelman, 1968). However, Spiegelman did note
that male-headed lone parent famtlies were mostly separated
) . .
or had the mother absent for reasons other than divorce. To
a much lesser extent were divorced‘malesifound to be heads
of 1ene parent families. Overwhelmingly women still tend to
be given tustodfal rights over_their children and,ihence,
are more likely to be heads of lone parent families. In

1970, over eighty-five per cent of lone parent‘families were

‘heaﬁﬁd by women (Brandwein, et al., 1974). In Canada, the

‘fépereentage of females heading lone parent families is also’

sigmjficantly high. In 1981, fe ales headed 82.6 per cent of
afl lone parent iamllles (Statistics Canada, 1981 Census of
Canada). It would be reasonable to assume that the presence
of chlldren is mofe of a concern to women than for men, in
regards ‘to the prospect of remarriage. A e B
-Chlldren can be both a>deterrent and anstimulant to

remarrlage. Prospectlve mates have to be w1111ng to assume °

) 1ncreased affectional and economic rbsponsxbllltles oi\g'
onalile

~jready—made family; Unfamiliar ‘role models and questi

authdritx figures found in blended famiiies can only add to

- the tension and hesitation in entering such a relationship.

,'F

Many prospectlve mates may feel that the added .

4

L respon51b111ty of children is too much of a deterrent td

?

.remarrlage.‘As Becker,,et\al. (1977) suggest, the presence

\

of children is a deterreng\to remarriage because a child

N

»
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increases the woman 'S cost of time spent 1n search of a
prospective’ mate. On the other hand, dependént chlldren
often make remarriage a necessity and not an option.’
Non-working mothers.may need instant financial s rt ..
following a divorce. Working ~.others wishing toiépend more
time in the home tending to‘their children may prefer a
remarriage Sppported by a Eusband's“income.'"The combination

of child and job responsibilities means that lone parent

women have a Wisproporfionately heavy burden to bear (Pool
and Moore, 1986:42). . \\\. |
\, , : .

Raising children can be very expensive and having-a
two-income family'may be seen as a necessity for eurvival.
DiVorced‘&Qmen with ohildren are expected to view the
prospects of remarrlage in higher esteem than the dlvorced
.but childless women, Women with chlldren are expected to

~conider remarriage a financial adVantage if not a
necessity. Goode (1982 164) clalms that children
themselvés are likely to suggest to thelr parent that he
or she should remarry."” Women without“children are expectedn
tb con51der remarriage an optlon that is less dependent upon
‘financial securlty Correspondlngly, women with ch1ldren are
expected to have shorter drratlons of divorce than chlldlessa:'
womeﬁ ;

~ In a study conducted by Mott and Moore (1983) tﬁe

presence of chlldren was found to be a statlstf%ally

et

insignificant predictor of remarriage. Although they d1d
I3 P

-find a nonsignificant pattern of mothers haV1ng cohsxstently

)



lower reharriage pfobabilitigs than childleés women. It)
should be noted that in 1980 the United States' Department
of Health Educatlon, and Welfare reported that the number
.of ch1ldren present had little influence on the probablllty
of a woman remarrying durlng the flrst five years of divorce
(Grady, 1980). The presence of chlldren is expected to

I

hasten remarriage. S

Region | ; l

ﬁ There are variations in the employment prospects,
standards of‘living, governmental programsﬁ.social and .legal
histcsy; ethnic composition, religious compositicn,
migratiehvpatterqs; age distributioh, and tolerance of
divorce across the regions of Canada. Each of these
characteristiis may indeed influence the duration of
marriage and’divorce withih the region. It is expected that
divorce will be more acceptable and/or affordable in certain
regions than in others, Hence,‘durations of fdrit marriage
and durations between first and second marriage would vary

_ by region. Each region's population composition and
character, as weil as econcmic well-being will influence the
region's duration of first,manriaée&and divorce.

McVey'and Robinmson (1981:364) suggest that compared to
separatiqn,.divorce ".f}may hefa more viable outcome of
disrupted marriages for younQer populations in proyinces
where economic'independenée can be realized more easily.”
Areas with more gconomic opportunities availahle'to women

&
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will have higher divorce rates (Makabe, 1980). Regions that
provide opportunities for women to earnban income and to
develop financial independence are also ekpected to have

. higher divorce rates.

s ﬁegions have.varying age distributions mainly becaﬁse
of migration patterns (Dumas, 1985). The opportunities of

economic development have made some provinces morQ\

L . 3 . . .
attractive to migrants than provinces with fewer

opportunities (Kalbach and McVey, 1979).-"Provinces havidg a
large numbef of migrants in their populations are
characterized by a lower'degreé’of social integration. and
may have fewer effective social sanctions against divofce.
Thus, the social cost attached to divorcé in these areas is
lower, which isAreflected in higher dibofce rates"'(Makabe,w
1980:176). frovato (1986) found interprovincial migration to
be pbéitively aSsoc%ated with the divorce rate of the ﬁ
receiving;pxovinces; Similarly the American divorce rates
wekf founa-to be high in.states with high }n-migration rateé
(Fenélone,‘lg;H). : ”
patterns of a westward migration appear in ﬁoth the

"United States and in Canada. Both éountries‘havé witnessed a
“development ©of their western regions. These deveioping areas
.reflect a-a difference in attitudes and values and
"...something of a frontier tradition liﬁgers in ;hé west
characterized bj rootlessness and laék o{ cogiorhity, which

are conducive to high divorce rates" (Kephart, 1966; Leslie,

1976; Ogbufn and Nimkoff,1955). In the United States, Pang -
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and Hanson (1968) found that ‘the age dlstrlbutlon of the
populatlon varied and that the younger and more
divorce-prone population was found in the western states.
Makabe (1980) found that Canada, with the exception of
Saskatchewan was similar to the United States in that the
eastern prov1nces in general had lower dlvorce rates than
the western prov1nces. McKle, Prentlce,.and Reed (1883)
report that in@1978 the crude divorce rates tend to rise as
one moves westward. Saskatchewan with its high percentage of
rural resjdents’is an exception to the rule.

Another pattern of mlgratlon found in Canada and the

United States is that from the rural areas to the urban
areas. The young and more divorce—prone segment of the rnral
populations are migrating to the more economically
prosperous urban centres. Divorced persons are
o

over-fepresented in urban areas and under-represented in:
.rural areas (Glick, 1963 and Ginglga, 1956). It wQuld seem
reasonable to expect that'regions with large in-migration,
greater economic opportunities, and high urbanization will
also have high divorce rates. |

. In Canada,-there is a trend towafd an increasing number
of divorces ogcurring in the first ten years of marriage.
After ten years, the number of divorces tends to decline
(Peters; 1976). Areas with high divorce rates are also

experiencing shorter durations of first marriage prior to

divorce.
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The’Atlantic Provinces (with the .exception of Nova
Scotig)'have relativelyilow divorce rates. In f985 )
Newfoundlénd‘had 96.6 divorces, New Brunswick had ]89.3
divonqés, Prince Edward Island had 167,6”divorcesh and‘NSQa
Scotia had 265.4 divorces per 100,000 population (StatiSﬁics
Canada, 1%85:16-17). McKie, et al. (1983) suggest thatbtﬁéA
low S}vorce rates are a result-of the gf?at out—migrat-ionlof.~
the very young which often tend to be tﬁ? most susceptible‘

to divorée”,They'add that ﬁhe Atlantic Pépvinces are more
economicaliy dépfessed than the re¢t.of C;pédé and this
factor may be associated with lower divorcé\rates. Makabe
(1980) states that Newfoundlahd has ﬁiwayé ﬁéd low divorce“
rates since joining Confederapionl he Atlantic Provinces
hgi%fﬁitnessed a larger and sléwer shift in: the atfitudesgi
and behaviour initiated by the Divorce Act of 1968 (McKie,
et al., 1983). The Atlantic Provinces are very traditional -
in attitudes and behaviour and adaptations made (i.e.,
greatef tolgrance‘for divorce) will take longer periodé of
time than in less traditional regioﬂs, Burch_(1§85) adds
tﬁét the Aélantic Provinces, characterized by more
traditional roles for wdhen, have betow'average proportions
of women wd}king outside the home. With less female
participation in the labour force there will be less
financial indéﬁendence for thé females and, correspondingly,’

-~

lower divorce rates. Combined with the isolation and large

[y

rural population found in»Newfouhdland, it is not surprising

that the divorce rates remain low. -
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Similarly, traditional roles will lead to a lower
femalé/employment rate 1n the prov1nce of Quebec. However,’
other factors tend to be more domlnant in Quebec. The
dominance of the Catholic Church and the complicated
legalities preceding diyorce are two faqﬁprs that strongly
influenced @mebec's marital behaviour. Fellowing the Divorce
Act of 1968 "...the demand fior divorce exploded, suddenly
released from the restrictions of the law and also a direct
result St tge leosening of the tight grip of the religiodus

tablishment which had hitherto so severely coloured the

»

sbclal view of divorce" (McKie, et al., 1983:81). Divorce

Pt PO
ik

wag now more easily attain Bnd more socially acceptable.

It is expected that in areas of high Catholic

concentratio'with,,e traditional and'f;.eligious views on

nan

57
divorce, the divoj
§57

ﬁ982:160) argues that ".. although

t

the United States; é&?'ﬂ
religious commitment may affect divorce rates, there is no
evidence that peoble who are more devout havevmofe
harmonious marriages. They are simply less likely to break
up the marriage bpcause of their conélicts." Goode cautions
‘that "...although religious affiliation seems to have some
effect on divorce rates, it 1s not clear just how religious
beliefs contribute to thefe differences, because the
doctrinesg of most U.S. religious systems are set to some
extent against divorce\afyway" (Goode, 1982:159).

The more liberal pdlicies of the Catholic Church

towards divorce have at minimum increased the tolerance of-

A
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' divorce and have resulted in increased divorce rates for the
province of Quebec. The diQorce rate in Quebec reached a |
high of 298.1 divorées per 100,000 pépﬁlation in 1981
(Statistics Canédé, 1981:16), but by 1985, Quebec's rate had
declined to 240.3 divorces per 100,000 ppbulétion
(Statisfigs Canada, 1985:16). Whetheg Quebec's divorce rate
will incregse in the future is _dependent upon whether the .
& catholic Church furtheg;incfeases its tolerance of divorce:y
| Between 1969 ana 1979, Ontagio had the highest number
" of divorces (Mckie, et al., 1983). This is more of a :
reflection of Ontario's large population tban it is of their
more liberal attitudes toward divorce. While the number of
‘divorces may be high, the divorce ratéé (controlled by
popul;tion size) are }ound to be modérately posi}iongd

li

‘between the two extremes of the east aﬁ:gyest. In 1982, the

> A A

divorce rate for Ontario peaked at 2 7% divorces per

100,000 population (Statistics Canada, +1982:17), but by

© 1985, the raté had declined to a moderate 230.0 divorces per
100,600_population (Statistics Canada, 1985:17). One
possible explanation for Ontario's moderate divorce rate is
that its in-migration is strongly influenped by migrants
from Qﬁebec and the Atiantic Provinces. These migrants may
retain their ethnic, feligious, and traditional ?ttitbdes of

,divqrce while residing in the province' of Ontarid. Ansther

-fexplanation may beAtHat the population éf Ontario is more

diverse in regards to religious affiliation and adherence.

‘dlong-with this ethnic/religious diversity, is a more equal
v *

P
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balance between those in \favour of divorce practices and
those opposed. Finally, the possibility of Ontario's large

Qﬁt-migration offsetting ifs large in-migration may be

- |
reflected in its more modesinte divorqe rate.

In the Prairies (with the exception of Saskatchewan)

the divorce rates tend to be relatively high. In 1985

| Manitoba had 216.3_divorces, Saskatchewan had 189.0, and

Alberta had 344.9 divérces per 100,000 population
(Statistics Canada, 1985:17). One possible explanation for
the moderate to high divogcé rates found in.the Prairie
Provinces is the higﬁbric east-west migrag{gn pattern shown
in Canada. The young'and divorce-proﬁ% migrants searching
for employment were settling ih the West. Saskatchewan being
a=highiy rural province does not have the great in-migration
experiencégsby Manitoba and especially by Alberta. By the

same token, Saskatchewan has had a history of large

out-migration and a significant portion of its young

A
kY

population settled in the provinces of Alberta and Manitoba.
As early as 1975 "... Algerta had the highest crude divorce
rate in the country‘(309.7), followed clesely by Br%tish
Colummbia (306.6) This rate may be associated with the
rapidity of social change in Alberta since the beginning of
its ¢il boom" (Mckie, et al., 1983;82). In 1971 the divorce
rates for the two most western provinces were seven times
greater than the divorce rate for Newfoundland.

McKie, et al. (1983:82) suggest that "...historically,

Alberta courts have been progressive forerunners in the

LN
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interpretation of the Divorce Act." With a more obliging
interpretation of the Act, répid economic prosperity,

' . . . . ' . o . .
tremendous in-migration, ethnic and religious diversity, as

well as escalating urbanization, it is not surprising that

- Alberta has had such high divorce rates. Unfortunately,

Alberta's economic boom did not last. In recent years,

4 ~
Alberta has witn@ssed a large out-migration of its .young
populatior.,, as employment prospects are perceived to be

better in other parts of the country. How much of an effect

this out- mlgratlon will have on the dlvorce rate remains to

I

L
be seen. However, it is expected that the d1vorce rate will

decline at least until the next economic boom.

‘/ Brltlsh Columbla, as already stated, had the second

Zhlghest dlvorce rate in 1975, By 1878 BrltISh Columbia -had’

7

~“the highest diyorce rate in Canada (326.7), but by 1985

British Columbia's divorce rate (288.0) was once again below
9 .

" hlberta's rate (344.9) (Statistics Canada, 1985:17). British

_Cdlumbia‘s large in-migration may be strongly resppnsible,
for its high divorce rates. Since British Columbia is the
last stop on an east-west migration it should not be
surprising that the provincé maintains a large in—mig;atibn. .
Both economic prospects and a pleasant climate attract many
divorce-prone young migrants to British Columbia.

In summary, 3%3 regions of Canada are expected to.have
varying rstes,of divorce and varying durations of first
marriage. The differing social, political, and eqonomic

g

characteristics of a region have an effect on the region's’

-



divorée rate. With‘éhanges‘in the étonomie;)and social
behayioﬁr of each region, there will,likel§ be a chénges in
the reglonal dlvorce rate. ‘

Remarriage rates are also expected to vary across the
regions ofﬁianada. In‘contragt to that found in the United
Sgétes:'divgrce "o Pgmains, for Canadian adults overall, a
minoriﬁy experience. Only .about one in 10 of ever-marcried
Canadian males and about one in eight of ever-married |
Canadiah females have had e‘Iegal mat:iagezénd in divorceﬁ
(Burch, 1985:11). Burch (1985:11) further states that in ..

.view of ‘the publicity given to high divorce and

- 3
remarridge rates in‘recent years, .it may come as something

of a surprise to find that only a small m1nor1ty of adult

Canadlans have ever been remarried, 1nlfact only about 5% or.

N

oné in 20Q"vMéidtaining relatively high divorce rates will .
preserve the flow of individuals eligible f%r remartiage.

‘ Kuzel and Krishnan (1973) found that, whether divorced.
or widowed, males»haa high femérriége probabiljéié% till
about the agegof forty, after which the probabilitie;'beg%n
to decDine. They further found that after age fq;ty,
widowegs maintained their‘high reharriage probabilities. The
probabilitieé 6f women remarrying was found to be |
considerably lower than for widowed or divorced men
regardless.of_age ggodp. Baker k1984) suggests'that women
have lower remarriage.prabébilities-because they dre

ch0051ng from a declining pool of older men' and have 1';J}fe»w

-structural opportunltles to re-enter marrlage.vHowever,

BN
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once divorced, the probabilities of remarriage for both

Canadian men and women remain relatively high. Adams and

Nagnur (1981) found that more than eighty per cent of the

divorced males and seventy-five per cent of the divorced

-

‘females will eventually remarry.

o

ﬂy““v - In regards to the duration of divorce prior to

1§fv Zemarriage, Kuzel and Krishnan (1973) found that women

‘remained divorced longer than men. Those individuals that do
temarry ténd“to do so relatively soon after their first |
divorce. In.the United States, one-fourth of these °
individuals remarry w1th1n one year, one-half within three
years, and three- fourths within nine years (Glick and
Norton, 1971). For women, the rates tended to be lower. In
' 6 .

1982, Bachrach and Horn (1985) reported that only seven per
cent of divorced and wiéowed women remarried in less than
one year, thirty—five per cent in less than threeiyears; and
about forty-eight per cent in‘less than five yeérs:

In Canada, it is expected that‘the provinces with low
divorce rates will also have low remarriage rates. Petefs:
(1976) points out that Quebec in 1973 was an exception

1 because the province had a moderate divorce rate but a low
remarriage rate. Those provinces with high divorce rates
(i.e., Alberta and British Columbia) are expected to have
high remarriage rates as well. ]

As stated earlier, divprced pérsons are more migratory

. _ .
~than the married, thus, areas with a large in-migration will

attract large numbers of ever-divorced individuals (Burch,



(

42
¢

1985) . Burch suggests that the prggortion of ever-divorced
persons in Quebec and the Atlantic Provinces may be X
partially explalned by 1nterprov1nc1al migration. Divorced
.persons, part1cularly 1f they wish to remarry, move tc;K
a;eas where the social acceptance of divorce may be hlgher
(Burch, 1985:29). With greater adherance to reiigious and

tradltlonal values, Quebec and the Atlantic Provinces have

"less tolerance forkdivorce than other regions and, hence,

are likely to attract fewer divorced ﬁigrants. Areas with .
greater tolerance for divorce will attract a larger portion

- \)
of the divorced populatic i: will have more indiwidualg
D U o -

eligible for remarriage; and thus, will have higher-

remarriage rates,

In the United States, however, Grady (1980) found that

" there was no consistent relationship between remarriage

srobabilities and geographic region of residence. It‘has

.

further'reported that the "...religion of a woman appears to

"have little relq{ionship to her probability of remarryingl

A

Although Cathollc womeq had con51stently lower probabllltles

of remarrlage at every duration than Protestan(}women no
dlfferences by religion are stéflstlcally 51gn1f1cant"

£

(Grady, 1980:9) . Kuzel and Krishnan (1973) poxnt out*tbab'

,?
9-:-'

remarriage patterns of the widowed an& divgrceq,females is”
diffe:ent in Canada than it is in the Uhited States. With
higher incidence of Catholicism and‘an’unfavourable
dlstrlbutlon of ava:lable partners, Canada' s-fégége

v

remarrlage pattern does not resemble that of the Uﬁlted
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States (Kuzel;énd Krishna?, 1973). Theyaiurther suggest that}
the larger the share of Catholics in<? province, the lower -
the remarriage rate will be. The marital behaviour of the |
Francbphone populaﬁions inJéuebéCAand New Brunswick is
vigorously guided by the Catholic.Church. Umlike the United’
/ states, provinces with strong affiliation to the Catholic ’
Church (i.e., /Quebec and New Brunswick) are expected to haveé
patterns of marital beﬁhviodr that are governed by the #
qiiigines of Cathélicism Since the doctrines of the
Catholic Church remain averse to divorce and eventual
remarriage, regions with ‘heavy concentrations of Catholics
ére expected to have lower divorce and remarriage gates tha-

more religiously diverse regions.

Across the regions of éanada varying degrees of
aivorce, in-migration, economic well being, sex rgtios, &
conCentraﬁions of Catholicism will all have an effect on -he
region's remarriage rate. With‘varying remarriage rates, 't
is aiso expected that the'régions will diffe; as to the
durations of d1vorce prlor to remarriage. |

In summary, it 1s expected that the duration of fkfst,
marriage and duration beggaen first-and second meeriages for
vthe divorced populétion will vary ..cording to educational4'r
attainment, employmentvgtatus, presence or qgsence of
childreﬁ, and'region of Canada. The relative économic

A

independence of f%malés, differentiated. by variqus

[V

classifications, is expected to have a significant i1nfluence
“ on the timing of divorce and remarriage. Likewise, the
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,”relative economic stability of males, differentiated by
varlous clag§1f1cat10ns, is expected to have a 51gn1f1cant
‘1nflaehce on the tempo of their d1vorces and remarr1ages'
after divorce. The methodology employed in the measurement
of these dlffesences is.shown in. chapter two./Chapter three
L prov1des the findings and discussion for the divorce
decrement tables found in Appendix A. Chapter four provides
the flndlngs and dlscu551on for the remarriage \decrements®

tables found in Appendix B. Chapter five entalls final

summary and the conclu%lons der1ved from this analy51sﬂ,

T

g
o Jh



- I11. Methodology | b

Data flor tﬁg analysis are obtained from the Famil; History .
Surv which was a ‘supplement to the 1984 Canadian‘Labomr
Forc " Survey. The family History Survey was qunsored.by the
Housing, Family, and Secial Division“of Statistics Canada.
The intention behind this survey was’to provide historical
data on the major family events of Canadians. Tha Family
History Survey is one of few Canadlan studles that prov1des
\longitudinal data on the formation and dissolution of
marrlages. -

The family‘History study was conducted across Canada
with the exclUsionlof the Territories. All respondents~\
selected for the survey were between eighteen and sixtygfive
years of age, although demograph1c 1nformat10n was collected
‘for all sample household members regardless of age. |

Potential sensitivity of some questions and problems wfth

recollecting dates of marital events were offered as reésqns

why ‘fifteen to seventeen year olds and those over sixty-fiGe.

S

years of "age, respectively, were not considered credible h

<
I'd

respondents. Interviews with respondents were conducted over
the telephone and approximately two per cent of the sampled .
“ population had to be excluded for methodological reasonsr
Persons also omitted from the sample’pepulation includea
armed forces personnel, residents oflIndian reserves,
inmates of institutions, and‘lpreigq diplométs. These
additional exclusions also represented less than two per

cent of the Canadian populat1on. The séﬂ%le population

] P
45
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comprised over. 16,000 individuals-and there was
approximately a 12.7% non-response rate resulting in a final
sample of 14,004 respondents. Marltal hlstory questions were
completed by 11,174 respondents and of these, 8613
respondents reported to be still married and 1, 031
respondents reported to ‘have been divorced from their f1rst
marr;age Of the divorced population, 527 respondents have
_remained divorced and 504 respondents have since remarried.
'The sample population was weighted by province in order to
provide Canadian estinates. The weighting factor is applied
to each record and represents the number of'times.the record '
should be replicated in order to- provide more accurate
'Canadlan populatlon estlmates. Slnce @he survey s sample
population is large, the standard error (measure of the

"~ dispersion of the sampllng distribution) will be negllglble ~

and, hence, is not computed forzthis study.

i

S

This research will focus on all survey respondents that |
.have.been'married at least once. .In this stutly, twoﬂstages e
oflnarital history are analyxzed (i)firsthmarriage and (2) %
first divorce. |

Duration periods of first marriage~were calculated for
two specific populations (1) those individuafs who have
already obtained a separation.and divorce or annulment and
(2) those indiyiduals whose»marriage Eéd hot yet ended.
Tnose individuals who were still separated,.widowed, or had

their marriage end fpr other reasonsv(except divorce) were

not included in the analysis. Separated individuals were

Ups 8 %
IR
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excluded because their marital future 1s Stlll v

indeterminate. Separated individuals may either’ resolye

.their marital differences, eventually divorce, or remain

_ : ) ) \
separated for the rest of their lives. For separated-only

individuals, their marriages_are not intac nor legally:

dissolved. Correspondingly, they should not be included with

the analysis of the-still married or divorced.populatioﬁs.
Widowed individuals have been excluded from the analysis
because these dissolved harriages were involuntary, i.e.,
not a decision of choice Marrlages endlng for other reasons

(except d1vorce) were not 1nc1uded in thlS analy51s because
v

‘ of their indiscriminant nature and relat1vely 1n51gn1f1cant
numbers. Therefore, the following two formulas were used to»

\c (Mculate flrst,marrlage durations.
¢ ]X'\

R

1) .For Those Whom Divorced B -

(year of divorce)- -(year of 1st marriage)= duration

(1984)-(year of 1st marriage)= duration

-

The calcékated duration perlods were categorlzed into single -
b

year 1ntervals (i,e., O- f 3, etc. ) A cexllng of

f: thlrty years has been imposed in order to prov1de a better

u“' . 3

‘comparatlve analy51s between the various sub- populatlons.-

Less than- five per'cent‘of all divorces are excluded by thie,

methodoloéy.' ' :
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. X 9 ) ‘
. Duration periods of first divorce were also calculated
. /

‘for two specific populatiods (1) those indiyiduals who have
remarried since their divorce‘and (2) those individuals who:
were still divbrced at the time'df the 1984 sur?ey._As with
first marriage, individuals who were stili separated,
widowed, or had their’firsg margiage end for‘othe; reasons

(except divorce) were excluded from the analysis. In this

analysis, remarriage is considered to be the only attrition.

-

from the state of divorce. The following two formulas were

c «

. used to calculate the duration of divorce. \

1) For Those Individuals Who Have Remarried
(year of 2nd marriage)-(year of 1st divorce)= duration
‘4. -

N

[

2) For Those Individuals Who Have Not Yet Remarried

]
(1984)-(year of 1st divorce)= duration

The calculated duration period® of divorce were categorized
, ' ‘ €
into single year intervals (i.e., 0-1, 1-2, 2-3, etc.). A

ceiling of ten years has been imposed in order to brovide a
better comﬁeratlve analysis between the varlous ’ ;-%
sub- populatlons. Usually less than f1ve per cent of all
remarriages are excluded by this-methodology.

For each ,of the populationsvﬁdder'analysis"the .
durations oflfirst marriage and f{¥st divorce vere
calculated sepa;ately for malesﬁend'females. The populations
wefe divided into specific categories of educational ”

[

a
»
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attainment, employment statu;( regionkof Canada, and whether
there was a presence or absence of dependent children.

Educational attaifent was assumed to be a fundamental

Proxy for career attainment. High.leuels of education were

expected to lead to high career attainments and, tnus,'high

~ levels of financial s&curity. In terms of educational

" attainment, the populations were categorized into two groups

of analysis (1) those individuals with no post-secondary
education and (2) those“indlviduals with SOmevpost-secondary.
education, a cert1f1cate or diplema, or a unlver&ﬁty degree.
It was assumed that no post secondary education and at least-
some post-secondary education are adequate measurements of
low and ﬁigh‘educationalfattainment respectively. -
Post-secondary education -is assumed to be'obtained for
career-orientated aspirations. It,shouldpbe noted that the
respondents of the Family History Survey were onlyvrequested
to provide their attained level of education as of the
survey date and not at the time of each marital event.
Therefore, at thertime‘of first marriage, divorce,_or second
marriage some individuals had not'yet acquired, their
reported educational attainment. It is assumed that the
characteristics and behaviour patterns: of these individuals
were C nsistent throughout their education.

O’iagfthlrespect to employment ‘status, the populations

N

;*yer analY51s were sub d1v1ded into categorles of white

;nlue collar kers. Whlte collar workers

]
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natural sc1ence, soc1al science, religion,, medicine,
_artistic, and teaching positions. Blue collar wor(ers were
cla551f1ed as 1nd1v1duals employed 1n farming, fishlng,
forestry, m1n1ng processing, machining, fabricating,

)
construction, transportation, materials handling, other

crajts, cleripal, sales, and service positions. The
oqgupationsvc tegorized as white collar employment were
assumed to provide higher earnings than the'OCCUpations
categorized as blue collar employment. Excluded fzom this
p&rtéon‘of the analysis were individuals who had never
worked'before, last worked more than five years'ago or were
permanently unable to work. Respondents to the.Family |
History Survey were only asked to report their current
occupation. Hence,-dt is‘assumed that the‘characteristics
and behav1our patterns of these 1nd1v1duals were consistent
throughout their employment histo;y and at the time of each
maritalgfran51tion. Current ot:upatlon was the only '
1ndicator of employment status aVailable.

In order tooanalyze the durations of firstsmarriage and
first divoree, Canada was sub-diVTded into historical |
geographic regions (1) Atlantic Provinces (2) Quebec (3)
Ontario (4) Prairie Prov1n3§l and (5) British Columbia. The
size of the populations found in the Atlantic‘%nd Prairie
7 Provinces are relatively small in relation to Qn%ario,.

" Quebec, and British Columbia. %%ese proyinces were grouped

together in the traditional manner ’in order to provide

sufficient counts of divorce and remarriage. The Prairie-

[
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‘?!&oVinces include .Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta. The
Id ¥ : .
Atlantic Provinces include Newfoundland, Prince Edward’

y

t

Island, New Brunswick} and Nova Sco}ia; Divorce amf
remarriage rates may vary among the provinces w{thin these
regions, however, due'to their smaller'populgtions their
ﬁarltal behav1our has to be analyzed as a group rather than

1nd1v1dually. The Atlantic Provinces and the Prairie
‘ ‘ e . . he _

13
AN

. e
W)

Provinces were grouped together“for reasons of population

. ‘ e R . Sl
size and not reasons;oﬁ*econom;q?i, pollt1cal, and social

-

homogeneity.
! ) ai 3, } « . p i
@or'the purpose:of analysis, .if ‘has.been assumed that
each region's population is hbmogeneous in nature and that
the region's marital behaviour is a response to all . K
economic, political, and social characteristics present in
that particular region. It is assumed that each reglon is

more homogeneous than the country as 2 whole and thus; o
varlatlons in marltal behaviour is expected across these
reg1ons. |

Presence or absence of dependent chlrdren dur1ng the
first marriage and flrst d1vorce was determlned through thg
follow1ng procedure. Respondents to the Fam11y H1story
Survey reported information on the children. they had raised'
or were ralslng Children were cla<5 fredla; either step
‘children; adopted chlldren or natural cgildreny Tt was
assumed that stepchlldren and adopted’chlldren were more

11kely to cause tension within the: famlly hgusehold and,

thus, add to mar1tal discord than natural ct” "-en. Unlike
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adopted or stepchildren, natural children afe‘hybotﬂesized
to promote family stability and, hence, prolong first |
marriage. Natural children are also exﬁég&gd to hasteg
remarriage. It was with this reasoning that only qgtural and
dependent children were analyzed in“thiér%gudYZ Depeﬁdency
refers to any natural éhild undef nineteen years of age at
the su;vey date (fdr marriages still intact) or the year of
the divorce (for the divorced individuals). It is assumed
that children over :ighteen years of age have completed h
their primary and secondary Usually financed by a parent)
'andtﬁave either entered the labour force or have léft home
in order to further their education. In efther case,
children over eighteen years of age are assumed to be
indepeﬁdent and living outside the respondent's household.

In the analysis of divorce duration, children were

consiQered dependent if they were under nineteen years of =

P
L

age in the year of the survey (for still divorced
ininiduals) or'the year of tﬁe second marriage (for
remérr‘~d individuals). To be copsiderea dependent, a child
must bé_géih under nineteen years of age and phe natural
child df the respondent. The §ear of the survey, divorce,[or

»> 13

iremanriage minus the child's year of birth provides»the age
of the éatUral‘g%ildfat the time of/the event. The
respondent'is thenFELassified as either having the presence
or absence of afﬂleasﬁ_one dependent child at the time of

each ma}ital event. The sex and age of the chili were not

considered to be ctucial for this analysis. Nor was more
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than‘ one dependent child deemed a vital factor in the

further determent of divorce, o ' ’ o A

n‘_‘?' o
For each of the aforementioned sub-populations, thlS
RN

study utlllzed nuptlallty table methodology to measure the 5€°@f

expected time remalnlng for f1rst marriage and first
divorce. Slngle decrement nqptlallty tables were develdped
for first marriages which ended in divorce and divorees
which ended in remarriége. Tables prepared with a single
‘decrement"factor’(i.e., dirorce or remarriage) with no «

N

regards to a mortality factor are termed gross ‘divorce

rd
7

tables and gross remarriage tables. Duration of marriage by
dinéle year intervals-were substituted for the various ages

of the populatlon normally found in life tables. fhese |
sin;le decrement tables provide 1nformﬁtlon on the ;
probability of being exposed to the risk of d1vorce‘or
remarriage at a specified duration and/or_dﬁring the

remainder of the marriage or divorce period.

These tabies are based on nuptiality experience over a
short period of time and, thus, wlll be referred to as
period life tables (Shryock and Slegel, 1976). The perlod
life gable can be considered a 'snapshot' of an individual's
current marital-history.:

When usinglnuptiality table methodology a few major
assumptions have to be made. First of ail, nuptiality tables
are limited by the assﬁmption of popﬁlation hotogeneity.
Nuptiality tables assume that all individuals within the

sub-populations have the same conditional probability of an
R g



event 6ccurring (Teachman, f982). Secondly) it is assumed
that divorce and remarriage rates will remain unchanged in
the fut re. "This assumption -is most likeiy to be challenged
by the leOfCG rate as the more comprehensive grounds for
divorce have been available'only since 1968" (Adams and
WNagnur, 1981:13). Thirdly, it is assumed that the |
'in—migration and\out—migration of a population-will remain
fairly constant in the future. Fourthly, it 1s assumed that

£

the duration of marrlage and dlvorce 1nd1rectly controls for

»

age of'the‘respondent. In other words, the longer an
individual is mdrried or‘divorced,_the‘o}der,the rndrvidual
‘will be. Finally,'it-is assumed that the transitions,from.
one marital statuc.td‘another are evenly distributed
througnout the duration interval under analysis. The
validity of the single state nuptiality table, in deriving ®
future divorce and remarriage probabilities, is dependent
~upon these five~a55umptions. |

The survey de51gn admlnlstered by the Family History.
Survey leads to two further restrlctlons in thlS present
“analysis. Flrstly, the sanple populatlon from quch these
nuptlallty tables were derlved have been truncated to only
include individuals between the ages elghteen and /
sixty-five. Hence, a ceiling effect occurs-approxinateiy‘Le
after forty4seven years of narriagew For example, 5

respondent sixty—five years ®1d, who first married at the

age of eighteen, has a maximum forty-seven year duration of

. first marriage. However, divorces occurring.after
a0 | : A
- . .

¢
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forty~seven ?Ears of marriage are assumed to be minimalwand
einsignificant for this analysis. A second ceiling’effecﬁr ,

occurs during the divorce ‘period. Divorces, following the

Divo}ce Act of 1968 and prior to the 1984 survey date, have

(%

maximum duration of sixteen ?ears. However, remarriages
occurring after sixteen years of divorce are sssumed to be
m1n1mal and 1n51gn1f1cant for tnis analysis.'

Cross tabulatlons between 51ngle year duratlons of
first marriage and the various sub-populations were
acquired. The cross tabu;ations were acquired by using the
Stst@sticai Package for Social Sciences (SPSS*)c The

L34

frequency of marriages still intact é?d marriages that ve
snded in divorce were found for each single year interval.
The probabilities of divorce for each duration interval were
based upon these twc pooulatlons. Cross tabulations vere

also obtalned for single year duratlons of divorce and the
various sub-populations. The frequency of ‘divorces still -,
intact and divorces dissolVed through remarriage.nere found
for each of the 51ngle year: 1nt€4vals. The probabllltles of
remarrlége for each duratlon interval were based upon these
two popuIations. | ’

1, N

In using this particular methodoloéy, a‘turther
assumption nust‘oe made. It is sssumed that‘first marriage //’—
rates have been fairly consistent over the past few decades
and that they will remain 50 in the future. Any large

increase or decrease in the marriage rate would affect the

base population at risk for divorce and eventually



remarriage. Since the probabilities of divorce and
remarriage are based upon the number of existing marriages

and divorces, we must assume that the marriage -and the
{ N .
divorce rates remaln constant.

7]
1)

Flow Equations
Vh'f“ n
. The movement "6t the nuptlallty table populatlon from

first marrlage ‘to first d1vorce and from f}rst dlvorce to

remarrlageff':gbe represented by the following flow
® .
equations., For first marrlage, the ﬁlow equat1on relates the

number of persons Stlll marrled (U +1 at duratlon x+1 to

the dlvorce decrements (Ddx) that occwr 1n the duratlon

Qo

interval X to X+1., The fldw“eQuatloh‘for f1r=t dlvorce

2
Wy
;oo

C B
relates the number of persons stall dlvorced (U +1) atf’”;;
duration X+1 to the remarrlagezdecrements (DE*) that (¢33 8ur
in the 1nterval X tg X+1, Slnce thlﬂ study only analyzes the

marltal hlstorrgi’of 11v1ng 1nd1v1duals and does not

~x,

con51def marrlages endf@g in wfdowhood the follow1ng flow

do not contaln any reference*to a death decrement

Ve
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The léft superscripg refers to the marital statué‘at
the staft of the interval and the right supersgbipt refers
to,the marital status at the end of the interv;i. The value
m refers t. merried, d refers to divorced, éhd r refefg to
remgrrigd. The right éubscript X refers to the exact .
duratién at the peginning of the interval X thru X+1.

The divorce and remarriage decrement tables are o
discussed in depth ip‘bofh Bogue (1969:626-31) and Laing.and
Krishnan (1976:218;19).,The notation here has been somewhat
alteréd.in order to prébide consistency between the divorce
"decrement and the rémarriage decrement gross nuptiality
tables. Thé definitions behind the notation remains that of
Laing and Krishnan (19767; !
|

&

A.. Divorce Becrement Tables o ’ : -

COLUMN li%hx refers to the divorce rate calculated by
div{d;ng the ‘umggr of persons divorced (MDX) during the
duration (X, X+1) by the number of‘persbnslstill married
(MMx) plus the number of persons df&or;ed (MDX) during the
duration (X,,3+T).. C

n =MD / MM_ + MD
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CCLUMNFZ. U, refers to the numberfof individuals whose
, mar1tal status is unchanged (stlll marrled) at the begidhing
; of the duration 1nterval (X X+L) The initial cohort (5g)
is a hypothetlcal cohort of 100, 000 married persons. The
remainlng columns are'a}so\based on thlS 1n1t1a1

hypothetical cohort.

[

X Ux+1 = U, (1fnx)‘

COLUMN 3. Ddx refers to the number of decrements during
the interval X to X+1. The superscript d refers to the

- divorce decrement. .

COLUMN 4. FDdx refers to the number of the initial

cohort ever. divorcing. The number of persons who when they
(o]
atta1n duration X divorce sometlme in the future. It is

calculated by cumulating the entries of column 3 (Dd 5 from
the bottom of the table upward. }
d _ + 8 \ |

DX—QDXJ. ~. Z

COLUMN 5. EVDd refers to the number of ever‘divorced
person% ‘The entrres for th1s column are calculated by
~cumulating the entries of column 3 (D x),downward from
duration X which is the beginning of interval (X, X+1).

EVD x - L-D
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- COLUMN 6. U' ‘refers to the number of person years in. X

the married status during the duration interval. For the
duration interval (X, X+1), u', is approximated byo the..

following formula,

I - L ‘“;
Uy = /2 (o Uprq) B '
.. : [}
In certain_instances modifications to the above:formula

hHad to be made in order to accomodate duration intervals

-

with no divorce frequencies. The amended formulas provide o
the number of person years in the married status for grouped
duration ‘intervals (i.e., two year duration, three year .

duration, four Year-duration, etc.).
COLUMN 7. NEV_refers to the total number of married '
person years lived by the cohort before divorce (or reaching
. ' - . 'Y )
the end of the table). It i's the cumulation of column 6
(U'x) from the bottom of the table upwards. e
'NEVx=ZUX
COLUMN 8. dex ré{grs‘to.the per cent ever diﬁorcing.
It is the percentage of persons (at duration X) ever i
- divorcing in their lifetime or before réaching the end of
the table. It is obtained by dividing the entries of column
4 (FDdx) by the eniries of column 2 (Ux),-and'multiplying
the valye by 100. The formula is shown below. "

- od a :
pD-, = (FD x./ Ux) (100)
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’

COLUMN 9. néx refers to the average number_of years
expected before divorce at the‘beginning of the inﬁerQal (X,.
x+1), The values in thisvgolumn are obtained by, dividing
entries of column 7 (NEVX) by the §q;résponding entries in
cplumn 2 (Ux).' |

n, = NEV, / U

AL

B. Remarriage~Decfement Tables

COLUMN 1. nx'refers to the remarriage rate calculated

~

by dividing the number of personsgremarried_(bRx) during the

duration (X, X+1) by the number of peréqps:still divorced

(DDX) plus the number of persons remarried (DRx) during the
duration (X, X+1). ' :2

n = DR_/ DD: '+ DR
X X

X X

COLUMN'g. U, refers to the number of individuals whose
marital status is unchanged (still divorced) at the
beginning of the durétion interval (X, X+1). The {nitial
cohbrt QU&) is a hypothetical cohort 6f 100,000 divorced
perséhs. Thé':emaining columns are also based on this
initial hypothetical cohort.

U = Ux.(1-nx)

x+1
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COLUMN 3. Qix refers-to the number of decrements during
- X g \ . ) ‘ '
the interval X to X+1. The superscript r refers to the

remarriage decrement.

COLUMN 4. FDr refeﬁgﬁ‘o the‘number of the initial

Ty

cohort ever remarrying. The number- persons who when they

attain duration X remarry sometlme‘f- he future. It is

“calculated by cumulating the,entries'of column 3 (Drx) from

the bottom of the table upward.

FpY ="z bt , . ) /
X X . |

COLUMN 5. EVD" refers to the number of ever—remarried‘j
persons. The entries for thlS column are calculated by
cumulating the entries of column 3 (D?x) downward from
duration X which is the beginning of interval (X, X+1).
gvD'_ = Z D' | -
X X
»

.COLUMN 6. U'# refers to the number of person years in
'.the‘divorced status during the duration inrerval. For the
duration lnterval (X, X+1),‘“{VL‘I‘X .S obtaimed by the following
formula, ‘ , -

U' - 1/2 (U +4U ) | . Y

x+1

In certaln 1nstances mod1f1catlons to the above formula’
r‘had to* be made in order to accomodate duratlon 1ntervals
with no. remarrlage frequenc1es. The amended formulas prov1de

the number of person”yéars 1n the d1vorced status for

.1
A Y.
' S¥,
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grouped duration intervals (i.e., two y@%r duration, three

year'duration, four year duration, etc.).

COLUMN 7. NEV  refers to the total number of divorced
person years lived by the cohort before remarriage (bf-
reaching the end of the table). It is the cumulation of

column 6 (U'x) from the bottom of the table upwards.

'NEVX =ZU X

COLUMN 8. pﬁrx refers to the per cent ever rema::ying,
_ I; is thevpereentage of persons (at duration X) ever
‘ remarfying in‘their lifetime or before reaching the end of
‘the table. It is obtaiﬁedﬂby dividing the entries of column

4 (FDr ) by the entries of colhmn 23(0 ), and multlplylng

the value by 100. The formula is shown below.

r —_
pD", = (FDvx /' U,) (100)

COLUMN 9. ﬁex refers to the average number of years
expected Drfore remarrlage (at the beglnnlng of- the 1nterval
" (X, X+1). The values in this column are obtained by d1v1d1ng
.entries ci column 7'(NEVX) by the corresponding entries in

. O .

column 2 ‘U ). 7 i

" VX / UX

o
ex
The” 1ist of Hdivorce and remarriage decrement tables for

each of the sub-populations under analysis are provided

below. |

[
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“1.NUPTIALITY TABLES FOR FIRST MARRIAGES THAT ENDED IN
DIVORCE

] ! d

A. Education ‘
Males, no post- secondary education.
Females, no post-secondary education.
Males, post-secondary education.
Females, post-secondary education.

B. Employment Classification
Males that are blue collar workers.
Females that are blue collar workers.
Males that are white collar workers.
Females that are white collar workers,

4 S
C.Presence of Children o : _
Males with no children (under 19 years of age) at the
time of divorce. T ;
Females with no chlldren (under 19 years of age) at the
time of divorce. : ' , .
Males with dt least one child (under 19 years of age)
~at the time of divorce. .~
Females with at least one child (under 19 years of age)
at the time of divorce. ‘ %

D.Region
Males 11V1ng in British Columbla.
Females- 11v1ng in British Columbia.
Males living in the Prairie Provinces.
Females living in the Prairie™rovinces.
Males living in¢Ontario.
Females 11v1@g in Ontario.
Males living~ in Quebec.
Females living in Quebec. <
Males living in the Atlantic Prov1nces.
" Females' 11v1ng in the Atlantic Provinces.
Males living in Canada.
Females living in Canada.

’

2.NUP&IALITY TABLES FOR REMARRIAGES FOLLOWING DIVORCE

‘A, Educatlon
Males, no post-secondary education,
Females, no post-secondary education.
Males, post-secondary education.
Females, post-secondary education.
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B. Employment Classification -
Males that are blue collar workers.
' Females that are blue collar workers:
Males that are white collar wo -
Females that are white collar .orkers.

t
t

C.Presence of Children

Males with no children yder .9 vears of zge) a. the
time of divorce. ;
Females with no chlldrr: (uré=r 15 vears of age) t the
time of divorce.
Males with at least or- chilc (u~der 19 years of age)
at the tigme of divorce

* Females with at least :wne child (inder 1. yea:< of age)
at tre time of divorce :

4

D. Reglon -
Males living in British Columnia.
Females living in British Columk~
Males living in the Prairie Provin.c:s.
Females living in the Prairie Provinces.
Males living in Ontario..
Females living in Ontario.
'+ Males living ir Quebec. :
' Females .iving in Quebec. : ’
Males living in the Atlantic Provinces.
Females living in the Atlantic Provinces.
Males living in Canada.
Females living in .Canada. : .

v/

-

The results‘and comparisons of the nuptiality tables
are provided in the third and fourth chapters. Comparative
demographic analyses between the married and the divorced
populations, as well as between the divorced and the
remarried populations are also provided in the next two

chapters.



1114 Divorce Decrement: Findings and Discussion

Introduction

. This chapter prov1des ad d ana1y515‘e§ the . -

d1vorce behav1our of males and females 1 Canadaj)The .

flndlngs of the divorce decrement tabies (found in Append1x'
G
A) will be the basis of thlS analy81s. Durations of f}rst

-.Y

marriage will be separately analyzed with regards t&" the
four variates presented in Chapter IT1; A1) educational

attainment, (2) employment status, (3) presencgfbf children,

K¢

and (4) region. Any support or contradlct1oq;
ehypotheses presthed in Chapter II %Will be &iscussed for

each of the four variates.

Educational Attainment

It is estimated that approximately séveﬁty per cent of ‘
Canadian males who obtained a divorce from their first
marriage had no poet—secqndary edUcation.dﬁhe reméining
thirty per cent had either some post-secondary edﬁcation,'a
certificate or dlploma, or a unlver51ty degree.. _
Approximately sixty-five per cent%?%*the married males had
no post-secondary educatldn, wh11e_approx1mately thlrty five
per cent had at least some post-secondary education,

After five years of marriége, almost fourteen (13.9)
per cent of the males with no boSt-secondary education had
obtained their divorce. After ten¥years of marriage, nearly

Belf (46 " %) of these divorcing males had obtained their

divorce. '}::ter twenty years of marriage the vast' majority of

65
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these males (84.4 %) had d1vorced Only two per cent of the

males with no post- secondary education had obtalned thelr
4 -

" divorce after thirty years of marrlage. o

A 51m11ar pattern was found for males with some
post- secondary educatlon, a certlflcate or dlploma, or a

university degree, in that they obtalned their divorces in; a
8

:

similar tempo, as those males w1thout post~ secondary

\‘v

education. After five, ten, and twenty Years of marrlage the

cumulative divorcing percentages were 13.4 per cent 49ﬁ4v
" per cent, and 81. 4 per cent respect1vely |

It is estlmated that approx1mately seventy one. (71 3)
per cent of the d1vorc1ng females had no post- secondary
educatlon and nearly twenty nine (28, 7) per cent had some
post—secondary education.’ Seventy per cent of . the married
females had no post secondary education and thlrty per cent
had at least some post- secondary educat1on. Females with
‘post-secondary educatlon tend” to obta1n the1r divorces
sooner than females WIthOUt post secondary education. Almost
thirteen (12.8) per cent of-the more educated females. had
divorced within f1ve year% nearly flftY'(48 2) per cent

within ten years,. and over seventy ‘three (73.4) per, cent

w1th1n twenty years of marrlage, These values” compare w1th

without post-secondary education divorcing over the same

time periods. In regards to the timing of divorce, females

with post-secondary education tend to resemble males with or

without post-secondary education more than less educated

females. For females with post-secondary education, less

v

- 10.2, 39.8, and 78.6 ‘per cent, respectively, of the females':'
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- than one (0.7) per cent divorced after thirty years of

. . * .
marriage and over five (5.2) per cent of the less educated
females divorced after thirty years of marriage.
, At the start of first marriage, males without

post-secondary education can expect on the ayerage to remain
]

" married for 6.48 years. Males having post-secondary 2

education can expect on the average) 8.20 years of marriage.

. The ey values at the start of .first marriage are lower for

females with post*secondaryleducation (7.07 years) and
without’post—secohdafy education (5.61 years). Similar to
males, at the onset of first marriage it is the less
educated femaleS»that obtain their divorce aooner than their
more educated counterparts.

The Doy values for females with and without

post-secondary education, as well as for males without

~pos§—secondarx°education tend to consistently add<rapidly

degllne for the next f15e to six years. The value for males
w1th post-secondary education increasés to a hlgh of 8.94
years by the start of the third year of marriage. At the
beglnn1ng of the fourth year, the nex value for thermore
educated males rapidly decreases aka contlnues to do so for
the next three years’of marrlage. During the flrst sik years
of marriage, the nex»values for males with post-secondary
education range from 1.72 years to 4.27 years higher than
the corresponding‘nex values for the less educated males..

Over the same six year period, the more educated males had

an average n_

ex value of 3.13 years higher than the less

educated males. These findings totally contradict the

-
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hyéothesis that higher edueated and, hence, more financially
sedure males will divorce sooner than less educated'males.
Likewise, higher educated females had n ex values that ranged
from about one year to two years hlgher than their less
educated female counterparrs. The average difference in
values over this six year period was 1.32 years. In both
cateiories of educational attainment, females tended to have
lowe; Ny values than the;r male counterparts and, thus,
were expected on the average to obtain their divorce sooner
thangiﬁe‘males. o \

\ E;From the seventh to the seventeenth year.Qf marriage,®
the P value for males without any post-secondarY‘educatipn
'71ncreases rapidly with only a few minor fluctuations. During

-

the eame perlod, males with post-secondary educatlon had
high}r, but far more fluctuating Ny values. The value for
'the’Eess educated males increases from 3.60 years to 8.33
years over this eleven year period, while the value of the
more, educated males only increases from 7.63 Xears to 8.21
\years; During these eleven years the average Moy value is.
2.20 years higher for the more educated males. In
contradiction to-thé'proposed hypo&hesis, during tHe first
| seventeen years of marrlage, less educated males dlvorce
sooner than males with post secondary education.
- ~Both males with and without post-secondary education

maintained higher n ex values than their female counterparts
during this same perlod From six to approx1mately seventeen

‘years of marriage, the Nax values for the more educated

" females and -the less educated females increased
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significantly. OverithTs~périéd;ef time the value for
females with post-secondary educatidn\ingreafe:\from'4.36 |
years to 6.89 years with a maximum n_  value of"6-97 years
at the start of the fifteenth year of marriage. The VAIGQ of
the less educated females.increased over the same period of
time from 3.43 years to only 5,61 years. In this eleven. year
period the Nax va;ues of females with post-aecondary .

. education ranged from .39 years.to 1.61 years higher than
females without post- secondary education, %&e more educated
female‘ had an average nex value of .85 years hlgher than
the less educated females over these eleven years of
marriage. The more educated females cons1stently had higher

L 4

Ney values over,the firgt sixteen years of marriage than the

less educated females. The hYpothesis that higher education
leads to greater financial»independence and, hence, earlier
! ¥

divorce is not supported during the first sixteen years of

marriage.
After seventeen or eighteen years of marriage, the Nox

value for both males and females decreases sharply. After’

,:seventeen years of marriage, males without post-secondary
education have a higher Ny value than the more educated’

~ males. It is only after seventeen years of marriage that |
there is support for the hypothesis presented in ChapterFII.
However, the differences between the n_ values tend to be.
con51derably smaller than in the earlier. duratlons of

5

marriage.

¢

qu same trend reversal is evident, when observing

females after ,seventeen years of marriage. The n ex values
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for the more educaﬁed females drop below the ﬁex valués of
their lgss educated toun;erparts.'hfter seventeen years of
marriage, the value decreases rapidly for highsf educated
féﬁales, but only moderate decreases were noted for females
ith less education. J
Although'the differences betweep malevnex values and

female ngx values are not as large ai they were in earlier
‘years of mqrriage,rthe Moy vglues tend to remain higher for.
males than for females, until parity is reached at
approximate%z;the t&enty-fifth year of marriage.

 The percentage of persons, at specific durations of
marriage, ever divorcing within the first thirty yéa;s of
marriage can be found in the pD, column of the Nuptiality/
Divorce Decrement tables foun” in :Appendix A. With réga:d to
educational attainment, ‘nteresting patterns of divorce
behaviour can be obsefveﬁ Ec coth males and females. After
ten-years of marriage bcch ma'es with (89.32 %) and without
(88.16 %) postisecénda:y ~ducetion have relatively high pD,
values. After twent§ Years of marriage, the pr value‘fdr
the more educatedkmales decreases to 69.91 per cent, while
the value for less educated maleg decreases to a low of
47.51 per cent. Contrad.c-.ry to the proposed hypothesis, it #
is the more educated ma.es that have a éonsiderably higher i
percentage of persons civorcing after'twenty‘yearS'of
harriage. For fema%es with andy without post—secbndary
“education, the pD, valueg after ten years of marriage are

97.09 .nd 97.38 per cent, respectively. As with males, the

less educated female's pr value decreaseé more rapidly than
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”the pD value for more educated females. After twenty years
_'of marriage, the the pD values are 77. 69 per cent and 66 51

per. cent for females with and without post-secondary

-~ —

education, respectively The probability of d1vorc1ng after

-twenty years »f marriage remains higher for males and

'

;_rfemales with post- secondary, education than their less

educated.counterparts.

It should be noted that educational attainment is not
the only factor that has an influence on ‘the timing of 4
divorce.. Other social and economic factors interact

throughout marriage and, hence, also have varying degrees of

influence on divorce behaviour. For example, individuals who

postponed marriage in order to attain higher education will
be older and perhaps more mature, during the initial years

or marriager than 1nd1v1duals who marry 1mmed1ately after B
high school graduation. The age of the respondent at eachA*

duration of marriage will have an 1nfluence on divorce

behaviour. Throughout marriage, pericds of economic-

prosperity or economic hardships w1ll both have 1nteraction

¢

effects on divorce behav1our. Since other factors have
varying degrees of influence through?ut marr{3dge, a
/1

curvilinear pattern of d1vorce behavieur emerges. Depending

upon the duration of marriage and interaction effects of

* education and other factors, probabilities of divorce also

change over time. The curvilinear'pattern of marital
behaviour is a result of the interaction effects of all

uncontrolled variables (i.e., age of respondent, timing of

L . -

\ | )

¢

4
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parenthood, periods of economic prosperity, etc.).

;Employment Status

It is estimated that. there are 530, 426 males that have
had their first marglage end in divorce. Of these males,
147,610 (27.8 %) have been categorized as white collar
. workers and 382,817 (72.2 %) as blue collar workers.
Slightly over twenty-five per cent (25.4 %) of the married
males were white collar workers and approximately o
seventy-five per cent (74.6‘%) were blue collar workers. The
rate of divorce differs between white collar males and blue
collar males. It is revealed that 16.7 per cent of the
divorcing blue collar males obtained their divorce within
five years, 54.0 Ser cent within?ten years, 77.2 per cent
within fifteen years, 85.6 per cent within twenty years;
93.3 per‘cent within twenty-five years, and 98.7 per cent
: wlthlmﬁthlrty years of marriage. Only .3 per cent of the
d1vofc1ng blue collar males d1vorced after thirty years of
marriage. It 1s‘esr1mated’that ogly 7.76 per cent of the

2 . . s . :
divor¥ing white collar males divorced within five years,

4

37.0 per cent within ten years, 67.5 per cent within fifteen
years, 83.8 per cent‘withia rwenty years, 93.9 per cent
within twenty- five years, and,98 3 per cent within thirty
years of marrlage Only 1.7 per cent of the divorcing white .
collar males d1vorced after thirty. years of marrlage For;
the flrst flfteen years, a con51derab1y hlgher proportlon of

blue collar males compared to .whité’ collar males had already

- d1vorced These flndlngs suggest téat whxte collar male;f'“




who arevassumed to be more f1nanc1ally secure, tend to
obtain their divorces after longer duratlons of marriage.
These findings are not supportive’of the hypothe51s
presented in Chapter II. ‘ '

It was found that of the 619,352 d1vorc1ng females,

171, 735 or 27.74per cent, were white collar workers and
447 617 or 72.3 per cent were blue cotlar workers.
Slmllarly, almost twenty-six (25.8 %) -per cent of the

‘married females were white collar workers and over
seventy-four (74.2;%) perncent were blue‘cdllar workers. The
pacebof divofce différs considerably between white collar
females and blne collar females.,About sixteen {15.5) per’
cent of the d1vorc1ng wh1te collar females obtained their
divorce w1th1n five years, over fifty (50.3) per cent within
.ten years, over seventy—seven (77.1)fper.cent within fifteen
“'years, over eighty-five.(85.8).per eent within t@@gtydyears,
over ninety-six (96.1) per cent within twenty-five=years,
and almost ninety-nine (98.8) per cent thhin thirty_years
of marniage. Only_1.2 per cent_ef the divorcing white collar
females divorced after thirty'years of marriage. ég
Less than ten (9.6) per cent of the divorcing glue
Tollar females divorced w1th1n five years, only sllghtly
over forty-one (41.2) per cent within ten years, two- thirds
(66.6) per cent within fifteen-years,'over eighty—two Q82.4)
per'cent withinjtwenty years, overninety-three (93.4) per
cent within twenty—five years,fand ninety-seven per cent
w?thln ‘thirty years of marrlage Ofly 3.0 per cent of the

d1vorc1ng blue collar females d1vorced after thlrty years of
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marriage. Unlike males; a‘larger_percentage?of‘whitewcollar
females divorce'within the earlier durations of marriage
than blue collar females. These findings support the
»'hypothe51s_that white collar females w1th greater levels of
financial independence, are expected to divorce sooner than
the less independent blue collar femalesl

Blue collar males have a considerably higher’percentage
of their divorces occurring in the first fifteen years of
marriage, than white collar males. This pattern of behaviour
is not revealed for divorcing females. It is the white
. coklar females that have alconsiderably higher‘percentage of
early divorces. ' o

At; the start of'first marriage, the nex value' for blue .-+
éo}lar males is 7.23 years andlis 8.@7 years for white

~

collar males. By the start of the eventh'Year,of marriage,
the,value for blue collar males def

.creases to a little less
than five (4. 96) years. The valué then increases rapidly

until reaching an -upper limit ot 9.35 years at the start of
the sixteenth year, followed by 2 rapidiy decrea51ng value

that reaches parity with white collar males at’ the start of

‘the twenty sixth year of marriage. '

’ d»

The Nax value for white collar males'decreases to a low

J

of 5.19 years by the start of the ninth year of marriage.

¢

The valuéer then increases to an upper 11m1t of 7 66 years by
the seventeenth year. Subsequently, the value for white

collar males decreases rapldly for the next thirteen years.
The average Nay value for the first seven. years of
€
marriage is only 5.87 years for blue collar males, but 7. 14
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' years for the white coliar males. Commencing with the eighth
year to the start of the sixteenth year of marriage, the
average value for blue collar males is almbst_eight (7.98)
yeé}s_and ohly sligﬁtly over six (6.13) years for £h§ white
céllar males. In the first seven years of marriage, white

>-§oll;r makgs can egpéct (on the average) to remain marfied -
for moze years prior to their dinrce, than(was found for.
bfuef261iar males. These findings contradict the proposed
hypotﬁesié that the éore financially secure white coilar
males:would divorce sooner than the less secure blue collar
males; Af;er these durations, however, it is the blue collar
mﬁle;‘thét have the higher expected number of married years
remaining and, hence, the findings then support the

.lpypothesis ?resented in Chapter I1.

d The pné\values (percentage of persons-ever(divorcing)

!

diffg%ﬁconsiderably between white collar and blue collar

."?'g

mélééffor most durations of marriage. After ten years of
marriage the prgéalue is almost ninety-two (91.99) per cent
for white collar males and bnly 82.20 per cent :for the biue
collaf males. Af£€£ £§énty years of marriage, the value is
61.76 per cent for thte collar males and only 45.16 per i
cent for the blue collar males.‘ . |
At the start of_first marriége, the Nay value for blue
collar females‘is 6.23 years and almost six (5.97) years for
the white collér £émales.,The’value for blue collar femalés
vdecreases rapidly and consistently until reaching onl%‘3.20

years by the start of the seventh year of marriage. The

value then increases to 5.39 yearé by the start of the

[
N C R
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fourteenth year of marriage. For the next-eight years,” the
nex‘value for blue collar females ranges between 4;84 years
and 5.4§/years of marriage;ugffer twenty-er yeafs, the Nox
value for bluevcollar.females decreases rapidly reaching )
parity with the white collar females at the start of the
twentyféixtﬁ year of'mgfriage. |
The Dox value for white collaf females rapidiy
decreases to 3.28 years by the sixth year of marriage., For
the next twenty years, white collar females have rather
erratic values with no consistent pattern of increase or
decline. The peak values are‘ét the start of the ninth'year
(5.i7 years), the thirteenth year (6.08 years), the
nineteentﬁ yeér (5.13 years),>and the twenty-fifth year of
marriage (4.90 .years). The lowest values are at the start of
the tﬁelfth year'(4.35 years), the eighteenth year (4.57
yea;s), and the twentf-first year of marriage (?T@?hkearS).
Af%er ;wenty-five years of m§;ria§é, the ne* vélug for white
collar females decreases rapidly and consistently for the
“next fivé years. 7 ( |

exf?é}ue for the first six years of

o

The average n

marriage 1is 4.61 yéérs for blue collar females and 4.36
years for the,w??%é collar females. From the seventh year to
the seQenteeh;thear of marriage, the average n,, value for
white collar females is 4.97 years and only 4.34 years for
the blue cbllar\femaii'* For the firsl six years gf'a
.Qarriage,j;hite collafﬂfemales are-expected*on the average
l”';ﬂéo divorce slightly sooner thag.blue collar females. For

these'éuratiohs of marriage, the findings Bupport the

<
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hypothesis thaa the more independenthwhite collar females
will divorce sooner than blue collar females. However after
these initial years, the reverse is true with the blue
'co;lar'females having the lower Nax values,

After ten years of marriage; the PD, values for blue
;ollar females (96.83 %) and for white collar females (96.32
i) remain rélatively high. After twenty years of marriage,
the pD Yalue for white collar females is 76.63 per cent and
‘only 66.14 per cent for the blue collar females. Tﬁe
probability of divorce after twenty years of ma;riage'
remains considerably higher for white collar malas-and
_ females than their blue collar counterparts.

As with education, the employment'sﬁatus variable is
not the 9nly factor 1nfluenc1ng marital behaviour. A
curv111m%§r pattern of dlvorce behaviour (over the span of
marrlage)igesults from the influence and t1m1ng of other

. . o '\r
factors. : T e

,.w&
Presence of D@Qendent Children

It is estlggted from the Famlly cht_ ﬁxﬁfbey data

LY

A
that 555,154 maleaw,11v1ng in Canada, havqubtalhed a
divorce from their E&rst marriage. Of thasfamales, 286,016;
: or 51.8 per cent had no de?endent ch'ldren (natural~
children ‘under nineteen yeaf:’oga;@e%#at‘the time of their
zmarltal dlssolutlon L1kew1se, it 1is astlmated that 266,138,
or 48.2 per cent, of these males had at least one dependent
child at the time of divorce. Approximately sixty- three

(63.1 %) per cent of the married males had no dependent

- 7‘?{‘)‘.
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children and thirty-seven (36.9 %) per cent had at least one
~dependent child at the time df divorce. It should be noted
that the clessificarioh of repondents with no dependent |
children includes those individuals whose childrem are all
over eighteen yeare of ege and, hence, considered
. independent. |
The timing-of divorce varies between those males with
dependentucvildren and those males without dependent
children. It was found that approximately fifteen (1475) per
cent of the_males without children divorced'within five
years, fifty (50.4) per cent within ten years, seventy-one
~_?70 6) per cent within fifteen years, seventy- elght (77.8)
+per cent within twenty years, eighty-eight (88.2)-per cent
within twenty-five years, and niney—eight,(97.9) per cent
withrn thirty years of marriage. Only 2.7 -per cent of these
males divorced‘after being married for more than thirty
years. It is estimated that approximately thirteen (12.9)
per cent of.the males with depenéent childreh divorced
;within five years, forty-five,(44.6) per cent within ten
years, seventy-five (74.5) per cent within fifteen'yearsir_
_ ninety (89.5) per -cent within twenty years, ninety-seven
(97.1) per cent within twenty-five years, and ninety-nine
(99.3) per cent within thirty years of marriage. Only 0.7
per cent of the males with children divorced after being
married forimore.than_thirty years. For the first ten years,
these findings'support the proposed hyporhesis that the

presence of children is a deterrent to d1vorce, as males

with ¢hildren have lower proportions divorcing in this t1me
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frame. However, after ten‘years of marriage,\maleégwith
 $hildren have unexpectediy higher prbﬁortions divorcing than
ﬁalés without"childreﬁ.‘_ | | |

It is‘eétimated that of the 744,005 diQQrced females
(first marriage), 378,276 (50.8 %) had no dependent children
and 365,729 (49.2 %) had at-least one dependeﬁt child at the
time of divorce. Sixty-two per cenf of the married femafes.
have:no.depenaenticﬁi;d:eﬁ and only thirty-eight per cent
have at lezst one Hepenéérl child. Once again, respdﬁden;é
that only have;chiidfen‘over eighteen yeafs of age are-
‘considered to have no dependents. .

"As with males, fhe pacg of divorce varies betweeﬁ>
females with.and feméles without dependent children. It was
found that approximately twelve (11.8) per cent of the
females without children divorced within five years,
thirty-seven (3%.5) per cent within ten years, fifty-nine
(%8.6)'per cent within fifteen years, seventy-one (71.1) égr
cent within twenty years, eighty-six (85.6) per cent within
twenty-five years, and ninety-two (92.2) per cent within
thirty years of marriage. Approximately 7.8 per cent of
these females di;orced after being married for more than
thirty years. For females with dependgﬁt children, ten per

L]

E : _J‘\I .
cent divorced;wi%ﬁin(five years, forty-eight per cent within

4. .

ten years, abprbximately seventy-five (74.7)ﬂper cent within

fifteen years, eighty-nine (88.7) per cent within twenty
years, ninety¥séyen (97.3) per cent withih twenty-five

’
years, and all divorced within thirty years of marriage. For

each duration of marriage after five years, females with

0
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children consistently have higher proportions divorced than “&a

females without childred. From these fingi
- & ,y K
appear that females with-children are -

s, it would

risk to s
divorce sooner than cﬁ%ldless females. bver, uneil the
Nex values are analyzed in detail,lcautien should‘be taken
in interpreting these initial findings.

At the beginning of first marriage, males with
dependent children are expected to remain marr1ed another
3.64 years and males without children another 7.88 yeaTrs.
Interestinglyz the nex value for males with children
increases to 5.96 years by the start of the fifth year of
marriage. For the first five ygars, males without children
and females with or without children have declininé\vaiues.
'Igzwould appear that during these initial years, younger
children are more of a deterrént to divorce for males. The
average n_ . value for theifirst five years is 5.07 years. By
the seventh year, the value decreasee to 5.36 years. The
value -then increases rapidly and somewhat codsistenfly until
reaching an upper limit of 8.14 years by Ehe Etart of the |
seventeenth year of marriage. From the sixth year to the
fifteenth year, the average n,, value ?s 6.81 years.
Afterwhich, Ehe Nay value for males with children rapidly
decreases for the next fifteen yeére of marriage. Q

Uniike males with children, the ne; value for haies
without dependent children rapidly decreases for the first
six years of marriage. However, méles without children

initially have considerably higher values than males with

children. The initially lower values (for males with
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chlldren) may be strongly influenced by the comlng of
unplanned aarenthood and the unant1c1pated burden of Chlld
rearlng. The average Ny value for the first five years .is

A . '
6€.52 years, compared to only 5.07 years for males with

dependent children, At the start of the -seventh year of «

marriage, the nex'value for childless males'is only 4.65
yearéa For the next three years the Dex value rapldly
1ncreaseswand then levels off (at- approx1mately 7.00 years)
"for the tenth to thlrteen;h years of marrlage It theno
increases for the next four yeafs and reaches an upper 11m1t
of 8.91 years by the eighteenth year;of marrlage. The
average n_. va}ug from the sixty.year to the fifteenth year
is 6.%Ovyears,~compared to the 6'81 year§;f6? males with
dependént children. After elghteen years of marrlage, the

Neyx value for males with no dependent chlldren decreases

rapidly for the remaining twelve»years.

The probability of davorcerfor males w}th and withd;t
dependent children manifest femarkably simiiar patterns.
After ten years of marriage ‘males witﬁ dependent cnildren
have a. slightly higher pD_ value’(88.53 %) than ma%e%
without dependent children (86./8 4). After twenty years of
marrlage, this apparent trend ccntinues with chlldless males
"having a pD value over fifty-three (53.16) per cent and
males wjth. chlldren having a value over fifty -six (56 18).
per cent. The largest difference between pD values occurs
at the start of the elghteenth year of marriage

[
with children have a con51derably higher value (69.09 %)

where males

than males without chlldren (57.56 %). This flndzng may be



~

explaxned by males postponlng divorce until the chlldren

have left home and are no 1onger dependents. %eeplng the
marrlage intact for the good of” the chlldren may be
'reflected 1n the hlghgr probab111t1es of later d1vorce.

~ "At the beglnnlng of marriage, females w1th children
have a nﬁx,value of 6.08 years and fema%es w1thout children
have a Nex value of 6.57 years. The n X’values for females
with and WIthOUt children decrease rapldly,'con51stently,
and sipiYarly until the sixth year of marriage. The average

N : ) . e ‘. N © . =N

%, valués, for this initial interval, are almost eqyal for

females with (4.61 years) and -females without (4.88 years)
children. The presence of children does ﬁet“appear egsbe a
eignifacant'deterrengtto divorce, for femalee,.during the

inieial ﬁearS'efbmarri$ge.' L - -
£} After six'years'o% marriage, the n_ Qalues for fbmales

w1th ch ldren and females w1thout chfidren differ
con51derab1y in magnltude. The Nox value for females with

children rapidly increases until,reaching an upper ;imie'of. \
7.24 years, By the fourtee;th?year'bfvﬁarriage. Thelﬁe¥

-value then moderately decreases uatil the'start of the
nineteenth year and then rapidly declines untif.reaching
parity 'with childless females by approximately the
twenty-sixth year °f ﬁarriage.. '

From .the sixth to the twenty—fifth yea;_bf’marriage,
childless.females have a much lowervand erratic pattera of
Moy values, than females with chiid;en..lt 1s during these
daraéions of marriage, that cthdren appeap'to be a strong

‘deterrent to divorce. During these years, females without

: -



-the start oi the nlneteenth year of marriage, femalesi

. , ‘3 o ) S _ ’

a -
?‘

chlldren have a né' value ranging‘from a low pf ‘3. 47 years

to a h1gh of 5.08 years. From the starE’of the seJEnth to

o

_w1thout children. have an average Nox value of 4 23 years.

.-

2
- For these same marrlage duratlons, females»w1th dependent:

hlldren have an average Ny /alue of 6.08 years. From the
dlfferences 1n nex values, 1t is ev1dent that after five

years of marr1age, females ‘without children are expected to

- —— —

‘ dlvorce con51derably sooner than females v1th chlldren

These findings are consistent wlth the hypothe51§”presented
in Chapter II.
Féfales with and without children have consistentiy and

significantly 10wer nex_values.than their male counterparts. =
' X4
Females without dependent children have con51derably lower

nex values, for most duratlons of marr;age othan females

with dependent chlldren and males with or without dependent

/

ch1ldren As hypothe51zed females w1thout ch1ld care

-

respon51b111t1es are more able to acqulre f1nanc1al
1ndependehce through part1c1pntron in the labour force and

hence, are less‘'dependent on their husband’ 's income for x

N

economic support. These women‘needlonly worry about their

N -
own financial survival, without the additional burden and

\ .
worry of providing for children.

In analyzing the pD valués for females another'pattern‘
of behav1our*emerges. ‘After ten years of marrlage, the~ pD

value, for childless females 1s 97, 81 per cent and only 92 76

per cent for ﬁemales with ch1ldren. After twenty years of

l

marriage the values decrease to 72. 28 per cent and 66. 14 pe}\\

v

[ . L -
N s : -
. . - \ . .
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cent, respectlvely, , T T e

-~ Aga1n,‘the-relat10nsh1p betweeh the duratlon of -

s marrlage and thHe average- expected number of d1vorced years

. other factfﬁl:i “?el?ﬁ . . - )

Regyon'“. G |
;.It is esgyﬁated that there are 552, 154 males in Canada
that have‘had the1r first marrlage ‘end in divorce.. Of these
males, approx1mately twenty (19.8) per cent are living in
British Columbia, eighteen (37»6) per cent living in the :
Pra1r1e Prov1nces, thlrty seven (36 7) per'cent living in
Ontarlo, n1neteen (19 3) per cent living im Quebec, and only
seven (6.6) per\cent llvxng in the Atlantlc PrOV1nces§%V1th
the eiteptlons of Brltlsh,Columbla and Quebec, these values~
Q\%are cansistent Wlth the percentage distribution of married
males Approx1mate1y ten (10.3 %) per cent of Canada S -
marr1ed males, but nearly twenty £19.8 %) Rer cent of the
country's divorced males (first marrlage) are 11v1ng in the
province. of British €olumb1a This pattern of mar1tal
behab1our is consistent with Br1t1sh Columbaa s hlgh dlrorce
rate. Quebec, on the other hand, represent sllghtly“over
. nineteen (19.3 %) per cent of Canada's. d1vorced males, but
over twenty-seven (27.4 %) per cent of the country's married

males. These:values are corsistent with\QUehec's relatively

low "divorce rate. \
J ' ‘ e

values) is curv111near, The t1m1ng of d1vorce-

IS
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Almost fourteen’t]3.8) per\cent of the divorced male
obtaipéd their divorce'within five years of marriage,

:foftyreight (47.7) per cent within teh years, seventy-three
/(72 6) per cent w1th1n flfteen years, eighty-four (83.5) pef
cent wlthln twenty years, nlnety three (92 6) per cent
“.within twenty-flve years, and mlnety n1ne (98.7) per cent
%w1th1n thirty years. Only 1.3 per cent of. these Canadian”
males had ob;alned their divorce after thlrty‘years,oﬁ .

,marrlage.

The pace oﬁ divorce varles across the reglons-«lﬂ thaf*

in -some regLons males divorce much earlier than males, found

A S | T sg.”!

I

in other regions., In the Prairie Provinces, almost T

twenty—sh:ee (22.6) per‘cent of the males had obtained Ehei:@ia

divorce within five years of marriage. The other regions®

.

- =

tended te more'closeiy proximate the Canadian average of ;
nearly fourteen {13.8) per cent, More males in Britishy :
]Columbla (58.4 %), in the Pr%;rle Provinces (51. 6 %), and in
.Ontquo (46.9»%) had obtained thelr divorce within_ten years
of marriage than males in Quebec (37.6 %) and the Atlan_mcﬁg5
Pfdviaces (38.7 %). The numbér of divorces occur;ing within
_fifteen years of marriage ranged from slightly over.
sixty-eight (68.4) per cent in the.Atlantic Provinces to-
seventy-seven per cent in the Praifie Provinces. Withﬁthe
exception of the Atlantic Provinces (76.3 %), all reglons s

were estimated to have more than eighty per cent. of theur

males: d1vorc1ng within twenty years of marrlage. After~”'“

’ '

Br1tlsh Columbla, 0.8 per cent of the males 1n the Pralrle

. RS
® ‘ ¥y
N .

4

) thlrty years of marrlage only 2.0 per cent of the males 1n, i
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;;’ Provinees; 1.4 per cent of the males in Ontario, 0.8 per /”\V'

A cent of the males 'in Quebec, end 1.8 -per'-cent-.of the m_al.es ® \,‘i
1n the Atlantic Provinces had yet to divorce.

Cy;*' It is estlmated that there a:e 744,004 females 11v1ng

| in Canada that obtalned a d1vorce from their first marrlage.‘
of @Pse £ema1@§y apptoximately sixteen (16.3) per cent were

living in British Columbia, nineteen (18.6) per cent were

i
)

l.11v1ng in the Praitie Prov1nces, forty-three (42.8) per cent
were living in Ontario, seventeen (17.3) per rent were
iiving in Quebeth‘and'enlx five per cent vere411v1ng in the
Atlantic Provinces. Fottmbst tegions,,the pertentage
distribution of divotceé'feméles differs conside;any with
the,regional~distribution of marfied females. In Canada,
approx1mately sixteen (16 3 %) 'per cegt of the females,yho
are dlvorced from thelr first marrlage live 1n Brltlsh
Columbia. Yet, only ten (10.4 %) per cent of the country's
married females llve in Brltlsh Columbla{ Approx1mately
seventeen (17.3 %) per. Cent of the females in Canada who
obtalned a\dlvorce from thelr first marrlage are: living in
Quebec and f1ve (5. Ov%) per cent are living in the Atlantlc
Prov.inces. Quebec*iemales, however, represent nearly

) twenty;seven (26.5 %) per cent of. Canada's marrled females
‘(first marriage) and females 11v1ngv1n the Atlantic
Provinces represent over nine (9.2 %) per cent of Canada's
married fehales. The difference between each region's
percentage of married_females and its percentageﬂof diverced:

females is reflective of the'region's divorce rate. The

relatively high divorece rate in British Columbia and the .
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are reflected in. the pefeentage dlStflbUtlonS of

/

comparably Lower rates of Quehec and The Atlant1 P{evinces
anada's

,marr1ed female and Canada s ‘divorced female populat*W~u

The pace of dﬁvorce for“these Cbnadlan females t+ '°d
- vto‘be somewhat slower thaﬂ thet of males. Appro: oy
» eleven (10.9) per dent oﬁ/the femaleg'bad it ~d n
fiveiyearsfof ﬁarriagehﬁgorty—two (¥Q.1) pocart W thin t o
years, sixty-six (66,4f per cent within fifte u 1;ars{

eighty (79.6) per cqht within twenty year:, ninet - ne

' (91.2) per cent w1§n1nlﬂﬁenty-five years,‘axd ninz .y "5:

/

T85.9) per cent w;thrﬂ,thlrty years. After tr rty years f

.marriage, only;i.1 per cent~of the females had yet o

- divorce. . 1

The tempo at which these females obtained their: divorce
‘varieé by region. iess than eight (7.8) per cent of the
- females in CuLerio obtained their divorce within five years
of marriage, while over sixteen (16.4) per cept of the’
females in Quebec had divorced within the same period. The
other regions more closel§ proximated the Canadian average
ef near elevem (10.9) per cent. Within ten years of
marrlage, almost fifty-eight (57.7) per cent of the females .
in the Prairie Provinces had obtalned their divorce compdred
to less than forty (39.7) per cent of the females in British
Columbia, thirty-five (34.7) per cent of the females in  /
Qntario,'forty-eevep (46r8) per cent of the feha s in
Quebec, anéfforty—oee (46t9) per cent ef the females in'the\
Atlantié'Provinces. With the exception 5f~the province of

Ontario (73.9 %), over eighty per cent of the females in

\ ) ¢ )
N, . i ’ B
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every region had obtalned thelr divorce within the blrst
twenty years ff marriage. Only 3.4 per cent of the females ' ,i
in British Cdiumbla 3.4 per cent of the females in “the G
Prairie Provinces, 4.7 per cent of the females in Ontario,
3.9 per cent of -the, ﬁemalesdln Quebec, and 1 7 per cent of
the femafEs in the Atlantlc Provinces had obtalned their
divotce after thlqty years of marrlage. These findings, .as
wrth the males, tend to support the hypothkesis of shorter ’
marriage durations for females in British Columbia and the
Prairie Provinceg,vrelatrvely moderate duratien in Qntario;‘
and—tonger durations in Quehec and the Atlantic Provinces.

The ne;.values ebtained from the divorce decrement ,
tableg foune'in Appendix h'provide estimates of the 1 !
remaining yéars of marriage expected begore divorZe for
males andiiﬂhaleé in Canada and the'yarious regiogs of

5

Canada. i

At the start of first marriage, divorcing msieslin
Canada could expect on the average, to remain married for
7.40 years.,D1vorc1ng males could expect to remain married-
for 5.64 years-in British Columbia, 688 years in the
Prairie Provinces, 7.62 years;}n Ontario, 10,15 years in
Quebec, and 7.40 years in the Atlant1c Provknces.'For
approximately the next Six or seven years, the values for
all regions decrease sharply. In the flrst twenty years of i

marriage, the lowest n_ . value for males in the Prairie

Provinces occurs at the start of the fifth year of na};
(5.41 years). The lowest n_. velue for males in. Ontarf.

P
.(4.40 years), males in the Atlantic Provinces (7. 63 year



&

approximately nine (9.i0)“years for the first eight years of

&

~ . ~ ) 4 ' .
and for males in Bzﬂfish Columbia (1.57 yedrs) occurs at fhe

f . .
g&art of the seventh year of marriage. The lowest Moy value- f

for males 1n Quebec (8.19 years) occurﬁr“t the gsglnn1ng rfa

the elghth year of marrlage and for Canadian ‘males A

ﬂ

altogether (5.03 years) by the beginning of the sevqﬁth year

\

“of marriage, The magnitude of theﬁpex values vary o S

¢ T

considerably across the regions during the first five to

eight years of marriage. _ = } L ' . .
, . y
In British Columbia ‘the Ny values for the first seven

yeaq’ .range from 1, 57 years to 5.64 years, with an a/ermge

o\\3.90 years. In the Prairie Prévinces, males had valued

\»

.ranging from 5.41 years to 6.88 years, with an average of _ ¥
H

»

6.12 yeare for the first five years of marriage. Ont@rho

males had nevaalues'ranging from 4.40 years-to 7.62 years, -

- | j
with an averagé of 5.9) years for the first’ seven years of *-

marriage. In Quebec the values ‘ranged from a high of 10.15

Te

years to a low of 8.60 years, with an average of 4_ T

_ i . . . ,
? marriage. The Values for the Atlantic Provifces were also.

high'éurfna Eﬁe first seven-yearsAof marriage, rangiqﬂ from
7.63 to 9.45 yeara‘fnd averaging s ightly over eight (8.29)
years. Altogether, Canadian,males/iad néx values ranging

from 5.03 years to 7.40'yEars, with an average n;x value of

5:99 years for the first seven years of marriage. It is

)

quite evident that British Columbia males are expected tcﬁﬂﬂrj}/

divorceé sooner, in‘the early years of marriage, than males

{

in Ontario and ,(he Prairie Provinces and much sooner than

males in Quebec and the Atlantfc Provinces. These findings

\ ' b \ ] ' Q.
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'suppobrt the hypohheseslpresented in Chapter . - - Ry

N For apprgx /\hately the next ten years, the nex values

fif males (in osé reglon) tend to jncrease sharply with
gsly small and te porary periods. of decl1ne ;rom the

\
+ sevednth year to the sixteenth yeay, of marrlage, the ‘expected

v’ -

number of marri rs remaining for males in British

Columbia 'ncreases/;fom 1.57 to 8.09 years. Fre@Jthe,start
q .

of the eighth’to the end ¢f the sixteenth year of ma?riaggL
they have an average ng {value ‘of 4.87 years. During this

same period, males in O ario con! tently have Higher
valuesﬁiAfter enly six years of ma rlage the value fog’@ales
in, On{arao is 4.40 years. After seventeen years 1t 1ncreases
> a high of 9,10 yiars. Over thls\%leven yéar perlod
Ontario males are exp@@%ed to remain marrled for an averé@e

N
of 7.43 years, which is’ "considerably higher than that of.

males in Bri%ish Columbia over the same period. - ¥,

in the Prairie Provinces have an average néx valile of 7.60
years. Males in the Brairie Provinces record tgeir highest
,ne:-value (8.8Y) at the start of the twelfth yéar o

marriage. \ _ , s

Males in the Atlantic Prgyinceé (from the seventh to

_the seventeenth year of marriage) and males in Quebec -(from

the eighth to the~eighteenth year of marriage) are expecteds

to remain macried longer than males in any other reg&on. ot

Males in the Atlantic Provinces have ap atjrage'nexnvalpe of

P

1
r
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8.98 years over their ten year period, with a maxiﬁum value
ot abouteeleven (11.07)_years during the seventeenth year of
marriage. Males in Quebec ﬁave an;average Nex value of over
nine (9.59) years during this ten year period, with a
maximum value of 11.10 yearé occurring at the start of the
eighteenth yee; of marriage.

" As expected, over the firsflseventeen years - of
marriage, males in Quebec and the Atlantic Provinces have
much ﬁigher Ny values than the other'fegions. Males in

_Onta;io and the Prairie Provinces have moderate Ny values .
comparedvfp‘QUebec,.the Atlantic Provinces, and British
Celumbia. Males in British Columbia haﬁe”very low-nex values
compared to all other regions.

~ The hex values for males, in all regions, decreases
after seventeen years and reach some degree of~parity'by

_ apbrdyimately thettwehty-ehird year of marriage.

The pr values, or the percentage of persons ever
divorcing within thirty years of marriage, vary considerably
'acfoss the regions. After ten years of marriage, males in
“Bfitiep Columbia have the highest pD value (93.36 %). The
pravalues,for'males in Ontario (82.84 %), the éreifie

’Pfovinces:(84.66 %), and the Atlantic Provinces}(82.85 %)
remain significantly high. Males in Quebec have the. lowest
divorce probability (74.78 %) of ali the regidns. After
tﬁenty‘years of marriage, the value is over_sixty-two
v(62.60) pe} cent for‘males in British Columbia, fifty-eix
(56.07)Jper ceef in the Atlantic Provinces, forty-eight

(48.67) per cent in the Prairie Provinces, twenty-nine
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(29.58) per cent in Quebec, and only twenty?four (24,71) per

cent in Ontario. The probability of divorcing after twenty
years is highest among males in British Columbia and-
considerably lower for males in Quebec and ‘Ontario.

RegiohalAdifférences in the Nox values for females are
similar to those of males. Females in Quebec and the
Atlantic Provinces consistently have higher Moy values than
females in the other regions..Females in British Columbia
have the lowest values of all regions. These findings are
cgnsistent with the expectations presented in Chapter II.

it the start of the first year of mf“riagé, the aex
value for females in British Columbia . . | years), the
Prairie Provinces (5.811years) Ontarie (6.86 yegrs), Quebec.
(7.96 years), and the Atlantic Provinces (9.50 years) are
lower than the Doy value for males in the‘samé region. At
tﬂz-onset of marriage, females in every reqion were found to
divorce sooner than their male counterparts.

By the fifth year of marrdage, females in Quebeé are
only'expected to remain married another 4.65 years. ?he
average n_  value for this iqjtial interval is 6.7§ §§3j5'~-
Females in British Columbia and t@e Prairie Pfovinces reach
their i9ﬁest value during the sixth - year of marfiage, 2,13
and 2.52 years respectively. The avérage Doy value for this
period was 3.20 years 1in B;itiSL Columbia and 4.04 §ears in
the Prairie Provinces. Females 1n the Atlantic Provinces
reach their lowest value (5. 4 years) by the seventh year

and have an average Dex value of ~ .66 years for this initial

interval. Females in Ontario do not reach their lowest value

A
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(3.24 years) until the start of the eighth year of marriage
and the;»ﬁave an average nex~value of only 4.90 years for
this initialsinterval. Although the N, values for females
in‘ali regions tend to consistently decline ih the early
. years of marriage, the patternsﬁacrbss regibns are not
nearly as coasistent in the iater years of marriage.

From the start of the sigr% year of marriage, females
in British Columbia have a n_ value that fluctuates
" considerably over short periods of time. Females in British
Columbia have values reaching upper limits at the start of
the ;;nth (3.79), fourteenth (4.21), nineteenth (5.@3)Tﬁand
twenty-fourth year (4.26) of marriage; The value reaches
lower limits during the twelfth (2:47), seventeenth (3.36),
twenty-third (3.51), and twenty-fifth year (3.61) of .
marriage. |

Sihilar_to British Columbia; females _n'Ontario have a
Moy value that erratically fluctuates after eight years of
marriage. Although the magnitude of these fluctuatiops tend
to pe smailer for females in Ontario. For females in
Ontario, the highest oy value (5.69) occurs during the
thirteenth year of marriage and the lowest value (3.55)
chcure during the twenty-first year of marriage.'After
twenty-one years, the Moy values agein increase until
. reaching an upper limit of 4.27 years by the twenty-fourth
year, followed by consistent ind rapid decline over the last
six years.

After five years of marrlage, females in the Prairie

Provinces have a Nox value that rapidly increases until the
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thirteenth year (6.57), and then minimally fluctuates for

the next six years. The highest value (6.77) for females in

the Prairie Provinces nccurs at the spart‘of the nineteenth

year of marrkg@e @anistent and rapid decline in the neg

value occurs after twenty one years arnd parity with the
other regions is'reached after approximately twenty—six

years of masriage.

After four years of marriage, females in Quebec hava a

néx value that raptdly increases until reaching anihpper

limit of 9.57 yearsCby the fifteenth year.of marriage,

'followed by a consistént’and rapid decline.

After six years of marriage, females in the Atlantic
Provinces have a Nay' value that rapidly increases until "
reaching an upper limit of 9 27 years at the start of the
fourteenth year of marriage. “after ﬁourteen years of
Agrriage, the value rapidly and consistently decré\ﬁes unti
reaching*parity with the other regions after approximately
twenty-six years of marriage.

¢
As hypothesized, females in Quebec and the Atlantic

Provinces (with their greater empha51s on religious and

traditional values) nave con51derably higher Doy values, fo

most durations of m: riage, than females in other regions.

Females in the Prai “ie Frovinces tend to have only moderate

o _ _ . .
values in compariscri with the other regions. Females 1in

Oontario and British Columbia have the lowest nex values of
- ) -

-

all the regions.

Interesting differences can be observed in theupr
. _ < X.
values for femates in each of the regions. After ten years

ad’

1

r
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of marriage, females in BrltISh Columbla an‘ ]tario have

extremely high pD, values, 99. 17 per cent and 58 17 per cent

respectlvely Females in the Pralr1e Prov1nces ‘have a'
slightly lower value of approxzmately ninety (96. 26\ -per
centf»Females in Quebec and‘the.Atlantlc Brovinces have much
lower values.of 80.15 per cent and 82.08 per cent,
‘respecllvely After twenty years of marrlage ¢he pD values
for females in BrltlSh Columb1a and Ontario decreases
moderately to 79.90 per cent &nd 81.6J per cent,
, respectlvely The value for females in the Pralrle Provinces
‘51gn1f1cantly decreases to only-"54.07 per cent, whlle the |
values for females in Quebec ang‘ the Atlantic Provinces
decreases even more to only 36.01 per cent "and 43. 37 per .
cent, respectlvely. ) o

Thetprbbabillty ofﬂdivorce (pr values) after twefity
years of marriage remain high for males and females in
British Columbla, moderate in the Prairie Prov1nces, and low
in Quebec. Interestlngly, males in Ontario have an extremely
low probablllty ot‘dlvorce (24.8 %), while the females have
an extremely high probabllity-(82,0 %). The radical -
differences betﬁben the pD values of @Qntario males and
females was not hypothe51zed. In all reg1ons, except. the
Atlantic Prdvinces, }emales have greater divorce "
probabilities tnan males (after twenty years of marriage).
In the Atlantic Provinces males unexpectedly have a
hconsldefablv higher divorce probabilitv (56.1 %) than
females (43.37 %). This may reflect an unhypothesized

difference in the adherance'to traditional values, between
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R the Atlan£iclmalés and fepales. |
As with educational attaifiment, employment status, and
presence of chjldren, there is a curvilinear :elétionship
Abetween"diVOrcé gehééiour and marriage duration for all
regions. This, agéin;\is the re§uit of interaction effects
among numerous social and ecogbhic féétors. -

)
P \
1



IV. Remarriage De

. Introduction

1

! /v*, ’,”
This chapter prov1des a detalled analyszs of the

rematriage behav1our of males and fe "les in Canada. The
findings of the remarrlage decrement tables (found in
Appendlx B) will be the_ba51s of this analysis. Decationszof
first .divorce will be separately analyzed‘wifh regards to
the four variates presented in Chapter II; (1) educac{enal
attainment, (2) employment statdsl (3; presence of children,
; aed (4) region. Any support or contradiction’to the

\ hypotheses presented in Chapter IT will be discussed fo:\

1

each of the four variates.

Educatlonal Attainment

It 15 estimated that there are 316 523 hales 11v1ng in
Canada whd have remarried since their first 'divorce. Of
theée males, 95,300, or 30.f per cent, heve pcst—secondary
education and 221,223, or 639.9 per cent, do not have any

°

post-secondary education. These values are similac to the‘
percentage d15tr1but1on ofe still divorced male;; where
approximately thirty-one (31.1 %) per cent had at least some
post-Schndary education and-nearly sixty-nine (6@.9 %) per
cent had none? '

The rate of remarriage differs considerably for -hz
first four years of divorce. It was found that over
forty-six (46.4) per cent of the less educated males remarry

within two years, eighty-five (85.1) per cent within five

: . 102 -
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years, aad ninety-six (96.6) per cent within ten years 6f
& divorce ofr the more. educated males, over fifty-seven (57 3)
per ceht remarry wlth'n two rears, elghty six (86.6) per
cent within flve yeare, and alrost all (99.6 %) within ten
years of leOfCE 'These findings tend to support the theory

(presented in Chapter II) that higher educated males remarry

4

.sooner than less educated males. 7
It is revealed that there are 306,823 females living in
. Canada who have remarried since their first divorce. Of ’
these rematried females, 95,029, or 31.0 per cent, have.
»pbst—seeondary edu ation and 211,794, or 69.0 per cent, do
not have any post-secondarg edgcatioa. Only twenty-seven
(27 1 %Ytper cent of the still divorced females have some
post secondary educatlon while almost seventy—three (72.9
%) per cent have ‘none. Nearly one third of the remarried
females, but only about one quarter of the divorceqd femalee
have post-secondary education.
Of the more educated females, over fifty (50.3) per
cent remarry within two years, over seventy-five (75.1) per
- —cent within five years, and all remarry witﬁin ten years of
divorce. Of the  less educated females that }emarry, only
-about thiﬂty;nine (39.4) per cent do so within two years,
seventy-eight (78.2) per cent withim five years, and
ninety-four (94.4) bef cent within ten years of divorce. The
hypothesis of earlier remarriage;fot less educated females

L .
is not supported by these findings (especially within the

first five years of -divorce).
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At the time of divorce, males without post-secondary
education have a nex,value of 0.57 years. The n value for
"males with post-secondary education is 0.87 ye{&s. Over the
next two years,‘bothfmalesjwith and without post-secondary

education have increasing n ex values. The average nex value
expected for the flrst \three years ‘of divorce is 1.06 years
for the more educated males and less than one year (0.82)
for males with less educatlgy.vBy the fourth year of ' |
vdivorce, the Moy value for the‘lessieducated'males increases
to 1.18 years, while the Nay value for the more educated
'males decreases from 1.30 years to 1.09 years of divorce. In
the first four years of d1vorce/fthe f1nd1ngs tend to negate .
the hypothesis presented in Chapter 1I, as the less educated

;

males remarried sooner than thelr more educated f)

' countérparts.

e

The nex value continues to decrease for the more

-

educated males until the fifth year of divorce (.96 years)
and then rapidlYtiqcreases until reacning a high value of

2.82 years by the sixth year of divorce. The average n

value is 2.16 'years between the fourth.and seventh years of
’ ’

€Xx

divorce.

“The less educated males have a Nox value that
consistently and rapidly increases from the fifth to the
seventh year of divorce and reachis a high of 2.82 years.
The®° a;erage Moy for this period is 2.06 years, compared to
"an average of 2.16 years for the more educated‘males. N
Although the differences ar!‘small dur1ng these years of
divorce, higher educated males tend to delay remarriage

A

® © o
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longer than less educated males. These findings are in
. : b

¢

contradiction to the proposed, hypothesis.-

After seven years of divorce, the"nex vaIUeé for both

-~

maleS'with'and withdut post-secgnddry eﬁucétion rapidly and

similarly.decreaéé'for the nexpfthree.yearsi‘

¢ The pD values (perdentége*of,persﬁns'ewe? rémarryihg)

for males w1th ‘and without post-secondary education are very

)
‘hlgh and very similar for the first three years of- d1vor,é

. }, or

Byﬁhhe fourth year, the value for the rore educated~ma%

was over ?1nety eight (98.55) per cent,‘whlle the less

educated males have a slightly lower value of over

1.4

ninsiy-seven (97.51) per cent.(ﬁ} the seventh year, the
values are 61.74 per cent and 64.61 per c%nt, respectively.
The probability c¢. ever rematrying memains simjlar for males
with and without post-secondary education (for most
durations of divorce).

L] .
At the start of first divorce, females awith

~

post-secondary education have a Ngy value of‘0{78 years and

females without post-secondary education have a higher value

—
-

of 1.05 years of divorce. The value for the more educeted
females increases to 2.16 years by the start of the fourth
year of divorce. By the fifth year the value is only 1.95
years, but recoveré to 2.38 years by the start of the

seventh year of divorce. The Nox value for ghe more educated

[N

females rapidly and consistently decreases for the next
< e

~

three years. ¢
The nex value for the less educated females increases

to 1.45 yeérs at the stért of the second year, followed by a

s
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eéducated females (as hypothesized) tend to postpone g

" more of an opticA (and less of a necessity) than females

/. A . 107

decrease to onlly 1.26‘years by the third year of divorce.

This value theh increases sharply to an upper.limit of 2.63
\ :

-years by the si‘th year, followed by a rapid and consistent

decl1ne over the next, three years. | v
For the irst four years of dlvorce, the ave rage ey

value for females with post- secondary educatlon 1s f}S%P*

\.

years and only 1 05 years, forlﬁﬁmales WIthOUt post secondary

education. During these durations of dlvorce hlgher }

L7 . N L
remarriage longer than less educated females. However, for;
the first six years of divorce, the average Nay values are

1.71 years and 1.74 years, respeotively. It would appear
that the hypothesis presented in Chapter II is supported

during the initial years of divorce. This may be a

reflection of less educated females‘seeking an immediate -

solution to their financial need. Higher educated Temales

may be more independent and, hence, may consider rema?xiége/

without post-secondary education. N

At the start of the fohrth\yéar of divorce, the
percentage of the more educéted females evefrrematfyinﬁ 1S
over ninety-six (96.01) per cent and hinety-three.(93.g9‘
per cent for the less educated fenales. By the sjxth year of
divorce, the-pD valo; decreases to approximately
seven;y—five (75 37) per cent for ‘the less eﬁucated females

but only to‘about eighty-nine (89.25) per cent for the more

educated females. During the later yeérs of divorce, the pD*

values for females without post-secondary education are

¢



.consistently'and significantly lower’than %he values lor
females wjh pde:;secbndary_edﬁcation. These findings
ssupport the hypothesis that‘more edggated feﬁales,are better
- able to postponeiqemarbiage consjderablé'Lg%;er than their_\

less'egucated counterparts. liw

There is a curvilinear elatlonshlp between the

‘hurat1on of divorce and the average number of years left

to remarriage (nex_valuel. Other factors,sucb as the
presence of cHildten, age of children, and-age of the:
respondent will have an ifgfluence on the timing of
remarrlage For example young ch?ﬁdrén of recently diQoggéa
1nd1v1duals may be less of a deterrent to prospective mates
than older and more rebellious children. The longer
indiviguals remain divorced, the older their children will
‘e. The age of the Chlld has, hence, becoﬁe an influencing
¢
factor in remarriage behav1our. It is the interaction
effects »f educational attainment and theﬂagelof'children,

as well as numerous other factors, that. determine the

probability and timing of remarriage.

L]

Employment Status

- It is estimated that there are 305,8@2 mg}es that have

remarried since their first divorc hese males, 84,730,

or 27.7 per cent, have been catedorizgd gS?white collar

.workers and 221,162, or 72.3 per. s blue collap'

workers. Similarly, .seventy-two pef cent of the still/ ™\

\

”?*d1vorced males a(e blue collar workers and twenty-eight per

cent are white collar workers.

i



&

o approxlmately fifty-seven- (56.8) per cent of the white

 cent of the blue i?llar females remarr1ed within two years,

\v\m
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The pattern of remarrlage dlffers sllghtly between blue
collar and whlte collar males. It was found that f: |

approz,mately fifty-fbur (53.9) per cent of the white collar

‘males remarried'within‘two years,aeighty-nihe (89.4) per

cent within five years; and almost all . (99.5 %) remarried

'w1th1n ‘ten years of diverce. ConverSely; it was found that
-approx1mately forty nine (48.5) per'cent of the blue collar

,males remarried within two years, elghty six (85.8) per cent

wlthin‘ﬁive years, and ninety-eight (98.3) per cent within
ten years of divorce. These.findings suggest (as
hypothesized) toat white collar‘males remarry sooner than
blue collar males. . T

It is estlmated that there are 250 738 females that

- have remarrled since thelr first dlvorce. Of these females,

"59,581,‘or 23.8 per cent, have been categqri;eqyas white

collarlworkers and 191,156, or 76.2 per cept, as blue collar
workers. Still divorcedhfemages'have a higher proportion of
their populatioh ln blue collar positions (76.2 %) than.do
remarried females (69.6 %).

The\tiﬁlng oi remarriage differs considerably betyeen

% .
blue collar and white.collar females. It is revealed that

collar ‘females remarrled within two yearqunlnety two (91.5)

-

per cemt w1th1n five years, and one: Pundred per cent within

seyenﬁyears of d1vorce It was found that only forty-two per

¥

elghty (79, @ per ‘cent w1th1n f1ve years, and ninety-six

_ (96.4) per cent within ten yeans of divorce. ‘These . flndlngs

5 2
]
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are inconsistent with the hypothesis sgggested'in Chaptef
11, Howevev, the more detailed Ny values p}esénted later/on
in this analysis will show a much differert pattern of
remarriage behaviour. |

At cthe start of first divorcg, white collar males ha¥e
an, value of just under one year (.94) and blue collar
males haVe a value of only .56 years. The value for blue
collar males increaées to a high of 2.23 years by the
seventh year of divorce, followed by a rapid and consistent
decline over the nexf three years of divorce. The Ny value
for white collar maleﬁ remains cénsistently and
signgficantly higher than the value for blue collar males,
for all durations of divorce. The Nex value fo; wﬁite collar
males increases rapidly until reaching an upper limit of
3.35 vears by the seventh year of divorce. The value for
white collar males decreases rapidly and consistently for
the next three years.

. \
The average n . value for the first four years is 0.95

yeafs for blue collar males and 1.29 yeérs fsr white collar
males. The average Ny value for the first seven years is
1.38 years for blue collar males and 1.92 years for the
thte_collar males. White collar mc.es consistently have a
higheranéx value than blue collar males, for all durations
df divorce. These findings are in total contradictlion to the
hypothesis sugéestedyin Chapter II. It appears that the
greater financial security of white collar males' does not

provide them with sufficient incentive to remarry sooner

than blue collar males.
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. a
The pD, values, probability of ever rehiﬁpy{;;j differ

between blue collar and-whéte collar males. By the third
year of divorce, the pDX~x§iue for blue collaf® males is
99.36 per cent and 96.12 ber cent for the white collar
ﬁales.‘By the sixth year of divorce, the PD, value décreases'
to 84.43 per cent for blue collar males and to only 78.42
per cent for white collar'malesﬁ'lt appeafs that even after
siﬁ;yéars of divorce,<the proba?ili;y of blue collar males
eventuélly remarrying remains highér than the remarriage
probabilftigs for white collqtfaaleé. i
At the start of'f}rst déybiéé} the Nox value for blue
collar females is saightly o?e: one (1.10) yeér and less
than one (.86) year for white collar females. The Ny value
fér blue cpl%as females rapidly increases to an upper limit

of 2.54 years at the start of the sixth year of divorce,

followed by rapid and consistent decline for the next four

e
.

years.
The n,, value for white collar females increases
rapidly, w}th only a few temporary fluctuations, Qntil*an
upper limit of 4.38 years‘at the start of the sixth year of
divorce. The nex‘value fonghite collar fehales decre: eg
rapidly for the next foﬁr years. =
The average n vaiue during the %}fs} four years of
divorce is 2.01 years for'white collar females and a mﬁch
lower 1.33 years for'bLue~collar females. Thé average n,,
value for the first seven years is 2.73 years for white
collar females and only 1.79 yearS‘for the b .e ccllar

females. White collaf females consistently and significantly

/(.

)
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have a higher n value than blue collar females, for all
duga;ions of divorce. These findings sttongf& support the _.

hypothesis presented in Chapter II. The more financially
’secure and 1ndependent females postpone remarrlage
considerably longer than ‘the more dependent blue collar
females. ¢

- The pD_ values for biue collar and white collar females.
digfer cohsiderably. By the third year of divorce, blue
collar females have a velue of 98.30 per cent and white
collar femaies have a value of only 86.92 per cent. By the
sixeh year of divorce[ blue collar females have a_p’DX value -
of 80.82 per cent, while the value for ehe white collar
females is only 19.93 per cent. The drastic difference in
values after six years.of divorce is a ;esult’ofhthe
extremely low number ofzremarriages for whi{e collar females
during the later years of divorce. White collar females,
therefore, choose not to remarr& at either very earlz or
very late durations of divorce. They instead appear to be
selective of the less p§e§§ured and more intermediate years,

Thé interaction effects of various facﬁors, including

employment status, result in a curvilinear relatiooship
_between remarriage behaviour and the_duration of divorce. ‘@j'
Various factors having intermittent influence on remarriage

be&aviour provide some expianation as to the probability and

timing of remarriage. ' '
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Presence of Children

It was found that there are 316,519 males”in Canada
that have remarried since their first divorce. Of these .
'~males, it is estimated that 149,550, or +47.2 per cent, had
no dependent children and 166,969, or 52.8 per cent, had at
. least one dependent chila'at the time of remarriage.'Thesé
pfoportions,are considerably different from those found for
the still di?orced males. OQer seventy (70.3 %) per cent of
the still divorced males had no dependent children and only"-
thirty (29.7 %) per cent had at least one dependent child.
Over half of the remarried males, but only one third of the
stili divorced males, had dependert children at the tiﬁe of
remarriage. This-péttern of bercviour is consistent with the
hypothesis presented in Chapter One.

The pace of remarriage differs between males with
children and.méles'without childr;n. It is revealedthat
approximately fifty-two (52.1) per cent of the remarrying >
1males with children and exéttly'forty—seven per cent of the
‘males without children,‘remarried within two years qf |
divorce. Within five-years of divorce, approximatélf
nﬁhgf&—oﬁe (30.7) perrcentw%f the temarrying males with
children and only eighty petgcent bf the:males Qithout
children have remarried. Within ten yeafs of divorce, almosdt
all (99.6 %) of the males with children and ninety-five
(95.2) per cent~of the maiesiwithout children have.
remarried. These finéings sﬁgges;, as hypétHesized, that the
presence of children lea@s to earlier patterns of

remarriage.
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It is estimated that there are 306,821 females in
Canada that have remarried since their' first divorce. Of
these females, ,988, or 46. 34per cent, had no dependent
children and 164, 83? or 53 7 per ceﬁt ‘had at least one
dependenf-chlld at the, time of regaérlage. A consjiderably
higher: percentage of remarried females (53.7 %) had -
dependent children compared with etill divorced females
(30.9 %). | |

The tempo of remarriage dramatlcally d1ffers between

“females with and without dependent children. W1th1n two

v

-years of divorce, fifty—ohe per cent of the fgnales with

children and only about thirty-three (33.2) per‘cent of the
childless females had remarried. Within five years of
divorce, over eighty-five (85.6) per cent ok the females

with children and almost seventy (69.6) per &ent of the

childless females had remarried. Finally, within ten years

of divorce, over ninety-eight (98.6) per cent of the
remarrying {emales.with children and only about ninety~three
(53;2) per cent of the females without children had
remarried. These findings suggest strong support for the
hypothesls presented in Chapter II. As with males,~a mueh'
higher proportion of females with chlldfen remarry 1n the
earlier years of divorce, than females without‘chlldren.
With theee findings, childree wpuld appear to be a strong
stimulant to remarriage. |

At the start of first divorqe, males with no dependeht
children have a Nax value of 0.80 Yeafs, compared to only

\
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0161‘years for males with at least one dependent child. The
ngi vaiue for males with children moderately increases to )
1.20 years by the fifth year of divorce. By ;he S?%th year,
the Moy value‘increases tq7two years of divorce and then
rapidly decreases’giiii/réEChing a lower limit of 0.77 years
by the eighth year of divorce. '

N The-nex-value for males without ch}ldren increases
moderately to 1.36 years by the third year of divorce. After
a slight decrease, the value increases rapidly until

reachlng an upper limit of 2.45 years at the start o‘ the

seventh year. The,n\e value for males without children then

decreases rapidly and consistently for the next three yeags;

The average n_ . value for the first four years of

divorce is 0.77 years for males with dependent children and
v 1

‘1,18 yeers for males without dependent children. As

‘hypothesized iﬁjChapter 11, children appear to be a

stimulant to remarriage. The average n, value for the first

. six years of divorce is 1.05 years for males with children -

and 1.36 years for males without children. Again these
findings suégest strong support for the hypothesis. &ales
with dependent children consistently have lower Nox values
than males without dependent children.

At the start of the third year of divorcs, the pD
value (probability of ever remarrying) for males with
children is 99.94.per cent and 98,74 per cent‘for males
without children. By the sixth year, the pD value for males
with ch}ldren slightly decreases to 96.81 per cent, while

the value for males without children decreases to a low
4 i
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76.77 per cent. The values remain significantly higher for
males with children than for males without children for the
next four years. It appears that the Jpresence of children 1is
a consistently strong incentive for males to remarry, at all
durations of divorce.

At the start of first divorce, the n,  value for
females with no dependent children is 1.32 years and only
0.76 years for females with at least one dependent cﬁild.
The value for females with childregn increases rapidly and
consistenrly until reaching an upper limit of 2.47 years by
the;flfth year of divorce. The value decreases to 2.03 years
ﬂgy the seventh year, bg?”récoyers to 2.36 years by the
eighfh year ‘of divorce. . {

' The- nek value for females without children ranges

.J : o
, K

45
@g we,m.i &ﬁ years and 1. 93‘years then rapidly increases to
i NI ‘4"3 ‘ -

the Sthh year ‘of divorce. The neX value for

females with at least one dependent

"“.Jalue fbr.tge first six years of

237 ,

.JLL;chlldren and“% loﬁer 3 51 years for female's with dependent

”“twu
B4 vak females with children -
égépthan females without children.

que f0urth Year of divorce, the pD

B (¢
vco&slstently remargy;h

'At ‘the start c

Vkpercentage of persons ever remarry1ng) for females

Q
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with dependent children 1s 93.24 per cent and 95.44 per cent
i k4
for figiales without children, at the start of the fourth

'Xe “%@f divorce.'By the sixth year, the value decreases to

22.0 per cent for females without children and to a lower
¥.36 per cent for females with at leasﬁléne dependent
Wpild{ Unlike males, the probability of remafriage for
females with chilaren (during later years of divérce) is.not
higher than the probability fox éhildiess women. Females
with childré@ remarry mostly in the earlier yeérs of
divorce, wheré/éhe need for immediate financial support is
_most apparent.

Thé age and number of children are only two pf many
other factors that influence the timing of remarriage. The
interaétio; effects of all:influencing factors determine the
?emarriage‘beﬁaviour'of the divorced population. The
interaction effegts result in a‘curvilinear relationship
betwéen the elapsed duration of divorce and the average .
‘expected number of divorced years remaining. Curvilinear
vpatterns were found for both respondents with dependent
children and without depehden? children. |
Region

It is estimated that theré are 316,519 males living in
Canada that have remarried sinée)their first diV<;ce..Of
these,hales, it was found that 79,364 (25.1 %) live in

.Briiish Coiumbia, 5?,608 (18.2-%) liv; in the Prairie
‘Provinces, 119,184+(37.7 %) live in Ontario, 39,399 (12.4 %)

live in Quebec, and ohly 20,944 (6.6 %) live-in the Atlantic
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Provinces. Oniy-about thirteen (12.7 %) per cent of Canada:s
still divorced males livé in British Columbia, while over
Ewenty-five (25.1 %) r-- cent of the country's remarried
populacion live there. Quebec, on the other hand, has only
about‘twelve (12.4/%)_per cent of the country‘svremarried‘
population{ but represents ovér twenty-eight (28.5 i) per
cent of the bountry's still divorced population.

The remarriage:pattenn'variég considerably écross tHe
nation. It was found that almost fifty-six (55 per cent
of the males in Brifish Co;uhbia, forty'nine (48.8) per cent
of the males in the Prairie ?rovinces, forty-nine (48.6) per
ceat of the males_in‘Ontariol fdrty—three (43.1) per cent of
the males in Quebec, forty-eight (47.6) per cent of the -

males in the Atlantic Provinces, and fifty (49.7) per cent

~

of the males in Canada, as a whole, remarry within twc 7vears

of divorce. Within Pive yea f.gf divorce, eighty-one (80.9)

per cent of the males in Bri YRR Columbia, eighty-six (86.1)

B
1%,

D
per~tent im the Prairie Provinces, eighty-five (85.3) per

¢ -

cent in Ontario, ninétyifivergg$.7) per cent in Quebec,
eighty-six (85.7;Jper cent i@géhe‘Atlantic Provinces, and
eighty-six (85.6) per cent in Canada have already remarried.
Within six years of divo:ce, all males in Quebec have
remarried.kwithin nine vyears of’8QVorce, all males in ;be
Atlantic Provinces hav- remarried. ‘Within teh years of
divorce,66ver ninety-four (94.4) per cent of the remarrying
males in Brit{sh Columbia, ninety-nine (99.3) per.cent in

AN

the Prairie Provinces, ninety-seven (97.3) per cent in

. . V4 ,
Ontario, and ninety-seven (97.5) per cent in Canada have
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remarried. ,

It is revealed that there ar; 30éL§?3'females living in"
Canada that haqe‘remarried since their f?xEE/divorce. It was
found that 56,710 (16.5 %) }ive in British Columbia, 6%,127
(20.9 %) live in the Prairie Provinces, 149,685 (48.8 %)
live in Ontario, 27,362 (8.9 %) live in Quebec,_%nd onI?éﬂ
14,939 (4.9 %) live in the Atlantic Provinces. Tﬁgghegid$;§

of Quebec and the Prairie Provinces have considerabi?%%ighgﬁui.

Al &

percé%tagés of the country'g remarried females than ‘they
have of the country's divorced females.'Nearly twenty-one
(20.9 %) per cent of all remarried females, but only
seventeen (16.9-%) per cent of 'all still divorced femaleé
live in the Prairie Provinces. Larger differences were found
for Ontario, where almost forty- .ne (48.8 %) per cent of
the country's remarried females, but only thirty-nine (38.6
%) per cent of the still divorced females live inLEhié
province. The reverse is true for Quetec, where the province
represents only about nine (8.9 %) per cent of Canada's
remarried females, but represents oveg;twent;—three (23.2 %)
per cent of Canada's still divorced females. The percentage
distribution of Canada's divorced and rema;;ieq ﬁ€pulations,
for both males and females, are consisbenf/with the regional
hypotheses presented in Chapter One.

The tempo of fémale'remarriéges varies across the

regions. It is estimated that approximately thirty-four
» ' -

(34.1) pef cent of the remarrying f‘,gges in British (-l
Columbia, forty-four (44.2) per cent'%@ the Prairie

Provinces, forty-five (44.8) per cent in Ontario,
- . &

I
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thirty-nine (39.4)”per.cent in Quebec, fifty-three (53.2)
per cent in the Atlantic P;ovinces, and forty-three (42.85
pér‘cewt in Cahadé remarry within two years., Within five

yeafé, more than.seventy—thfee (73.4) per cent in British

EY

Coluﬁﬁia, sevenﬁyfnine (79.1) per cent in the Prairie
Provin¢e§, eighty (80.4) per cent in Ontario, seventy (70.6)
ﬁér cent in Quebec, eighty-four (84.8) per cent in the
Atlantic Provinces, and seventy-eight (78.3) per cent in
Canada have remarried. Approximately ninetylsevenz(97.3) per
cent of the females in Biitish Columbia, ninety-six:(95 8)
per cent in the Prairie Provinces, ninety-five.(95.2) p

f cent in Ontario, ninety-seven (96.6) per cent in the.

- Atlantié Provinces, niqetyjsix (96:1) per cent in Canada,

Vs ‘and all the remafrying.females in Quebéc haQe remarried
within fen yearseof divorce.

“Hevnex values for males vary’across the natio;. The
val._ at the start of divorce is 0.75 years for males in
British-Columbia, 0.66 yearslfo; males in tﬂezprairie

Provinces, 0.60 years for males in Ontario, 0.74 years for
.males in Quebec, 0.88 years for males in the Aﬁlantic
Provinces, and 0.69 yea;s_for males in Canada. At the onset
of divorce males in all regions are expected to remain
givorced (on the average) less than one year.,

J Theﬁhég value for males in Briti§h Columbia dec:gas%s ‘
to 0.67 years over thé nextotwo years; énd then rapidly
increases to an upper limit of 2.11 years,b& the fi%gh yéar

5

"of divorce, followed by moderately decreaseing values for

the next five years.
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Males in.the‘Prairie Provinces have a Ny value of 0.85
years by the third year, but the value rapidly increases to
2.10 years,by the start of the sixth year of divorce. The
. value rhen’rapidly and consistently decreases to a low of
- 0. 87 years, by the tenth year of dlvorde

The estimated remaining years of dlvorce for males in
Ontario increases to 1 13 years py the start of the thlrd
year. The value then decreases to 0.88 years by the fifth
year and then rapidly increases to 3.54 years by the seventh
year of divorce.\ ‘

, Males 1in Quebec have consistently higbernex values
than)males in other regions, over most durations of divorce.
The value rapidly increases every year until reaching an
upper limit of 4.77 years by the sixth year of divorce. At
the start of the third year the value is 1.89 years and by

the start of the-fifth year, the Moy for males in Quehec 1is

N

2.77 years of divorce.
. The n_, value for males in the Atlantic Procvinces is
0.86 years at the start of the third year of divorce. The
value then increases rapidly until reaching-an upper limit
of 2.41 years by the sixth year, followed b;.a consistent
decline to a low of 1.60 years by the eighth year of t

'

divorce, .-
The Nox value for males in Canada increases moderately

to 1.26 years by the fifth year of divorce. The value then’

increases rapidly to an upper limit of 2.40 years at the

“start of the seventh year. The n, value then decreases

rapidly for the next three years.
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In the first three‘yea;s of divorce, the average Noy

value for males 1in British Columbia is 0.71 years, 0.82
years in the Prairie Provinces, 0.93 yeafs in Ontario, 1.45
years in Quebec, 0. 81 years in the Atlantlr Provinces, and
0.92 years in Canada. As hypothesiz ed Quebec males have a
considerably higher average n,, value‘thanball_other
regions. Males in Briti'sh Columbia, the Prairie Provinces, '
and the Atlantic_Provinces have relatively low average n_ .
values; The relatively low value for males in the Atlantic
Provinces was not hypothes}zed. It appears that the Atlantic
males are'iess stringent u§5n>traditionel values when
considering the.timing df.remarriage.

The average nex value in the first six years of divorce
is 1.20 years for British Columbia, 1.20 years for the
Prairie Pro&inces; .24 for Ontario, 2.4 years for Quebec,

.31 years for the Atlantlc Prov1nces, and 1.25 years for
Canada. With the exceptlon of Quebec (2.40 years), the
aQerage nexgyalue for males in all regions closely proximate
the Canadlian average.of 3.25'years of divorce. It _prears
that the traditional and religious values of males in Quebec
are influential in regards to their timing of remarraige.

The pD, values (prebability of ever remarrying) for
.remarrying males vary considerably by region. At the start
~of the fourth year of divorce, the values for males if
British Columbia (98.78 %), in the Prairie Provinces (99.67
%), in Ontario (98;65 %)}, in the Atlantic Provinces (96.49
%) and in Canada (98.(9 %) remain relatively high. The value

for males in Quebec is much lower than the other regions. At

@
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the start of the sixth year of divorce, the values are still
very high for males in British Columbia (§6.1; %) and in.the
Prairie Prov1nces (96.98 %). The probability of ever
remarrying decreases 51gn1f1cant1y for Canadian males to
only 80.24 per cent, while the value -for males in the o
Atlantic ProvfhcééZdecreasealeven more to 77.53vper cent.
The value for Ontario males decreases to a very Iow"BSﬁO@
per cent. |

The Ny values for females also varies con51derably
across the regions. The value at the start o dlvorce is
1.14 years‘for femalga in Brltlﬁh*Columbla, 06 yéars in |

the Prairie Provinces, 0. 78 years 1n\0ntar” .48, years 1n

Quebec, 0.70 years 1n the Atlantlc PEOV1nces;¥dnd 0 98 years}
-in Canada. For the next,four years, the“value for females in
British Columbia ranged from 1.07 years to 1.51 yaars.‘Aftér
four years of divorce, it increases gntrl reaching an tpper,‘
limit of 2.55 years by the saventh year’of divorcé‘ The nex
value then rapidly and consiétently_decreases for the ne&t
three.yeara

2

The neX value for females in the br 1rié Proviﬁces-
increases s. 1ghtly and then decreases to a low of 0.84 years
by the fourth year of divorce. By the start of the fifth,
the n_, value increases t6 2.05 yeafa._The value ramains
fairly constant untii it beq}ns a:rapi& and consisten&j
decline at the start-of the ninth year of divorée.

The n_, value (aterage divoragﬂzears remaining) for

females in Ontario 1increases to 1.51 .years by the fourth

year of divarce. After a brief decline; the_Value increases

¢
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tQ 2.56 years by the sixth year of_divorcea_The nex‘value
for females in Ontario then decreases rapidly and
consistently for the next four years.

The value fors females in Quebee increases-yery rapidly.
until reaehing an upper limit of 3.75 years, -by. the start“of.
the third year of divorce. Afterwhich,vthe N,y value
decreases rapidly and consistently for the remainder of the
table. |

The valde for remarryiné fehales in the Atlantic
Provinces inereases to:1.90 years by the third year and .to
1.91 years by the fourth year ;}\givorce. The n_  value verylv.
rapidly increases to an upper 11m1t of 4.58 years at the )

l Iid

start of the fifth year of divorce, followed by a rapld

R

decline over the next five years.
‘ ’ )
The nex value fOor Canadian females increases fairly

con51stent1y until reachlng an upper limit of 2.42 years by

{

'wmthe start of the sixth year of divorce. Afterwhlch the n
. A ;)

value for remarrying:females in Canada decreases rapidly and-?:

"

ex

' con51stently for the next four years.

The averageine*)value Eo: the first three years of
d1vorce is ] 22 years for females 11v1ng in Br1t1sh o
Columhia, 1.08 years for females living in the Pralrle
Provinces, 1.05 years for females living in Ongzrlo, 2“79

_ fears for females living in Quebec, 1.35 years f%&'females
fliviné in the\Atlantic rovinceés, and 1,28 years for females .
living in Canaa\\ As hypothesized 1in Chapter 1I, females in
\Quebec have a eon51derably higher average ne¥ ualue (2 79

~ years) th&n the females in other regions. A's with Quebec
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males, the‘tradition_al ancf felig‘iou‘s‘values obeuebec} P
females seems to have consideéable influence on their timing’
of remarriage. Females in the Atlantic Provinces have a
reiatively high average Doy value in relation to most other

. regions. ﬁnlike’ their mal*colunterparts&, the traditional
-values of Atlantic fé;ales seems to have a strong influence.
on‘their patterns of remarﬁiage.

The average n, value for the first six years of
divorce is 1.4% years in British Columbia, 2.68 years i#¥ the
Prairie Provinces, 1.42 years in Ohtario, 3.12 yéérs in
Quebec, .2.51 years in the Atlantic Provinces, and 1.73 years
in Canada. Females in the Prairie Provinces; Quebec,‘ahd the
Agiﬁhtic Provinces have relatively high average Ny values
éompéred to the values of British Columbia and Ontario.
These fin@}ngs strongly sﬂpport the hypotheses PreSented in
Chapter Ift - .

The pr value at the start of the fourth year of
divorce remain very high for females in British Coiumbia
(97.15 %), the Prairie Provinces (98.91 %), Gntario (96.54
%), and Canada (93.69 %) as a whole. The value is
considerably lower: for females in the Atlantic Provinces
(83.95 %) and much lower foF ferales in Quebec (71.69 %). At
thé star; oﬁ the sixth“yearhcfid%vorce, the pDX value for
females in British Columbia (84.59 %), the Prairie Provinces
(87.38 %), Oﬁtario‘k75.99 %), and Canada (79.76 %) remain
relatively high. For femaies in Quebec and the_Atlantic'

Provinces, the value drastically decreases to 51.92 per cent

and. 36.57 per penf, respectively. The low probabilities of
] .
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' late remarriages for females in Quebec and the Atlantic

“B;ovinces may be more a result of low remarriage frequencies

at.these durations rather than higher probabilities of eagiy
, r _ :

A
7

remarriages.
‘Curvilinear'relationships were founa between duratio:s
of divorce andvthe corresponding nex‘values (average
expected duration of divorce remaining before remarriage).
" Thts, again, is the result of the interaction ef?kcts |
between region and numerous other factors. N
In summation, the independence of females a;% the
-financial stabilit& of males, measured by educational
attainment; employment status, presence of children, and
region nave varying influences on the timing of diJorce an§
remarriage. Chapters three and four p}eéented a detailed
analysis of the'findings and provided some discussion.:

Chapter fiﬁeﬁwill entail the final summary and conclusions

of this study. . . /
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V. Summary and Conclusions

A. Divorce Decrement

Introduétion

This/chapﬁErvwill provide the final summary and
conclusions to the analysf of the divorce decrement tables
“and.the remarriage decrement tables, ;espectively. As in
previous ébaﬁters, the variates of edpcational attainment,
employmént status, présence\of childrén; and region will be
discussed ;eparately. Although these four variates are bezng-
analyzed separately, it should be noted that other factofs
(not controlled for) will interact ov§r time and, hence;-
‘have varying degfee& of influence on aivorée behaviour. For
example, the timing of divorce may be diﬁferent for those
‘individuals with high levels of educational attainment than
for individuals with less educat%on. These differences may
be partially'explained By the inéeraction'of other factors
such as postponement of child birth, embloyment proﬁpects
after completion of education, and age of respondent at the
time of first marriage. These interaction effects result in
a curvilinea: relationship between divorce behaviour and
duration a"marfiage. |

The following summary and conclusions pertain to
marital behaviour once educational attainment, employment
st:‘at:u‘s’5 presence of childan, and region have beén

controlled fbr. It should be noted, however, that the

interaction of other factors (not controlled for)
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contirually influence the timing of divorce.

Educational Attainment

‘It was proposed that higher education would'lead to‘ 
lower Nay values® (expected years remaining beforé divorce)
for both males and females. The proposition was based on thé,
premise thét higher edﬁcatioh leads to better employment
wh;éh in turﬁ leads to greater fina?cial Security. It was
expected that those iﬁdividuals with éreater economic
security would be in-a better position,to afford the
additional costs associazed with;divorée. It was also
expgsted (especially for femaléé) that greatgr personal

financial security would lead-to greater emotional and
. > . ‘\

.
4 .

3
During the first fifteen years of marriage, the results

economic indepenéence.

of this analysis fail  to support'the proposed hypothesis for
males. For these‘durations of marriage, less educated males.

have Moy values ranging from two to four years-lower than
. .

- for males with post-secondary education. It is only after

fifteen years of marriage that the more educated males are

2 N

«expected to divorce sooner than less educated males.
A similar pattern of divorce is evident for females
\
with and without post-secondary education. For the first

nineteen yeafs of marriage, it is the\léss educated females

- who are expected to divorce sooner. It is only after

nineteen years of marriage that higher education is expected
to lead to an earlier divorce. For the first fifteen years

< . . .
of marriage, however, the differences in Nax values between
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o

the higher educated femai;s and the less educated females is
leég than one year.

It is possible that f1nanc1al secuﬁygy and independence
are ngz achieved until after approximately fifteen to
eighteen years of marriage. Higher levels of education take
many yeaas of study and are very expensive. Financial
security may be delayed ;or some time, in order that the

. costs of education ki.é.,\student loans) can be entirely
é; %éy}qﬁoft, Career advancement, follog)ng an extended,

educ%tlon perlod may not/$ u%§ in economic security and

" !
1ndependence untll after appr0x1mately fifteen years of

marriage,
' Y For th,e @

e

remain married forégongér durations than males without

pgst—Seéondbry e@ucation, females with post-secondory
education, and females without post-secondary education.
Females without post—secondarf education were expected to
divorce the earliest during the first eighteen years of
marriage. For the first nine years of marriage, males
without pdst—secondary education ﬁend to divorce sooner than
females with post-secondary education. After niffe years,
these males tend to postpone divorce longer than females
with and females withoPt post;secondary Qducation. T/
3\ In Canaca, higﬁer educated males and females tend to
divorce sooner than less edug@ted males and females after

approximately fifteen to twenty years. Financial security

., ~and independence, that result from higher educatioQ, may not
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be present at the onset of marriage. As noted in Chapter 1II,
high levels of education were expected to lead to high

career attainments. It is possible, however, that the

benefits of higher education may not be evident until many * \

~ 13

years after graduation. Economic stability and' independence

g, may be accrued over tiﬁe and, thus, provides partial

T

: : T . °
~explanation as to why higher educated individuals divorce
sooner than less eduéated‘individuals only after

app{oximately fifteer to twenty years of marriage.

1

Employment Status
It was proposed that white collar workers would divorce
sooner than blue collar g\\fers. The prop051tlon was based

} on the same cr1ter1a as prcgffed forﬁgguLvtlonal attainment.

The results were expected to be more supéortlve for females
because of their recent and relatively raﬁld increase 1in
\labour'forée barticipétion.
The results of the analysis show that blue collar males
(on the average) divorced sooner than white collar males,
for the first eight years of marriage. For the first five
years, white collar males were expected to remain married
slightly over one year longer thah blue collar males. ?or_
the dpxt three years, whi;e collar males are still'expected
o remain married lOnder, but the differences gre less than
_one year. After eight year% of marriage the results support
the proposed hypothesis, as white collarumaiesﬁ(on the

average) are expected to divorce one to three years sooner

‘than,blue collar males.
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A differeht paftern of divorce behaviour is evident for
white collar and blue colfar;females. White collar females 7
were found to divorce sognér than blue collar females foq\’///((/
the first five years of marriage and again after sixteen -

years of marriage. The hypothesié is not supported for the

- durations between five and sixteen years of marriage. For

this interva’ blue collar females consistently divorce up to

one year sooner than white collar females. It should be

‘noted that the pattern of divorce for white collar females

and females with post-secondary educat@ohﬁﬁf@ not consistent
for the first five years of marriage. This discrepancy may

be explained by white collar females having attained greater

~economic indgpendence, whereas the higher educated females

'fehployment

may still be paying for their education. It may also be
. ¢ . . . i
possible that higher education, especially for less career

orien-ated females, may not necessarily lead to white collar

. : ¥
White collar males are expected to divorce sooner than

blue collar males only after approximately eight years of

‘marriage. The economic stability of white collar males may

not be present during the early years Q} marriage. As with
educational attainment, divorce may not be economically
feasible during the early stages of marriage. It is possible

that the financial stability associated with white collar

“employment (for males) is only evident after approximately

eight years of marriage. Greater financial independence of

4

white'collar females, however, tends to be more immediately

A Fir &
associated with divorce behaviour. Unlike theiT m@le
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counterparts, whlte collar female% are expected to divorce
sooner than blue collar females, durlng the f1rst five years
of marriage. The higher economic independence, acquired
through white collar employment, provides these females with
an immediate aﬁB{;easible option to 'bad' marriages. _

The results of the analysis also show that both blue
coll@t males and white collar males can expect to remain
: S

married lor er (before divorcing) than either of the

employed females.

gfesenoe of Children

/ .
i It was proposed that the presence of children would be

g deterrent to divorce. Longer durations of first marriage

Lz
—

g' were expected fbr individuals with children than individuals
wltnout dependent children. The proposition was based on the
premlses that divorce was considered to be harmful to
children and that the child cagpe responsibilities »f females
prevented them from employment and, hence, attaining |
fiﬁahcial independencs.

For the first «three y;a%s of marriage, the results of -
this analysis show that males with children remain married
slightly longer than males without children. It should be
noted, however, th§t°the'differences in expected marriage
durations between males with and males without children are
relatively small (less than one year). For most durations of
marriage, the hypothe51s 1s supported by the results,

4 ) . )
however the dlfference between males with ang males without

dependent children remains minimal.
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_'?~* the first four years of'marriage, females without
ghlldren are expected to remain married for less than half a
year longQg than females with children. After six years ‘of
marrfage, females w1tﬁ'ch1ldren are expected to remain
married from one to almost three years longer than childless
females. After six years of marriage there is notable
~support for the proposed hypothe51s

Males WIth and males without deperdent children
COns1stently are expected on the average to remain married
‘longer.than females with and without children. The results
show that for most durations of marriage, the presence of
dependent children‘is a deterrent to divoree for both males
" and females. Whether marrlages are kept intact for the sake
of the children or the presence of. chlldren prevents the
financial-feasibility of divorce is still a matter of
theory. Whatever« the reasoas may be, males and females with
children are expected to remain married longer than those.-
without children. |

”

.Region'
S .

.1t is expected that males and females living in Quebec
/ and the Atlantic Provinces would be expected to remain
married for longer durations (before divorce); moderate
durations were expected invOntario; and relati@ely short
durations -in British Columbia and the Prairie Proyinoesf
These progoéltiods were based mainly on the orémise of .
’reglonal dlfferences 1n rellglous composition, tradltlonal

values, employment opportunltles, and mlgratlonal patterns.
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The results of this analysis show that males in Quebec

o

an&fthe Atlantic Provinces are expected (on the average) to

4

femain married for longer durations, before eventually

o

ﬁ@"@h&aining a divorce, than males in other regions. For most

b

fﬁ dfirations of marriage, males in Quebec and the Atlantic

Pfovincés are expected to remain married for another eighp
to eleven years. In Ontario, males are expected to remain
married for énbther four and a half to nine years. Males 1in
British Columbia consistently and substantially divorce
sooner than males 1in 5thgr regions..Méles in the Prairie,
Provinces'have relatively moderate expécted durations‘of
marriage prior to divorce. The combination of high divorce .

rates in Alberta, moderate raties in Manitoba, and low

~divorce rates in Saskatchewén may partially explain why the

Prairie Provinces (as a whole) have relatively moderate
durations of marriage.

Females in Quebec and the Atlantic Provinces have
substantially ionger expected durations of marriage than
females in othe: regions. For most durations of marriage,
females in the Atlantic Provinces are expected to remain
married for another six to nine years. At most durations of
marriage, females in Quebec are expected to remain married
(on the average) for-another fou;\ﬁpd a half to nine and.a
half years. Females in the Prairie Province§ divorce
relatively sobngr"durihg"the first six years and then 6nly
moderately sooner after six years of marriage. Females in

.

Ontario can expect a moderate number of remain::g years of

marriage. For most durations of marriage, females in British

.

( .
N
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Columbia ate\expected to remain marr{gd for the shortest
durations  (two to féVe'yéars). As with males, the high
di&orce rates of Alberta‘and'the lower divorce rates of
Manitoba and Saskatchewan may partially_egplain‘the moderate
to moderately short expected dutations of first marriage for
the combined Prairie Provinces.

As expected, divorce appears to be more acceptable
and/or affordable in certair'regions tnan in others. the
timing of divorce 'varies ¢ siderably across the regions of
Canada. Regional variationﬁ in economic, social, and
political ettributes are reflected in the divorce>behaviour
within edth regiont The religious and traditional velues -
fournd in the eastetn regions and the large in—migfation,
rapid economic prosperity, and social diversity of the

astern regions are reflected in their nogably/fifferent

patterns of divorce behaviour. -~

B. Remarriage. Decrement .
It should be noted that the following conclusions are

based on the re arrlébe behaviour of 1nd1v1duals ‘once *

/ 3

factors such as educatlonal atta1nmen~ emplg?ment status)u"y
- . '

presence of children, and region have been controlled for.h
The interaction effects of other factors (not oontrolled-
for) should be acknov‘:lledgedg%hen interpreting the final
results. The curvilinear relationshiorbetween remarriage
behaviour and duration of divorce is a result of all factors

interacting and not merely the four variates under analysis}~,lf'

/
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Educational.Attainment‘J
It was proposed that higher e§ucation will lead to
earlier remarriage for males, but will lead to later
remarriage for females. For males the proposition was based
on the premise that higher education will~lead to béttér‘
/- employment, which in turn will lead to greater financial

security. The more financially secure males are able to

P NN

)

affbrd thé additionak_costs'of'having a second family.
Alimony and child sgpport,from the first @arriage,'as well
as the additional expenses of raising a second fahily was
proposed to be more easily affordab1e~f§r the higher
educated and more-—financially secure males. For females, "=
proposition was b;sed on the pfehisé that higher*educati:

will lead to greater financial and emotional independence.

The more financially secure and'finéncially i%@ependent

females were expected to consider‘remar;iage'legs of -a

necessity and, hence, weré'expected to postpone or even

forego remarriage. . | | ot F
The results of this analysis do not support the ' |

proposed hypothesié for maies.’OtheE than at the start of

the fourth and fifth years of dive ce, males with

post-secoﬁdary.éducatién’tonsistentiy were expected to

remain divorced longer than less educated males. It should ;o

be noted however that’the differences between mage< with'and. e -
. 3 . "
males without post-secondary education are extremely s%all..

»

Higher education, leading to greater economic stability,

~does not appear to hasten remarriage among males. Remarriage

R

;  patterns of males remaip consistent regardless of
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N

educatlonal attainment.

3the start of tpe sixth'year of d1vorce, the less, educated

; For females, the results show an inconsistent pattern
of remarrlage, wlth the less educated females expected to
remaln d1vorced longer at certain durat1ons of d1vorce and
remarry sooner for others The more educated females were
expected to remain divorced for longer perlods the starn@of
the third fourth, seventh and elghth year of, divorce, but
expected to remarry sooner at the start of the flrst,
second,»flfth; 51xgh,jn1nth and tenth year. he hypothe51s e'
is supported at-the start of the third year 0 dlvorde,
where hlgher educated females were expected to- rema1n

.»,..

divorced 0 61 years long c than less educated females By .

females w_re expected to remaln dlvorced 0.49 years longer

k

than the mdre educated females. As with males, the*

dlfferences in° expected durat1ons of divorce formthe less

educated ‘and the more educated females were relat1vely

,,_wthe remarrlage behav1our of femalés.

S ra

’\

small ngher educat1on lead1ng to dreater ecqmomlc,

1ndependence, appears to be 1nd§@51stently a55001ated w1th
D -'
Females w1th and females w1thout post secondary

K

: ( ‘
-educatlon were expected tolremaln dlvorced longer (for‘most

e

4

durations) ‘than either males with or males. w1thout %,

post-secondaryfeducat1on.
v | A
Employment StatuS‘

[

T e It ‘was proposed thatiwhlte collar males yﬁuld remarry

sooner than blue collar males, and conyersely, whlte collar

S
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females would remain divoréed longer than blueVEbllar
females. For males and females the propositions were based
on the same criteria as proposed for the variate of |
educat'onalvattéinment.

The resultélof.this analysis do:not suppoft the
proposition thatrwhite collar males remarry sooner than blue
collar males. Instead, the results remain conaisteﬁt with
the findings for males by {éucational'attainment. Blge‘
collér males remarry 0.10 fg\ﬁ.12'year§ sooner than white
collar males; Eéoqgmic“stability, resulting from higher
employment status, does not appear to hasteﬁ remarriage
among males. |

For females, after one -year of divorce the resulLs of

the analy51s supported the hypothe51s. At the start of.

o
’

divorce, blue collar females were expected to remain
divorced 0.24 years longer than white coliar:females. Afﬁé{
one year of divorce, whiﬁe éoLlar females are expected to
remain d%vorced 0.65 to 1.84 years longer than blue collar
femalés. Unlike females with post-secondary education, white
collar females consistently are expected to remain divqrce?‘
longer than their respective counterpart. Economic
independence, resulting from highér‘emp10yment status,“does

appear to d:i7yremarriage among females.

For mo&t durations of divorce, white collar males and

females have substantially longer expected divorce durations

than blde'collar males and females. B

£

o
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Presence of Children

It was pfoposed that children would hasten remarriage

for both males-and females. For males the proposition was

based on the premise that remarriage was a neiessity in _

order to accommddéte child care and household
responsibilities. For females, the proposition was based on
the premise of éinancial need. Child care and job
responsibilities are expected to be a heaby burden most
easily relieved through remarriage. It was also suggeéted
that child care responsibilities prevented many females from
Sbtaining employment in the laboﬁf fofce'and, hence,
achieving a higher degreé of f;nahciél,independence;

For the first four years of diz?rce, males with
children are expeqtea to remarry (6n the average) 0.19 to
0.59 years sooner than males® without children. After five
years of divorce, males with children are expecfed to -

remafry 0.19 to 1.44 years =ooner than males withoutﬁ

children. Over the first ten years of divorce,- the expectéd

!}

number of divorce years remaining ranged from 0.61 to 2.00

years for 'males with children and from 0.80 to 2.45 years

_for maleé without Children.

For males, the presencg' f -children does appear to

. 0. . .
hasten remarriage. Early remarriage appears to be a viable

solution for accommodating child caré‘and household

responsibilities.

For most durations of divorce, females with children
were expe;ted to remarry sooner than females without

children. Females with children could expect to remain

G«

J vy
KR

Sop,
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divorced for another 0.76 to 2.36 years and females without
children for another 0.85 to 2.69 years. For the first four
years of divorce, females .with children remhrried 0.36 to
_ 0.87 years sooner than females without chlldren. This hay
reflect a more'imnediate need for mothers to quickly remarry
as opposed to childless women. After four‘years.ofpdivorce,.
- both females with andeemales without children cane expect
to remaln divorced substantially longer but females with
chlldren no longer consistently. remarry sooner than females
~ without chlldren. e

(TS e

2 For the f1rst four years of divorce the proposed

LR/

hypothesis has considerable support, but after four years"
AN

' the)results are less conclusive. For females w1th chlldren
' -
the necess1ty of remarriage may be more immediate for

reasons of financial support Women who prolong remarriage

may be more f1nanc1ally 1ndependent (i. e.,“working mothers)

G and, hence, in less need of immediate f1nanc1al support
ﬁow . )
% After four years of:d1voroe;~the age of the children may
i '
hx

also be g determinindﬂﬁactorvin the relatively longer

expected dgrations of di%Zfée“?or mothers. As children get

older,theymmay become more of a deterrent to remarriage.

..Blended families may be more problematic if the children are
e .old enough to resent the role of a step paffnt Since women
are most likely to be given custodial rlghts of children
“from the first marriage, it follows that ‘the age of the
chlldren would be more of a determining factor in their
remarr1age rates than in the remarriage rates of the

~-

fathers.
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N )
During the first few years of divorce, males and

females with children are expected (on the average) to
remarry sooner than males and females without children.
After four years only-the males with children maintain

substantially earlier patterns of remarriage.

Region

‘ It_nas proposed that males gnd females living;in Quebec
and the Atlantic Provinces would have relatively long
dur;tions of divorce, relatively moderate duration;vin .
Ontario, and relatively short durations in British Columbia
and the Prairie Provinces. Theée Ppropositions were based on
regional differences in reiigious composition, traditional
values, employment opportunities, and mlgratlonal patterns.

The results of this analysis show that males 1n Quebec

consistently and substantially are expected to rémain
divorced longer than males in oiher regions. Surprisingly,
males in the Atlantic Provinces have only moderate to
moderately long.expected durations of oivorce. Males in
Ontario are'expeqtea,to‘hame moderate durations of divorce!
for the first three feérs; relatively short_durat&ons for
the next\two years, and relativeiy long durations. after five
years of dlvorce. Males in the Pra1r1e Provinces have o
relatively moderate to moderatelyi@hort divorce duratlons.

iy

Males. in British Columbla have an 1ncon51stent pattern of
\ o

modérately short to modegately long durations of divorce.
The rfsults of is analysis support the‘propositions for

males in Quebec and to a lesser extent for males in British
! ]

RNY
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A

Columbia and the Prairie Provinces. The'traditional and

religious values found in Quebec tend to be agsociated with

A

low remarriage rates and a tendency to remain divorced for

longer periods of time. The social, political, and economic

- attributes of .the western regions tend to be associated with

high remarriage rates end considerably shorter durations of
divorce. |

Eemales in Quebec remain divorced .nger tﬁgn females~
in the other'regions .Although the values for females in
Quebec remain relatively’ hlgh after four years of dlvorce,
they are lower than the values for females in the Atlantlc

Provinces. The expetted remaining divorce years for females

in the Atlantic Provinces range, from moderately. long to

bextremely long[ for most durations of divofce. Femalee_in_

Ontario, the Prairie Provinces, and British Columbia remarry
relatively sooner than females in other regions, during most
years of divorce. Similar to males, the traditional and

religious values of females in Quebec and the Atlantic

Provinces tend to be associated with a slower ‘pace of

remarriage behaviour, while females in the less traditional

P

and m;ie diverse western regions tend to remarry after

consi erably shorter durations of divorce.

[ - .
.7 . ¢~ N
A . ! <
. ]

’Wavhedyloglcal Cons1deg§t10ns

t;ons in the allable data made 1t necessary to
empl§y éﬂ ew major assumptlons in tﬂrs analy51s. w
Cons1deratlon of these assumptlons and the limitations of
measurementushould be qpn51dered when analyzing the final

{

Bl



147

J

results. Educationai éttainment and employmént status were .
measured at the time of the 1984 Family History Survey and
not at the timé of the nuptiality'event. It was assumed tﬁat
the characteristics and behaviour patterns of the
respondents were consistent throughout their academic and
kmployment'years. In order to minimize measurement error, it
is suggi§£ed that future studies attempt to measufe |
educational attainment and employment status at the time of
the! d}vorce and remarriéée. Although the variates of
educational attainment and.ewployment statué'have been used
as a proxy to careé: attainment,‘an income variate would
prbvide a better measuremeg' of economic well being.

It wvas also assumed'th?t classification of respondents

into blue collar and white collar wopkerS'wgbld suffice as

measurements of financial prosperity. It is suggested that

&
Y 4

fufure research incorporate a mqééurement of actual income
aE the tiTe of each marital eveﬁt.

In regafdsoto the presence or absence of children, it
was assumed that natural childreﬁ under nineteen years of
age Qere‘stiil dependents.of one or both spouses. It is
sﬁggested that futﬁre stggaL&-include only.;hosefchildrén
that are 3ependent upon a pgr;nt's income anégstill reside
in. the hougehold of this parent. It should algoybé
emphaSized'%hat the custody o@%shildren (folloﬁing»divorce)
is almost always given to the mother. Hence, the bresence of
children should be more of a concern to the remarriage .
patterns of moﬁhers,thén for fathers. Future.analyses should

control for cusgodial rights and its impact on remarriage

R

%

]



. -

4

y S ; 148

behaviour. . . -

Finally, because of their relatively smallﬁpepuiatiens,
the provinces of Nova'Scotia, New'Brunswick,k?rince;Edward
Island, and”Newfoundland had to be combined into the region -
of the AtiantiC'Provinces Szmllarly Manltoba, Saskatchewan,

o

and Alberta were comblned to form the reglon of the Prairie .

Provinces. It was assumed that these reglons were
.““ J L.

homogeneous in thelr;popuﬁétlc Unfortunately, the hlgher

divorce rates of Nova Scotaa anduAlberta may have blased the
f1nal results in the1r respeatlve regions. Future research
sheuld analyze the marltal behaviour’ of each provinee |
instead of the lessfhomogeneous regions. ‘Iteis also |

suggested that the populations of the Northwest Terrltorles

and the Yukon be included in the analysxs.

Suggest1ons for Future Research

The results of this study give r1se tobmany possible
avenues for future research»1nto,Canad4an~nupt1a11ty
patterns, Further researchiinto the maritaifnistOries of
Canadians is needed in order to better understand the
marital behaviour of this country's ~oulation.

Although nuptialitf tables are ery uséful devices for
analyzing marital behav1our, there are qgher mfthodologles
that may be con51dered in future studlesa If controll1ng for
interaction effects 1s(a major concern, then«perhaps factor
amalysis, log-linear analysis, or the use of ~tingency
tables would be more applicable methdologi nese

ppocedures can be employed for each aspect of marital
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history (i.e., singlehood, first marriadge, divorce,
remarriage, etc.).

This study analyzed the exﬁected‘durééions of marriage
and divorce for varioué~populations and for "ariou; L
characteristics of these populations. Marital ~urations,
however, may also betinfluenced by premarital behaviour.
Further research, i*té\ﬁgsfponement of marriage for reasons
of education, career, or a comﬁén law union may very well
. infduence an individual's behaviour after marriage.
Posgzonement of‘ma:riage will increase the individual's age
at first marriage and perhaps the individual's emotional and
"financial well being upon entering such,a union. Marita!

success or failure may be influenced by the behaviour of

indiv:iduals before the union was ev

formed. Research into
the aurations of singlehooa and common law unions would

provide valuable insight into the)marital behaviour of the
Cangdidﬁ population.

Wr.ie this study anclyzed the marital behaviour of

aspects or'chaiaét ics that necd to be further analyzed.
The marital.béh;%iouf'of Canadians by ethnicity, income, age
of individual, age of children, adherance to religious and
traditiohél.valuéi, r@ral/urbanxgnvironments, spouse's
education and emplbymegt status, availability o’ Government
'Asponsored child care programmes, and working versus

non-working mothers are only a few of the possible areas for

future study. As the marital behaviour in Canada changes,, so

&
t
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do the needs of its population. In order to provide polici#&s. ..
waie ¥

that will meet the needs of the population it is important: i

. o
N .

to know the characteristics of the individuals who are

single, cohabitating, married, separated, divorced, widowed,

E

or remarried. In order to fully understand the marital
behaviour of Canadians, we must first.be aware of their

marital histories and the time spent in each marital event.

NS
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The divorce decrement tables ar shown 'in App:-ndaix . and are
numbered from A-1 to A-24. T> rema:riage decrermert t. bles

are shown in Appendix B and .ire r~umbersd froxn B-1 tc I 24,
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Appendix A’ @ =
Table A-1
.. DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE ,
MALES WITH NO POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION '
- YEARS n, Uy Dy -FDy EVDy U, NEV, . pD{,. Nex
E »
0-1.99  0.0343 100000 3430 98594 3430 196570 647746 ,§§-59 6.48
2-2.99 0.1850 96570 17865 95164 21295 .87637 451176 98.5¢ 4
3-3.99 0.1514 78705 11916 77298 33211 ;é?iv 363539 98.21 4.62
4-4.99 0.1806- 66789 12062 65383 45273 60758 290792 97.89 4.35
5-5.99  0.0959 54727 5248 53320 50522 52103 230@¥ 97.43 4.20
6-6.99  0.3440 49476 17021 48072 67542 40968 nggaz 97.16 3.60
7-7.99  0.2879 32458 9345 31052 76887 27786 ,§36964 95.67 . 4.22
8-8.99  0.3357 23113 7759 21707 84646 19234;£§O§178 93.92 4.72
© 9-9.99  0.1425 15354 2188 13948 86834 14260, 89945 90.84 5.86
f0~10.99 0.2343 %13166 3085 11760 89919 11624 75685 89.32 5.75
11-11.99 0.2003 10081 2019 8675 91938 9072 64061 86.05 6.35
12-12.99 0.0984 8062 ' 793 6656 92731 7665 54983 82.56 6.82
13-13.99 0.2337 7269 1699 5863 94430. 6419 47324 B80.65 6.5
14-14.99 0.2218 5570 1235 4164 95665. 4952 40904 74.75 1.34
15-15.99 0.1168 4335 507 2928 96172 4081 35952 67.56 8.29
16-16.99 0.1063 3828 407 2422 96579 3624, 31871 63.26 8.33
17-17.99 0.0516 3421 177 2015 96756 3333 28246 58.90 8.26
18~18.99 0.0935 3244 303 1838 97059 3093 24914 56.66 7.68
19-19.99 0.0892 2941 262 1535 97321 2810 21821 52.18 7.42
20-20.99 0.0981 2679 263 1273 97584 2547 19011 47.51 7.10
©21-21.99 0.0074 2416 18 1010 97602° 24p# 16464 41.80 6.81
. 22-22.99 0.1697 2398 407 992 98009 2195 14057 41.36 5.86
23-23.99 0.0085 1991 17 585 98026 1983 11862 29.38 5.96
24-24.99 0.0633- 1974 125 568 98151 1912 9879 28.77 5.00
25+25.99 0.0419 1849 77 443 98228 1810 7968 23.96. 4.31
26-26.99 0.0629 1772 111 366 : @40 1716 6157 20.63 3.48
27-27.99 0.1210 1660 201 254 9ME41 1560 4441 15.31 2.67
28-28.99 0.0075 1459 1] 53 98552 1454 2881« 3.65 1.97
29-29.99 0.0292 1448 42 42 98594 1427 . 1427 2.92 0.99
1406
"
W
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e A- £ &
e 12 X
. . DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE E %
POR FEMALES WITH NO POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION . o «?ﬁl
YEARS n, Uy Dy FD, EWD,. U, \ NEV, = pDy, 'ﬂéi‘f
0-.99  0.0738 100000 7380 99605 7380 96310 560566 99.60 5.6
1-1.99  0.0111 92620 1028 92225 8408 92106 46%2% 99.57 5.0
2-2.99  0.1480 91592 13556 91197 21964 84814 372150 99.57 '4.06
3-3.99 0.1355 78036 10605 77641 32569 72734 287336 99.49 -3.68
4-4.99 0.2713 67431 18294 67036 50863, 58284 214602 99.41 3.18
5-5.99 0.3174 49137 15596 48742 66459 41339 156318 99,20 3.18
6-6.99° 0.3066 33541°10284 33146 76743 28399 114979 98.82 3.43
7-7.99  0.3527 23257 8203 22862 84946 19156 86580 98.30 3.72
8-8.93 0.1636 15054 2463 14659 87408 13823 67424 97.38 4.48
9-9.99  0.1858 12592 ,2340 12196 .89748 11422 536Q1 96.86 4.26
10-10.99 0.2644 10252 2711 .9857 92459 ° 8897 42179 96.15 4.11
11~11.99 0.3136 7541 2365 7146 94824 6359 33282 94.76 4.41
12-12.99 0.1892 45176 979 4781 95803 . 4687 26923 92.37 5.20
13-13.99 0.1816 4197 762 3802 96565 3816 - 22237 90.58 5.30
14-14.99 0.1918 3435 . 659 3040— 97224 3105 - 18421 88.50 5.36
15-15.99 0.1793 2776 498 2381 97722 2527 ~ 15315 85.77 5.52
16-16.99 0.1595 2278 363" 1883 98085 2097 12788 B82.66 5.6!
17-17.99 0.1880 1915 350 — 1520 98445 1735 ° 10691 79.36 5.58
18-18.99 '0.1143 1555 178 1160 98623 - 1466 8957 74.59 5.76
19-19.99 0.1432 1377 197 982 98820 °1279 7490 71.31 . 5.44
20-20.99 0.2240 1180 264 785 99084 1048 6212 66.51 5.26
21-21.99 0.0598 916 55 520 99139 - 888 5164 56.84 .5.64
22-22.99 '0.1806 861 155 466 99295 ' 783 4276 54.10. 4.97
23-23.99 0.1431 705  104. 310 993%6.. 655 3493 43.98 4.95
24-24.99 0.1052 604 - 64 209 99459 ' 573 2838 34.63 4.69
25-25.99 0.0685 541 377 146 99496 522 2265 26.94 4,19 ,
26-26.99 0.1066 504 54 109 99550 477 1743 21.57 3,46
27-27.99 0.0394 450 18 55 99568 441 - 1266 12.21  2.81
28-28.99 0.0503 432 .- 22 37 99589 422 824 8.61 1.9
29-29.99 0.0377* 411 ° 15 15 99605 403 403  3.77 0.98" -
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Table A-3

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE
FOR -MALES WITH POST-SECONDARY EDUCATIDN

X

5%

FDy

EVDy

Ux

NEVX

PDy

n

ex

1-1 0.1091 81870 8932 78553 27062 77404 729142 95.96°
2-2.99 0.0173 72938 1262 69627 29324 72307 651738 95.46
3-3.99 0.0909 71676 6515 68365 34839 . 68418 579431 95.38
4-4.99 0.0342 65161 6138 61850 40977 62092 511012 94.92
5-5.99. 0.1262 59023 7449 53712 48426 55298 448921 94.39
6-6.99 0.1814 51574 9356 48263 57782 46896 393622 93.58
7-7.99  0.0832 42218 3513 38908 61294 40462 346726 92.16
8-8.99  0.1927 38706 7459 35395 68753 34977 306264 91.45
9-9.99  0.1050 31247 3281 27936 72034 29607 271287 89.40
10-10.99 0.0968 27966 2707 24655 74741 26613 241680 B88.16
11-11,99 0,0955 25259 2412 21948 77153 24053 215068 86.89
12-12.99 0.1793 22847 . 4096 19536, 81250 20799 191015 85.51
13-13.92 0.0620 18750 1163 15440 82412 18169 170216 82.34
14-14.99 0.0531 17588 934 14277 83348 17121 152047 81.18
15715.99 0.1269 16654 2113 13343 85459 15597 134926 80.12
16-16.99 0.0405 14541 589 11230 86048 14246 119329 77.23
17-17.99 0.0554 13952 773 10641 86821 13565 105082 76.27
18-18.99 0.0797 13179 1050 9868 87872 12654 91517 74.88
19-19.99 0.0927 12128 1124 8818 88996 11566 . 78863 72.70

20-20.99 0,183 11004 1302 7693 90298 10353 67297 69.91

21-21.99 ©.0617 9702y 599 6392 90896 9403 56944 65.88

22-22.99 0.1709 9104 1556 5793 92452 8326 47541 6£3.63

23-23.99 0.0851 7548 642 4237 93094 7227 39215 56.14

24-24.99 0.0877 6906 606 3595 93700 6603 31988 52.06

25-25.99 0.1007 6300 634 2989 94§34 5983 25386 47.45

26-27.99 0.0165 5666 93 2355 94428 11238 19403 41.56

28-28.99 0.3317 5572 1848 2261 96276 4648 8165 40.58

29-29.99 0.1109 ~ 3724 413 13 96689 3517 3517 11.09

3311

O e WS BN OO IODOOODOODI®I N0 DD

0-.99  0.1813 100000 18130 96689 18130 90935 820077 96.69 §.20
.99 .91
.94
.08
.84
.61
.63
.21
.91
.68
.64
.51
.36
.08
.64
.10
.21
.53
.94
.50
12
.87
.22
.20
.63
.03
.42
.47
.94

164
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' Table A-4

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE
FOR FEMALES WITH POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

.

165

YEARS . Uy Dy  FDy [“BVDy. U g< NEVy PD, Moy
.0-1.99 0.0050 100000 -, 500 99224 500 199500 706775 99.22 7.07
.2-2.99  0.1231, 99500 12248 98724 127481 93376 507275 99.22 5.10
3-3.99  0.1553 ~ 87252 13550 86476 26295 80476 413900 99.11 4.74
'4-4.99  0.1362 73701 10038 72925 36337 68682 333423 98.95 4.52
5-5.99 0.2478 63663 15776 62887 52112 55775 264741 98.78 4.16
6-6.99 0.1624 47888 7777 47111 59889 43999 208966 98.38 4.36
{ 7-7.99 . 0.3345 40111 13417 39335 73306 33402 164968 98.07 4.11
8-8.99 ~ 0.1831 26694 4888 25918 78194° 24250 131564 97.09 4.93
9-g.99  0.1865 21806 4067 21030 82261 19773 107315 96.44 4.92
10-10,99 0.1925 17739 3415 16963 85676 16032 87542 95.63 ,4.93
11-11.99 0.3230 14324 4627 13548 90302 12011 71510 94.58 4.99
12-12.92 0.1149 9698 1114 8922 91417 ~ 9140 59499 92.00 6.14
13-13.99 0.2818 8583 2419 7807 93835 7374 50359 90.96 5.87
14-14.99 0.0972 6165 599. 5389 94435 5865 42985 B87.41 '6.97 .
15-15.99 0©.1648 5565 917 4789 95352 5107 , 37120 86.06 6.67 .
16-16.99 0.0207 4648 96 3872 95448 4600 32013 83.30 6.89
17-17.99 0.1023 4552 466 3776 95914 4319 27413 82.95 6.02
18-18.99 0.0279 4086 114 3310 96028  4029. 23094 81.01 5.65 -
19-19.99 0.1242 3972 493 3196, 96521 3726 190865 80.46° 4.80
20-20.99 0.15:6 3479 531 2703 97052 3213 15339 77.69 4.41
21-21.99 0.2645 2948 780 2172 97832 2558 12125 73.68 4.11
22-22.99 0.2579 2168 559 1393 98391 1889 9567 64.21 4.41
23-23.99 19,1335 1609 215% 831 98606 1502 7679 51.77 4.77
" 24-24.99 0.030% 1394 42 618 98648 1373 6177 44.34 4.43
25-25.99 0.0701 ~ 1352 95 576 98743 1305 4804 42.60 3.55
26-26.99 0.2888 ' 1257 = 363 481 99106 1076 3499 38.28 2.38
27-27.99 .0, 1051 894 94 118, 99200 847 2423 13.21 2.71
 28-29.99 0.0302 800 ‘24 24 99224 1576 1576  3.02 1.97
776 , . ¥ ‘ B :
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Table A-5

DIVORCE DECRE!ENT’TABLE FOR BLUE COLLAR NALES

FD

t

U

166

3183

92697

.27

Ny Uy Dx x  EBVDy x | NEVy4 PPy TMex
0-.99 0.0412° 100000 4120 96817 +120 97940 723371 S86.82 7.23
1-1.99 0.0751 95880 7201 92687 11321 92280 625431 96.68 6.52
2-2.99 0.1088 88679 9648 85487 20969 83855 533152 96.41 6.0
.3-3.99 D.1111 7903y 8780 75848 29749 74641 449296 95.97 5.69
4-4.99 0.1707 70251 11982 67068 41741 64255 37465° 95.47 5.33
5-5.99 D.1158 58259 6746 55076 48487 54886 310401 394.54 5.33
6—6.99 0.2931 51513 15098 48330 63586 43963 255515 093.82 4.96
7-7.99 0.2526 36414 9198 33232 72784 31815 211551 91.26 S.Bﬁm
8-8.99 0.2686 ‘?72ﬂ6 7310 24033 80094 23561 119736 88.31 6.60
9-9.99 . 0.1015 19906 2020 16723 82115 18896 156175 84.01 7.85y
10-10.99. 0.1663 17885 2974 14703 85089 16398 137280 82.20 7.68
“3r=11.89 0.1802 14911 2687 11728 87776 13568 120882 78.66 B8.11
12-12,99 . 0.1065 , 12224 1302~ 9041 89078 11573 107314 7?796 8.78
13—-13.99 0.1142 10922 1247 7739 90325 10299 95741 70.86 8.77
14—-14,99 0.1545 9675 1495 6492 SiB20 8227 85443 67.10 B.83
15-15.99 0.0867 8180 709 4997 92529 7825 76515 61.09 9Y.35
16—16.89 0.0615 7471 459 4288 92989 7241 68690 57.40 9.19
17-17.99 0.0573 7011 402 3828 93390 6811 61448 54.61 8.76
18-18.99 0.0712 6610 471 3427 93861 6374 54638 \51285 8.27
19-19.99 0.0%546 6139 335 2956 94196 5871 48263 48.16 17.86
20-20.99 0.0872 5804 506 2621 94702 5551 42292 45.16 7.289
21-21.99 0.0158 5298 84 2115 94786 5256 36741 39.92 6,94
22-22.99 0.1419 5214 740 2031 95526 4844 21485 38.896 6.04
23-23.99 0.0215 4474 96 1291 95622 4426 26641 28.87 5.95
24-24.99 0.0532 4378 233 1195 95855 4262 22215 .27.30 5.07
25-25.99 0.04%94 4145 205 962 96060 4043 17853 23.22 -4.33
26-26.92 0.0448 . 3940 - 177 758 96236 3852 13911 19@23' 3.53
27-27.29 0.1068 3764 402 581 96638 . 3563 10059 15.44 2.67
28-28,99 0.0411 L3362 138 179 96776 3293 .6496 | 5.33 1.83
28-29.99 0.0127 3224 41 41 3203 3203 0.99



" DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR BLUE COLLAR FEMALES

Table A-6

167.

Lo

YEARS ny Uy Dy . FD, EVD, Uy  NEVy Dy ¥
0-.99  0.0524 100000 5240 99589 5240 97380 623307 99.59 6.23
1-1.99° 0.0078 94760 739 94349 5979 94390 525927 99.57 5.55
2-2.99  0.1453 94021 13661 93609 19640 87190 431537 99.56 4.59
3-3.99 0.1080 30350 8679 79948 28319 7602077344346 99.48 4.29
4-4.99 0.1365° 581 9784 71263 38104 66789 H36GH26 99.43 3.74
5-5.99  0.2548 61896 15771 61485 53875 54011 201538 99.34 3.26
6-6.99  0.2895 46125 13353 45714 67228 39449 147527 99.11 3.20
7-7,99  0.3562 32772 1i673 32360 78901 26935 108078 98.74 3.30
§-8.99 0.2235 21099 4716 20687 83617 18741 81143 98.05 3.85
9-9.99 0.2080 16383 3408 15972 87025 14679 62402 97.49 3.8

10-10.99° 0.3052 12975 3960 12564 90985 10995 #7723 96.83 3.68
11-11.99 0.3637 ,» 9015 3279 8604 94264 7376 36728 95.44 4.07

12-12.99 0.2168 5736 1244 5325 95507 5115 '29352 92.83 5.12

13-13.99 0.1100 4493 494 4081 96001 4246 24237 90.84 5.39 .

14-14.99 0.1702 3999 681 3587 96682 3658 19992 89.7K 5.00

15-15.99 0.2536 3318 » 8¢: 2907 97523 2897 , 16333 87.60  4.92

16-16.99 0.1382 2477 342 . 2065 97666 2305 13436 B83.38 5.43

17-17.99 0.1896 2134 ' 405 1723 98270 1932 11131 B80.72 5.22

18-18.99 0.0975 1730 169 1318 98439 1645 9199 76.21 5.32

19-19.99 0.2214 1561 346 1150 98785 1388 7553  73.64 4.84

20-20.99 0.2185 215 266 B804 99050 1083 6165 66.14 5.07

21-21.99 0.1296 950 123 538 99173 888 5082 56.68 5.35

22-22.99 0.1748 827 145 415 99318 754 4194 50.23 5.07"

23-23.99 0.1172 682 80 271 99398 642 3440 39.68 5.04

24-24.99 0.1366 602 82 191 99480 561 2797 31.67 4.64

25-25.99 0.0366 520 19 108 99499 510 2236 20.86 4.30

26-26.99 0.1278 501 , 64 89 99563 469 1726 17.86' 3.45

27-27.99 0.0434 437 19 25 99582 427 1257 5.82 2.88

28-29.99 0.0155 418 6 6 99589 829 829  1.55 1.98

411
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Table A-7

TABLE FOR WHITE COLLAR KALES

2381

2451

168

. Ny Ux Dx FDX EVD, J oy NE_VX PDy Nax
0-1.99 0.0657 100000 6570 97619 6570 193430 866682 97.62 8.67
2-2.99  0.0929 93430 8680 91049 15250 89090 673252 97.45 7.21
3-3.99  0.1428 84750 12102 82369 27352 78699 584162 97.19 6.89
4-4.99 0.0163 72648 1184 70267 28536 72056 505463 96.72 6.96
5-5.99 0.0805 71464 5753 69083 34289 68587 433407 96.67 6.06
6-6.99 0.2315 65711 15212 .63330 49501 58105 364820 96.38 5.55
7-7.99 ' 0.0204 50499 1030 48118 50531 49984 306715 95.29 6.07
8-8.99 0.2618 49469 12951 47088 63482 42993 256731 95.19 5.19
g-9.99 0.1857 36518 6781 34137 70264 33127 213738 93.48 5.8%5
10-10.99 0.1871 29736 5564 27355 75827 26955 1B0610 91.99 6.07
11-11.99 0.0956 24173 2311 21792 78138 23017 153656 90.15 6.36
12-12.99 0.1899 21862 4152 19481 82290 19786 130638 89.11 5.98

© 13-13.99 0.1948 {7710 3450 ' 29 85740 15985 110852 86,56 6.26
14-14.95 0.1569 14260 2237 : 879 87977 13142 94867 83.30 6.65
15-15.99 '0.2279 12023 2747 3642 90717 19553 81725 80.20 6.80
16-16.99 0.1071 9283 9¢4 59Cc. 81711 £B78 74.35 7.66
17-17.99 0.0447 8289 3 1 ’ta0r 92082 8103 62287 71.27 7.51
18-18.99 0.0769 7918 6.9 .~ 92691 7614 54183 69.93 6.84
19-19.99 0.1481 7309 .1CI° 492% 93773 6768 46570 67.42 6.37
20-20.99 0.1102 6227 #g6 37w5 94459 5884 39802 61,76 6.39 .
21-21.99 0.0305 5541 60 3'.) 94628 5456 33918 57.03 6.12
22-22.99 0.1972v 5372 05 29¢ 95688 4842 28462 55.67 5.30
23-23.99 0.0571 4312 246 19, . 95934 4189 23620 44.79 -5.46

24-24.99 0.0976 4066 97 1655 96331 3868 19431 -41.44 4.78
25-25.39 0.08:9 3669 401 2:3 96631 3519 15563 35.11 4.24
26-27.99 0.0175 3369 59 ¢38 96690 6678 12044 29.32 3.58
28-28.99 0.2385 3310 g7 929 97480 2915 5366 28.06 1.62
29-29.99 0.0553 2520 i 139 97619 2451  5.53 0.97



Table A-8

CL DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR WHITE COLLAR FEMALES
. YEARS Ny Uy D, EPX EVD, U,  NEV,  pDy ngy
0-1.99  0.0120 100000 1200 99590 1200 198800 596806 99.59 5.97
2-2.99  0.1343 98800 13269 98390 14469 92166 398106 99.58 4.03
3-3.99 0.1969 85531, 16841 85121 31310 77111 305940 99.52 3.58
4-4.99 0.2511 68690 17248 68280 48558 60066 228830 99.40 3.3%
5-5.99  0.3543 51442 18226 51032 66784 42329 168764 99.20 3.28
6-6.99 0.2082 33216 6916 32806 . 73693 29758 126435 98.77° 3.81
7-7.99  0.4396 26301 11562 25890 85261 20520 96676 98.44 3.68
8-8.99° 0.0783 14738 1154 14329 86415 14162 76157 97.22 5.17
9-9.99  0.1794 13585 2437 13175 88852 12366 61995 96.98 4.56
10-10.99° 0.1850 11148 2062 10738 90915 10116 49629 96.32 %4.45
11-11.99 ©.4149 9085 3770 8675 94684 - 7201 39512 95.48 4.35
12-12.99 ©0.1103 5316 586 4906 95271 5023 32312 92.29 6.08
13-13.99 0.1468 4729 694 4319 95965 4382 27289 91.33 5.77
14-14.99 - 0.1624 4035 655 3625 96620 3708 22907 89.84 5.68
15-15.99 0.1217 3380 - 411 2970 97031 3174 19199 87.87 5.68
16-16.99 0.0342 2969 102 2558 97133 2918 16025 86.18 5,40,
17-17.99 0.2769 2867 794 2457 97927 2470 13107 85.70 4.5
18-18.99 0.1043 2073 216 1663 98143 1965 10637 80.22 5.13
19-19.99 ©0.055! 1857 102 1447 98245 1806 8672 77.91' 4.67
20-20.99 0.2450 1755 430 1344 98675 1540 6866 76.63 3.91
21-21.99 0.3062 1325, 406 915 99081 1122 5327 69.04 4.02
22-22.99 0.2272 919 209 509 99290 815 4205 55.38 4.57
23-23.99 0.2094 7¢0 149 . 300 99438 636 3390 42.26 . 4.77
24-24.95 0.0184 562 10 151 99449 556 2754 26.97 4.90.
25-25.99 0.1614 551 89 141 99538 507 2198 25.60 3.99
26-26.99 0.0863 462 40 52 99578 442 1691 11.28 3.66
27-29.99 0.0290 422 12 12 99590 1249 249 2.90 2.96
410 - v C:% ‘ -

-
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Table A-9 -

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALES LIVING.IN B.C.

n

U

D

FD

L]

YEARS X % X « EVD, U,  NEV,  pD. ng,
0-2.99  0.1588 100000 15880 99799 15880 276180 564440 99.80 5.64
3-3.99  0.1588 84120 13358 83919 29238 77441 288260 - 99.76 3.43
A4-4.99  0.1374 70762 9723 70560 38961 65900 210819 99.72 2.98
5-5.99  0.0963 61038 5878 60838 44839 58100 144919 99.67 2.37
6-6.99 0.5740 55161 31662 54960 76501 39330 86818 99.64 1.57
7-7.99  0.4608 23499 10828 23297 87330 18085 47489 93.14 2.02
8-8.99  0.6024 12670 7633 12469 94962 8854 29404 98.41 2.32
9-9.99  0.3985 5038 2008 4837 96970 4034 20550 96.01 4.08
10-10.99 0.1763 3030 534 2829 97504 2763 1651c 93.36 5.45
11-11.99 0.0421 2496 105 2295 97609 2443 13753 91.94 5.51
12-12.99 0.2701 2391 646 2190 98255 2068 11303 91.58 4.73
13-13.99 0.2973 1745 519 1544 98774 1486 9241 88.47 5.30
14-14.99 0.3220 126 395 1025 99169 1029 7756 83.59 6.32
15-15,99 0.0274 831 23 630 99191  B20 6727 75.79 8.08
16-18.99 0.1196 809 97 607 99288 2281 5907 75.11 7.30
19-19.99 0.2441 712 174 S11 99462 625 3626 71.73 5.09

20-20.99 6.1796 538 97 337 99559 490 3001 62.60 5.58

21-21,99° 0.1475 441 65 240 99624 409 2511 54.42 5.69

22-22.99 0.1745 376 66 175 99689 344 2102 46.53 5.59

23-23.8 o.10e6 314 33 109 99722 294 1759 35.23 5.66"

24-25.99 '0.0392 278 , 11 76 99733 544 1464 27.50 5.28 .

26-26.99 0.1068. 267 28 65 99762 252 920 24.54 3.45

27-78.99 0.0795 . 238 * 19 37 99781 - 457 668 15.52 2.80

29-29.99 0.0822 219 - 18 18 99799 210 210 8.22 0.96

201
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171
Table A-10

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES LIVING IN B.C.

1 . I's

‘“ YEARS - Dy UX.' DX FDx . EVDx U % NEVx pDX Moy

: .
- 0-.99 0.1839 100900 18390 99951 18390  S0805 431158 99.95 4,31

4-1.99 0.0185 81610 1510 81561 - 19900 80855 340353 99.94 4.17
2-2.99 0.1782 80100 14274 80052 33174 72963 259498 99.94 3.24
3-3.99 0.2398 65826 15785 65778 49959 57934 186535 99.93 2.83
4-4.99 0.2131 50041 10664 49993 60623 44709 128601 99.90 2.57
5-5.99 0.4958 39377 19523 39328 80146 29616 83892 99.88 2.13
6-6.99 0.4375 19854 8686 1980% 68832 15511 54276 99.75 2.73
7-7.99 0.3069 11168 3427 11119 92260 9454 38765 99.56 - 3.47
8-8.99 0.0377 7740 292 7692 92551 7585 29311 99.37 3.79
'9-9.99  0.2117 7449 1577 7400 94128 6660 21716 99.35 2.92
10-10.99 0.3042 . 5872 1786 5823 95914 4979 15056 99.17 2.56
11-11.99 0.5350 4086 2186 4037 98100 2993 10077 98.81 2.47
12-12.99 0.3140-. 1900 597 1351 98697 1602 7084 97.44 3.73
13-13.99 0.1668 1303 ~ 217 1255 98914 1195 5483 96.27 4.21
14-14.99 0.2103 1086 - 228 1037 99142~ 972 4288 95.52 .3.95
15-15.99 0.1281. 858 110 809 99252 . "803 * -3317 94.33 3.87
16-16.99 0.2961 748 221 699 99474 '~ 637 2514 93.49 3.36
17-17.99 0.4457 526 235 478 99708 409 1877-#$9.76 3.57
18-18.99 0.1339 292 39 243 99747 272 1468 83.32 5.03
19-15.99 0.0421 253 11 204 99758 247 1196 80.74 4.73
20-20.99 0.2193 242 53 193 99811 215 + 948 79.90 3.92
21-21.99 0.1577 189 30 140 99841 174 ° 733 74.25 3.88
22-22.99 0.3667 159 58 110 99899 130 559 69.43 3.51
| 23-23.98 0.0852 101 9 52 99908 96 429 51473 4.26
24-24.99 0.3131 92 29 44 99937 78 332 47423 3.61
25-25.93 0.2061 63 13 = 15 99950 57 255 2% 18 4.02
26-29.99 0.0324 50 2 2 99957 198 198  3.24 3.94
49



Table A-11

DIVORCE DRCREMENT TABLE

FOR MALES LIVING IN THE PRAIRIES

YEARS N, Uy Dy FD, = EVD, Uy NEV,  PDy Mgy
0-.99  0.1004 100000 10040 96940 10040 94980 688393 96.94 6.88
1-1.99  0.0696 89960 6261 86900 16301 86829 3413 96.60 6.60
2-2.89 0.0982 83693 8219 80639 24520 79583 506584 96.34 6.05
3-3.99  0.1275° 75480 9624 72420 34144 70668 426995 95.95 5.66
4-4.99 “0.2938 65856 19348 62796 53493 56182 356327 95.35 5.4
5-5.99  0.1339 46507 6227 43448 59720 43394 300145 93.42 6.45
6-6.99 0.1972 40280 7943 37220 67663 36308 256752 92.40 6.37
7-7.99  0.1125 32337 3638 29277 71301 30518 .220443 90.54 6.82
8-8.99  0.2062- 28693 5918 25633 77219 25740 189925 89.34 6.62
9-9,99  0.1245 22781 2836 19721 80055 21363 164185 86.57 7.2
10-10.99 0.2890 19945 5764 16885 85819 17063 142822 84.66 7.16

~11-11.99 0.0405 14181 574 11121 86393 13894 125759 78.42 8.87

12-12.99 0.1359 13607 1849 10547 88243, 12682 111865 77.51 8.22

" 3-13.99 0.0841 11757 989 8698 89231 11263 99{83 73.98 8.44

14-14.99 0.1658 10769 1780 7709 81011 9879 87920 71.59 8.16

15-15.99 0.0501 8989 450 5929 91462 8763 ¢+ 78042 65.96 8.68
16-16.99 0.0321 8538 274 5478 91736 8401 69278 64.16 B8.1!

17-17.99 - 0.0806 8264 666 5204 924v2 7931 60877 62.98 7.37
18-18.99 0.0764 7598 580 4538 92982 7308 52946 59.73 6.97
19-19.99 0.1506 7018 1057 3958 94039 6489 45638 56.40. 6.50

20-20.99 0.1424 5961 849 2901 94888 5536 39149 . 48.67 6.57

21-21.99 0.0819 5112 419 2052 95307 4903 = 33613 40.14 6.58

22-22.99 0.1485 4693 697 1633 96004 4345 28710 34.80 6.12

23-24.99 0.0204 3996 82 937 96085 7911 24365 23.44 6.10

25-25.99 0.1380 3915 540 855 96625 3645 16454 21.84 4.20

26-27.99 0.0554 3375 187 315 96812 6562 12810 9.33 3.80

28-29.99 0.0401 3188 128 128 96940 = 6247 €247  4.01 - 1.96

3060-
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DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE

" YEARS

Table A-12-

FOR FEMALES LIVING IN THE PRAIRIES

631

3

9 99369 1905 1905 1.36

Ry Uy, D,  FD, EVD, Uy NEV, PDy . Ngy
. , ¥ .

0-1.99 ~ 0.0175 100000 1750 99369 1750 198250 580945 99.37 5.81
2-2.99  0.1268 98250 12458 97619 14208 92021 382695 99.36 3.90
3-3.99 . 0.1247 85792 10698 85161 24906 80443 290674 99.27 3.39
4-4.99 0.2393 75094 17970 74463 42876 66109 210232- 99.16 2.80
5-5.99  0.3981 57124 22741 56493 65617 45753 144123 98.90 2.52
6-6.0u  0.4589 34383 15778 33752 81395 26494 $88370 98.17 2.86
7-7.99  0.3872 18605 7204 17974 88599 15003 71876 96.61 3.86
8-8.99 0.2556- 11401 2914 10770 91513 9944 56873 94.47 4.99
9-9.99 . 0.2375 8487 2016 7856 93529 7479 . 46929 92.57 5.53
10-10.99 0.1475 6471 954 5841 94483 5994 35451 90.26 6.10
11-11.99. 0.2125 5517 1172 4886 95656 4931 33457 88.57 6.06
12-12.99 0.1440 4344 . 626 3714 96281 4032 28526 85.49 6.57
13-13.99 0.1060 3713° . 394 ggss 96675 3522 24494 83.04 " 6.59
14-14,99 0.1827 - 3325 607 94 97283 3021 20973 81.03 6.31
15-15.99 0.1301 2717 354 2087 97636 2540 17952 76.79 6.61
16-16.99 ©0.1222 2364 289 1733 97925 2219 15411 73.32 6.52
17-17.99 0.1947 2075 404 1444 98329 1873 . 13192 69.6] 6.36
18-18.99 0.0439 1671 . 73 1040 98402 1634 11319 62.26 6.77
19-19.99 0.1406 1598 225 967 98627 1485 9685 60.53 6.06
20-20.99 0.2336 1373 321 742 98948 1213 8200 54.07 5.97
51-22.99 0.1109 1052 117 422 99064 1988 - 6987 40.07 6.64
23-23.99 0.0624 936 58 305 99123 906 5000 32.60 °5.34
24-24.99 0.1501 877 132 247 99255 811 4093 28.11 4.67
25-25.99 0.0813 745 61 115 99315 715 3282 15.41 4.40
26-26.99 0.0666 685 46 54 99361 662 2567 7.93 3.75
1 27-29.99° 0.0136 639 g 2.98

173

<



28-29.99

3338

I

Q Table A-13
. DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE POR MALES LIVING IN ONTARIO

YEARS Ny Uy Dy ~FDy EVD, U NEV, pD, ox
0-1.99  0.0712 100000 7120 96642 7120 192880 761514 96.64 7.62
2-2.99° 0.0804 92880, 7468 89522 14588 89146 568634 96.38 6.12
3-3.99 0.1089 85412 9301 82054 23889 80762 479488 96.07 5.6
4-4.99 0.1046 76111 7961 72753 31850 72130 398726 95.59 5.24
5-5.99 0.1249 68150 8512 £4792 40362 63894 326595 95.07 4.79
6-6.95 0.3596 59638 21446 56280 61808 48915 262702 . 94.37 4.40
7-7.99 0.2031 38192 7757 34834 69565 34314 213787 91.21 5.60
8-8499  0.2621 30435 7977 27077 77548 26447 179473 88.97 5.90
9-9.99 0.1285 22458 2886 19100 80428 21015 153026 85.05 6.81
10-10.99 0.1879 19572 3678 16214 84105 ,17734 132011 82.84 6.74
11-11.99 0.2291 15895 3641.12536 87747 14074 114277 78.87 7.19
12-12.99 0.0218 12253 267 8895 88014 12120 100203 72.59 B8.18
13-13.99 0.1555 11986 1864 8628 89878 11054 88084 71.98 7.35
14-14.99 0.1818 10122 1840 6764 91718 9202 77030 66.82 7.6l
15-15499 0.1927 8282 1596 4924 93314 7484 67827 59.45 B8.19
16-164B9 0.1118 6686 748 3328 94061 6312 60343 49.77 9.03
17-32,%9 0.0776 5939 461 2580 94522 5708 54031 43.45 9.10
18-16489 0.1167 5478 639 2119 95162 5158 48323 38.69 8.82
-19-19.99 0.0781 4838 378 1480 95539 4650 43165 30.53 8.92
20-22.99 0.1044 {4461 466 1102 96005 12683 38515 24.71 B.63
23-24.99 0.0476- 3995 190 637 96195 7800 25832 15.94 :6.47
25-27.99 0.0573. 3805 218 .446 96413 11087 18032 11.73 4.74
0.0637 3587 228 228 96642 6945 5945 6.37 1.94
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Table A-14

-~

# DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES L{VING "IN ONTARIO

n

YEARS - X Uy Dy FD, EVD, Uy NEV, PD, Mgy
0-2.99 0.0631 100000 6310 99697 6310 290535 685662 99.70 6.86
3-3.99  0.1776 93690 16639 93387 22949 85370 395127 99.68 4.22
4-4.99 0.1293 77051 9963 76748 32912 72069 309757 99.61 4.02
5-5.99  0.2556 67088 17148 66785 50060 58514 237688 99.55 3.54
6-6.99 0.1733 49940 8655 49637 58714 45613 179174 99.39 3.59
7-7.99  0.4003 41286 16527 40983 75241 33022 133561 99.27 3.24
8-8.99 0.1578 24759 3307 2445C 79148 22806 100538 ©98.78 4.06
9-9.99 0.2059 20852 4293 2054¢ 83441 18705 77733 98.55 3.73
10-10.99, 0.2889 16559 4784 16256 88225 14167 59027 98.17 3.56
11-11.99 0.4651 11775 . 5476 11472 93702 9037 44861 97.43 3.81
12-12.99 0.0856 6298 539 5995 94241 6029 35824 95.19 5.69
13-13.99 0.0582 5759 335 5456 94576 5592 29795 94.74 5.17
14-14.99 0.2217 5424 1203 5121 95778 4823 24204 94.41 4.46
15-15.99 0.2301 4222 971 3918 96750 3736 19381 92.82 4.59
16-16.99 0.1341 3250 436 2947 97186 3032 15645 90.68 4.81
17-17.99 0.1205 2814- 339 2511 97525 2645 12613 89.23 4.48

18-18.99 .0.1671 2475 414 2172 97938 2268. .9968 87.76 4.03

“19-19.99 0.2005 2062 413 1759 98352 1855 7700 85.30 3.73

20-20.99 0.3588 1648 591 -1345 98943 1353 5845 81.61 3.55

21-21.99 0.2713 1057 223 754 "93166 945 4492 71,33 4.25

22-22.99 0.2250 834 . 188 531 99354 740 3547 63.64 4.26

23-23.99 0.2742. 646 .177 ~ 343 99531 557 2807 53.09 4.35

24-24.99 0.0664 469 - 31 166 99562 453 2250 35.37 4.80

25-26.99 0.1748 4;8»' 77 135 99639 799 1797 30.77 4.10

27-27.99 0.0557 361 20 58 99659 381 998 16.11 2.76

26-28.99 0.0488 , 341 17 38 99676 333 647 11.16 1.90

.99 0.0660 . 324 21 21 99697 314 314 6.60 0.97

"7 303
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Table A-15

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALEBS LIVING IN QUEBEC

176«

A\
. g - -
YEA n, U, D, FD, EVD, iﬁ*x,. §EV,  PD, gy
—

0-1.99 0.1106 100000 11060 90123 11060 88940 1015084 90.12 10.15

2-2.99  0.0456 88940 4056 79063 15116 86912 826144 88.90 9.29

3-3.99 0.1181 84884 10025 75008 25141 79872 739232 88.36 8.7!
4-4.99  0.1158 74859 8669 64983 33809 70525 659360 B6.81 B.81

5-5.99 0.0772 66191 5110 56314 38919 63636 588835 85.08 8.90
6-6.98° 0.0679 61081 4147 51204 43067 59007 525199 83.83 8.60
7-7.99  0.1467 56933 8352 47057 51419 52757 466192 82.65 8.19
8-8.99 0.1730 48581 8405 38705 59823 44379 413434 79.67 8.51
9-5.899  0.0251 40177 1008 30300 60832 39673 369055 75.42 9.19
10-10.99 . 0.1271 39168 4978 29292 65810 36679 329383 74.78 8.41
11-11.99 0.1064 34190 3638 24313 69448 32371 292703 71.11 8.56
12-12.99, 0.1937 30552 5918 20675 75366 27593 260332 6£7.67 8.52
13-13.99%, 0.1949 24634 4801 14757 - 80167 22234 232733 59.91 9.45
14-14.9¢§0.0939 19833 1862 9956 82029 18902 210506 50.20 10.61
15-15.95 #0.1079 17971 . 1939 8094 83968 17001 191604 45.04 10.66
16-16.99 %&.1042' 16032 1670 6155 85639 15196 174602 38.39 10.89
17-17.99 0.0234 14361 336 4484 85975 14193 159406 31.23 11.10
18-20.99 0.0739 14025 1036 4148 87011 40521 145213 29.58 10.35
21-22.99 0.0159 12989 207 3112 87218 25771 104692 23.96 8.06
23-24,99 0.C%21 12782 538 2905 87756 25026 78921 22.73 6.17
25-25.99 0.4%%5 12244 ° 643 2367 88399 11923 53895 19.33 4.40
26-26.99 0.075% 11601 871 1724 89270 11166, 41973 14.86 3.62°
27227.99 0.032% 10730 353 853 89623 10553 30807  7.95 2.87
28-29.99 0.0482 l0377 500 500 90123 29;34 4%20254 4.82 1.95

9877 d
‘Qi
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RN
K Table A-16 , ’

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES LIVIKG IN QUEBEC

YEARS Ny, Uy - Dy FDX’ EVD, Uy NEV, PDy Doy
0-2.99 0.0664 100000 6640 95854 6640 290040 795761 95.85 7.96
3-3.99  0\0456 93360 4257 89214 10897 91231 505721 95.56 5.42
4-4.99 0.3242 89103 28887 84956 39784 74659 414490 95.35 4.65
5-5.99  0.2411 60216 14518 56069 54302 52957 339830 93.11 5.64
6-6.99  0.1302 45698 5950 41551 60252 42723 286874 90.93 6.28
7-7.99  0.2455 39748 9758 35601 70010 34869 244151 /22;51//5444
8-8.99  0.1762 29990 5284 25843 75294 27348 209282 .77 6.98
9-9.99  0.1543 24706 3812 20559 79107 22800 181934 83.22 7.36
10-10.99 0.2011 20893 4202 16747 83308 18793 159135 80.15 7.62
11-11.99 0.0236 16692 394 12545 83702 16495 140342 -75.16 8.41
12-12.,99 0.2126 16298 3465 12151 87167 14565 123847 74.56 7.60
13-13.99 0.2043 12833 2622 8687 89789 11522 109282 67.69 8.52
14-14.99 0.0488 10211 498 6065 90287 9962 97760 59.39 9.57
15-15.99 0.1441 9713 1400 5566 91687 9013 87798 57.31 9.04
16-16.99. 0.0189 8313 157 4167 91844 8235 78785 50.12 9.48
17-17.99 0.1056 8156 861 401C 92705 7725 70550 49.16 B8.65
. 18-18,99 0.0267 7285 195 3148 92900 7197 62825 43.16 8.61
19-19.99 0.0874 . 7100 621 2554 93520. 6790 55627 41.60 7.83
20-20.99 0.0900 6480 583 2333 94104 6188 48837 36.01 7.54
21-21.99 0.0393 5896 232 1750 94335 5781 42650 .29.68 7.23
22-22.99 0.1287 5665 729 1518 95064 5300 36869 26.80 6.51
23-24.92 0.0337 4936 166 789 95231 9705 31569 15.99 6.40
25-25.99 0.0557 4769 266 623 95496 4636 21864 13.06 4.58
26-27.99 0.0477 4504 215 357 95711 8792 17228  7.83 3.83
28-29.99 0.0332 4289 142 142 95854 8435 8435 3.32 1.97
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YEARS

Table A-17

DIVORCE ’D_ECRE!ENT TABLE FOR MALES IN ATLANTIC PROVINCES

Ny Uy b, FD, EVD, U, NEV.  pD, n,,
0-1.99  0.0430 100000 ' 4300 94501 4300 195700 944852 94.50 9.45
2-2.99 ° 0.1419 95700 13580 90201 17880 88910 749152 94.25 7.83
3-3.99 . 0.0900 82120 7391 "S821 25271 78425 660242 93.30 8.04
4-4,99  0.1282 - 74729 9580 £:5230 34851 69939 581817 .92.64 7.79

'5-5.99  0.0948° 65149 6176 59650 41027 62061 511878 91.56 _7.86
6-6.99  0.1275 58973 7519 53474 48546 55213 449817 90.68 7.63
7-7.99 . 0.1657 51454 8526 45355 57072 47191 394603 89.31 7.67
8-8.99  0.1847 42928 7929 37429 65001 38964 347412 87.19 8.09
9-9.99  0.0835 34999 2936 29500 67937 33531 308449 84.29° 8.81

10-10.99 0.0399 32063 1279 26564 69217 31423 274918 82.85 8.57
11-11.99 0.2686 30783 8268 25284 77485 26649 243495 82.14 7.91

12-12,99 0.0537 22515 1209 17016 78694 21910 216846 75.58 9.63
13-13.99 0.0799 21306 1702 15807 80396 20455 194935 74.19 9.15

14-14.99 0.2028 19604 3976 14105 84372 17616 174480 71.95 8.90

15-15.99 0.1760 15628 2751 10129 87123 14253 156864 64.81 10.04

16-17.99 0.0106 12877 137 7378 87259 25618 142612 57.30 11.07
18-18.99 0.0175 12741 223 7242 87482 12622 116333 56.84 9.18

$-20.99 0.0330 12518 413 7019 87895 24623 104364 56.07 8.34

21-22.99 0.0116 12105 140 6606 88036 24069 79741 54.57 6.59

23-23.99 0.1453 11964 1738 6465 89774 11095 _ 55672 54.04 4.65

24-24.99 0.0985 10226 1007 4727. 90781 9722 44576' 46.22 4.36

25-25.99 0.0568 9219 524 3720 91305 8957 34854 40.35 3.78

26-26.99 0.1253 8695 1090 3196 92394 8150 25897 36.76y 2.98

27-27.99 0.2598 7606 1976 2107 94370 6618 17746 27.70 2.33

28-29.99 0.0232 5630 131 131 94501 11129 11129  2.32 1.98
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3

YEARS

L4

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE

Table A-18B

FOR FEMALES IN ATLANTIC PROVINCES

Ny U, D, FD, EVD,
9 ' .
0-1.99  0.0289 107000 2890 94326 2890 197
2-2.99  0.0410 97110 3982 91436 6872 95119
3-3.99 0.1191 93128 11092 87455 17963 87583
4-4,99 0.0966 82037 7925 76363 25888 78075
5-5.99  0.0814 74112 6033 68438 31921 71096
6-6.99  0.1605 68079 10927 62406 42847 62616
7-7.99  0.2605 57153 14888 51479 57736 49709
8-8.99 - 0.1837 42264 7764 36591 65500 38382
9-9.99 0.0823 34500 2839 28827 68339 33081
10-10.99  0.1858 31661 5886 25987 74225 28718
11-11.99 0.2084 25775 5372 20102 79596 23089
12-12.99 0.1194 20404° 2436 14730 82033 19186
13-13.99 0.0808 17967 1452 12294 83484 17242
14-14.99 0.0959 16516 1584 10842 85068 15724
"15-15.99 0.0757 14832 1130 9258 86198 14367
16-16.99 0.0336 13802 464 8128, 86662 13570
17-17.99 0.1066 13338, 1422 7664 88084 12627
18-18.99 0.0560 11916 667 6242 88751 11582
19-19,99 0.1093 11249 1229 5575 89981 10634
20-20.99 0.0934 10019 936 4346 90917 9551
21-21.99 0.0453 9083 411 3410 91328 8878
22-22.99 0.0835 8672 724 2998 92052 8310
23-23.99 0.1403 7948 1115 2274 93167 7390
24-25.99 D0.0383 6833 262 1159 93429 43404
26-26.99 0.1211 6571 796 897 94225 6173
27-29.99 0.0176 5775 102 102 94326, 17173
5674

o179
W
N‘::TVX pr Nay .
950387 94.33 9.50
753277 94.16 7.76
658158 93.91 - 7.07
570576 93.08 5.96
492501 92.34 6.65
421405 91.67 6.19
358789 90.07 6.28
309081 86.58 - 7.31
270698 - 83.55 7.85
237618 B82.08 7.51
208899 77.93 8.10
185810 72.19 9,11
166624  68.42 9.27
149383 65.65 9.04
133659 62.00 B8.95
119292 58.83 8.64
105723 5%.46 7.93
93096 52.39 7.81
81513 49.56 -7.25
70880 43.37 7.07
61328 37.54 6.75
52451 34.57 6.05
44141 28.61 5.55
36750 16.96 5.38
23347 13.66 3.55
17173 1.76  2.97
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Table A-19
. W
DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALES LIVING IN CANADA
rog Fe . 4
YEARS Ny Uy Dy RD,  EVD, U XU NEV, pDy ok
0-.99 ¢ 0.0353 100000 3530 97427 3530 8235 ~ 739629 97.43 7.40
1-1,.99 0.0733 96470 7071 93897 10601 T 4 641394 97.33 6.65
2-2¥99  0.1038 89399 9280 86826 19881 _. 39 548460 97.12 6.13
3-3.99  0.1213 80119 9718 77547 29599 75260 2443701 96.73 5.79
“ 4-4,99  0.1527 70401 10750 67828 40349 65026 388441 96.35 5.52
5-5.99 0.1092 59651 6514 57078 46863 56394 323416 95.69 5.42
6-6.99  0.2730 53137 14506 50564 61370 45884 267022 95.16 5.03
7-7.99  0.1957 38630 7560 36058 . 68930 34850 221138 93.34 5.72
8-8.99 0.2665 31070 8280 28498 77210 26930 '186288 - 91.72 6.00
9-9,99 , 0.1242 22790 2831 20218 80040 21375 159358 88.71 6.99
10-10.99 0.1792 19960 3577 17387 83617 18171 137983 87.11 6.91
11-11.99 0.1535 16383 2515 13810 86132 15125 119812 84.30 '7.31
12-12.99 0.1334 13868 1850 11295 "87982 12943 10468€ *81.45 7.55
13-13.99 0.1556 12018 1870 9445 89852 11083 91743 178.59 7.63
14-14.99 0.i¥5%, 10148 1573 7575 91425 9362 BO660 74.65 7.95
15-15.99" o, §#89 8575 1032 6003 92456 8059 71293 70.00 8.31
16-16.99 0.080 7544 603 4971 93060 7242 63239 65.90 8.38
17-17.99 0.0526 694C 3u ° 4367 93425 6758 55997 62.93 B8.07
18-18.99 0.Qg92  657¢ S8 4002 94011 6282 49240 60.87 7.49
19-19.99 0.0903 ~ 598¢ 5/ 3416 94552 5718 42958 57.04 7.17
20-20.99 ©0.1062- 5448 _/9 2875 95131 5158 37240 52.78 6.84
21-21.99 0.0199 4869 97 2297 95228 4821 32082 47.17 6.59
22-22.99 0.1701 4772 812 2200 96039 - 4366 27261 46.09 5.7
23-23.99 0.0302 3961 120 1388 96158 3901 22894 35.04 5.78
24-24.99 0.0694 3841 267 1268 96426 3708 18994 33.02 4.95
. 25-25.99 0.0509 3574 182 1002 96608 3483 15286 28.03 4.28
26-26.99 0.0542 3392 184 820 96791 3300 11803 24.17 3.48
27-27.99 0.0956 3209 307 636 97098 3055 8502 19.82 2.65
28-28.99 0.0662 2902 192 329 97290 2806 5447 11.35 1.88
0.0506 2710 137 137 97427 2641 2641  5.06 0.97

(\29-29.
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A 4
. i Table A-20
DIlVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES LIVING IN CANADA
1y 1 !
YEARS n, Uy Dy FDy EVD, U .- yﬁvi PDy Mgy
‘ \
A . .
0-.99  0.0362 100000 3620 99401 3620 98190 619417 99.40 6.19
1-1.99  0.0087 96380 839 95781 4459 95961 521227 99.38 5.41
2-2.99  0.1377 095541 13156 94942 17615 88963 425266 99.37 4.45
3-3.99 0.1435 82385 11822 81786 29437 76474 336303 99.27 4.08
4-4.99  0.2128 70563 15016 69964 44453 63055 259829 99.15 3.68
5-5.99  0.2941 55547 16336 54948 60789 47379 196774 98.92 3.54
6-6.99  0.2580 39211 210146 38611 70906 34153 149394 098.47 3.81 -
7-7.99  0.3456 29094 10055 28495 80961 24067 115242 97.94 3.96
8-8.99 0.1711 19039 3258 18440 84218 17411 91175 96.85 4.79
9-9.99 0.1861 35782 2937 15182 87155 14313 73764 96.20 4.67
10-10.99 0.2391 12845 3071 12245 890226 11309 59451 95.33 4.63
11-11.99 0.3173 9774 3101 9174 93328 8223 48142 93.87, 4.93
12-12.99 0.1579 6672 1054 6073 94381 6146 39919 91.02 5.98
13-13.99 0.1272 5619 715 5013 95096 5261 33773 839.33 6.0!
14-14.99 0.1561 4904 766 4305 95861 4;%é 28512 87.78 5.81
15-15.99 - 0.1738 41339 719 3539 96581 37 23990 85.52 5.80
16-16.99 0254 3419 429 2820 97H09 3205 20211 82.47 5.91
17-17.99 0.1688 2991 505 2391 97514 2738 17006 79.96 5.69
18-18.99 0.0946 2486 235 1886 97749 2368 14268 75.82 5.74.
19-19.99 0.1363 .2251 307 165! 98056 2097 11300 73.37 :5.29
20-20.99 0.2084 1944 405 1344 98461 1741 9803 69.17 5.04
21-21.99 0.1141 1539 176 939 98637 1451 8062 61.05 5.24
22-22.99 , 0.200!1 1363 .273 764 98910 1227 6611 56.03 4.85
23-23.99 0.1403 1090 153 481 99063 1014 5384 45.03 4.94
24-24.99 0.090! 937 84 338 99147 895 4370 36.06 4.66
25-25.99 0.0690 853 59 254 99206 , 824 3475 29.73 4.07
26-26.99 0.1350 794 107 195 99313 740 2651 24.52 3.34
27-27.99 0.0537 687 37 88 99350, . 668 1911 12.74 2.78
28-28.99 0.0496 650 32 51 99382 . 634 1242 7.79 1.91 7
29-29.99 0.0298 618 18 8 99401 609 609 2.98 0.99
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DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR !M-#S WITH NO CHILDREN
' : 7

.FD.

_ taple A-21

v

162

YEARS Ny Uy Dy x EVD, U » NEV, pD, ex .
—

0-1.99  0.0348 100000 3488 97336 3480 196520 788203 97.34 7.88
2-2.99 0.0780 96520 7529 93856 11009 92756 3591683 97.24  6.13
3-3.99 0.0886 883991 7885 86328 18893 85048 498928 97.01 5.61
4-4.99  0.1642 81107 13318 78443 32211 74448 413879 96.72 5.10
5-5.99  0.1245 67789 8440 65125 40651 63569 339431 96.07 5.01
6-6.99 0.2930 59345 17389 56685 58040 50655 275861 95.51 4.65
7-7.99  0.2302 41960 9659 39296 67699 37130 225207 93765 5.37

8-8.99  0.2865 32301 9254 29637 76953 27674 188076 91.75' 5.82
9-9.99 0.1259 23047 2902 20383 79855 21596 160403 88.44 6.96
‘10-10.99 0.1483 20145, 2988 17481 82842 18651 138807 88.78 6.89
11-11.99 0.1461 17158 2507 14494 85349 15904 120156 84.47. 7.00
12-12.99 0.1191 14651 1745 11987 87094 13778 104251 81.82 7.12
13-13.99 0.2461 12906. 3176 10242 90270 11318 90473 79.36 '7.01
14-14.99 0.1753 - 9730 1706 7066 91916 8877 79155 P2.62 8.14
15-15.99 .0.1002 8024 804 5360 92780 7622 70278 66.80 8.76
16-16.99 ° 0.1306 7220 943 4556 93723 . 6749 62656 63.10 8.68
17-17.99 0.0226 '6277‘ 142 3613 93B65 6206 55988 57.56 8.91
18-18.99 " 0.0363 @135& 223 3471 94087 6024 49701 56.58 8,10
19-19.99 0.0381 5913 225 3249 94313 5800 143677 54.95 739
20-20.99 ¢ 0.1306 5687 743 3023 9505 5316° 37877 53.16 6.66
21-21.99 0.0276 4945 136 2281 9519 4876 32561 46.12, 6.59
22¢22.99 0.1911 4808 - 919 2144 96111 4349 27685 44.60 5.76
23-23.99 0.0097 +3889 38 1225 96148 3870 23336 31.51 6.00
24-24.99 0.0490 3852 189 1188 96337 3757 19466 30.84 5.05

25-25.99 0.0518 ° 3663 180" 999 96527 3568 15709 27.27..4.29 ‘'
26-26.99 0.0630 3473 219 809 96746 3364 12141 _23.30 " 3.50
27-27.99 0.0760 3254 247 590 96993 3131 8777 18.14 2.70
28-28.99 0.0651 3007 196 343 97183 2909 5647 11.41 1.88
29-29.99 0.0524 2811 147 147 9733 2738 2738  5.24 0.97
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A Table A-22 7 PR

DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES WITH NO cnILgﬁiu
YEARS ng' Uy Dy FD,  EVD, U, NEVy ypng‘ LI
0-1.99 . 0.0065 100000 650 99646 650 199350 657025 99.65  6.57
2-2.99  0.1417 99350 14078 98996 14728 92311 457675 99.64 4.6!
3-3.99 0.1015 85272 8655 84918 23383 B0S45 365364, 99.58 4.28
4-4.99  0,2081 76617 115944 76263 39327 68645 284420% 99.54 3,71
5-5.99  0.2792 60673 16940.61319 56267 52203 215775 99.42 3.56
6-6.99  0.1845 43733 8069 43379 64336 39699 163572 99.19. 3.74
7-7.99 0.3819 35664 13620 35310 77956 28854 fJ23873 93,01 3.47.
8-8.99  0.1648 22044 3633 21690 81589 20228 ' 95019 98.33 4.3)
5-9.99  0.1231 18411 2266 18057 83855 17278 747 $8.08 4.06

10-10.99 0.2831 16145 4571 15791  8B426 13860 57513 97.81 3.56

11-11.99 0.3641 11574 4214 11220 92640 9467 43654 96.94 3.77
12-12.99 0.1753 7360 1295 7006 93935 6713 34186 95.19 4.64
13-13.99 0.1948 6065 1182 5711 95117, 5474 27474 94.76 4.53
14-14.99 0.2119 4883 1035 4529' 96151 4366 21999 92.75 '4.51
15-15.99° 0.2504° 3845 964 3494 97115 3367 17634 90.80 4.58
16-16.95 0.0916 2885 264 2531 97379 2753 14267 .87.72 4.95
17-17.99 0.2242 2621 588 2266 . 97967 - 2327 19514 B86.48 4.39
18-18.99 : 0.1944 2033 . 395. 1679 98362 1835 - 9187 82.58 4.52
19-19.99 0.2200 1638 360 1284 98722 . -1458 7352 78.38 4.49
20-20.99 0.2634 - 1278 336 - 923 99059 ° 1109 5894 72.28 4.61
21-21.99 0.0952 941 90 587 99749 896 4785 62.36 5.08
22-22.99 0.2405 851 205 497 99353 749 - 3889 58.40 4.57
23-23.99 0.1415 647 92 292 99445 601 3740 45.23 4.86
24-24.99 0.1126 555 . 63  201. 99507 524 2539 36.20 4.57
25-25.99 0.0855 493 ' 42 138 99549 472 2015 28.11 4.09
26-26.99, 0.1131 451 51 96, v96( . 425 1543 21.39 3.43
27-27.99 0.0612 400¢ 24 45 99625 387 1118 11.36 2.80
28-28.89 0.0236, 375 9 21 99634 371 731 5.58° 1.95
29-29.99 0.0330 . 366 12 12 99646 360 ° 360 3.30 0.98

354

[T



' DIVORCE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALES WITH AT LEAST ONE'CHILD

able A-23

-

~

10147 ~

©

1031

RS

-~

: Coy : 5
YEARS % Uy Dy - ‘FDX" EVD, Uy NEVp PDy Mgy
0-.99 h00 41630 98986 41630 79385 353948 98.99 3.64
1-1.99 )70 13431 57356 55061 - 51655 '284763 98.26 4.88
2-2.99 ] 1V@70 43925 66Q31 39454 233109 97.74 5.19
3-3.99 3669 610 32956 72641 30664 93654 97.02 5.70 .
© 4-4,99 27359 - 3806. 26345 76447 25456 162890 96.29 .5.96,,
5-5.99 23553 2092 22540 78538 22508 137534 95.70 5.84
* 6-6.99 T 21462 5361 20448 83899 18781 115026 95.28 5.36
' 9-7.99  0.1740 16101 2802 15087 86701 14700 96245 93.70 5.98
8-8.99 o 2425<6;a 99 3225 12285 " 89926 11687 _ 81545 92.38 6.13
9-9.99  0.1227 Y10074- 1236 9060 .91162 9456 £9859 89.94 6.93
10-10.99, 5.%041 - 7824 92966 7936 60403 88.53 - 6.83
11-11.99 0.1575 20 94074 6480 52467 85.59  7.46
12-12.99 0.1428 4912 94930 5503 45986 82.89 7.76
13-13.99 '0.0992. 4066 95424 4828 40483 80.04 7.97
14-14.99 0.1412 3563 96070 4253 : 35655 77.85 7. 75
15-15.99 0.1328 2916- 96592 3669 31402 74.20 7.99-
16-16.99 0.0375 2394 96720 3344 27733 70.75 8.14
17-17.99 ©.0715 2266 - 96954 3163 24389 69.09 7.44~
18-18.99 0.1391\ 203297378 2834 21226 66 71 6.97
19-19.99 0.1176 1608 B7686 2468 18392 Y 61.34,.7.01
20-20.99 0.0918 1309 97899 2207 15924 56 18 9%.88
21-21.99 0.0093 1087 97918 . 2092 ~ 13717 51.75 "6.53
22-22.99 0.1275 1068 . 98184 1949 11625 51.30 5.58
. 23-23.99 _0.0616 803 98286 1760 9676 44.18 5,33
~Q4-24.99 0.1108 " 691 98484 1610 7916 40.52 4.64
25-25.99 0.0459 © 502 98554 1481 6306 33.11 4.16
 26-26.99 0.0253 , 432 98591 1428 4825 29.89 3.34
27-27.99 0.1923 1409 271 396 98862 - 1274 3397 28.07 2.41
26-28.99 0.0801 1138 91 . 125 98953 1093 2123  10.94 1.87
' 29-29.99 0.0319 1047 °° 33 . 33 98986 1031 3.19 *.0.98
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N Table A-24
C DIVORCE DRCREMENT TABLE L
i FOR FENALES WITH AT LEAST ONE CHILD = * .
YEARS T Dy FDy EVD, U, NEV,  PDy ngy,
o—1{99 0.0465 100000 4650 99166 4650 195350. 508011 99.17 6.08
2-2.99  0.1246' 95350 11881 94516 16531 89410 412661 99.13 4.33
. 8-3.99  0.1998 83469 16677 82635 33208 75131 323252 99.00 3.87
© 4-4.99 0.2179 -66792 14554 65958 47762 59515 248121 98.75@3.71
5-5.99  0.3063 52238 16001 51404 63762 44238 : 188506  98.40 3.6! L
6-6.99 | 0.3039 36238 11013 35404 74775 307317 144368 97.70 3.98 i
7-7.99  0.3206 25225 808724391 82862 21181 113637 96.69 4.50 . .-
B8-8.99 0.1755 17138 3008 16304~ 85870 15634 . 92455 95.13 5.32 . .
9-9.99 0.1848 14130 2611 13296 88481 12825 _ 76821 94.710. %5.44 ..

1 10-10.99 0.2067 ~+1519 2381 10685 90862 10328 . 63997 92.76 5.56 :
11-13.99 0.2925 9138 2673 :8304 93535 7802 53668 90.87 5.87 s
12-12.99  0.1485 6465 960 5631 94495 5985 45867 87.10 7,99 ¢
1313.99 0.0915 5505 504 .- 4671 94999, 5253 39882 84.85 7.24 "% .
14-14,99 0.1142 5001 571 .4167 95570 4716 34628 83.33  6.92 a1 ¢
15-15.99 0.1428 4430 633 3596 96202 4114 29913 81.18 6.75 - XQ“Z?
16-16.98 0.1442 3798 548 2964 96750 3524 25799 78.04 6.79 )
17-17.99° 0.1347 3250 438 2416 97188 3031 22275 74.34 6.85 e

'13-1@.99 0;0364 2812 102 1978 97290 2761 19244 70.35 6.84:, - -
©19-19.99 ©.0912 2710 247 1876 97537 2586 16483 69.23 6.08
20-20.99 ©6.1592 2463 392 1629 97929 2267 13897 66.14 5.64
21-21.99 " 0.1285 ' 2071 266 1237 98195 1938 11630 59.73 5.62 .
22-22.99 0.1377 1805 248 1 98444 1680 9692 53.79 5.37 . .
23-23.99 0.1385 = 1556 216 722 98659 1448 8012 46.41 5.15
24-24:99 0.0286 1341 38 507 98698 - 1321 6564 37.79° 4.90
25-25.99 .0.027t 1302 35 468 98733 1285 5242 35.96 4.03
26-26.99 0.2032 1267 257 433 98991 1138 3958 34.18
27-27.99 0.0219 1009 22 176 99013 998 2820 17.39: 2.
28-29.99° 0.1554 987 153 153 99166 1821 1821 ‘15.54 1.84
e 834 N S
N :



‘ C R« § \‘
s Appendix B :
i 1 & o i : St (
‘ 'I'able B-1 “
szARRIAGB DECREMENT TABLE FOR nALss
(No POST-SECONDARY Enucamrox) .
.
) YEARS Ny Uy D,  FD, EVD, ©x NEV, PD, ex
& . '
99 0.9523 100000 95230 99990 95230 52385 56871 99.399 0.57
.99 0.6987%4 4770 3333 4760 98563 3104 4486 99.79 0
2 99 0.724¥%¥ 1437 1041 1427 99604 917 1382 99.31 0.96
+-3.99 ~ 0.6413 - 396 254 386 99858 269 ° 466 97.51 1.18
: 4-4.99 ° 0.692t §§2 98 132 99956 93 197 93.06 1.38
' 5-5.99 (3632 %4 160 34 99970 . 36 104 77.46 2.37
6-6.99 0.2659 28 7 18 99980 24 58 64.61 2.43
7-7.99 0.1473 . 20 3 11 99983 1S 44 51.79 2.3
8-8.99 0.3676 © 17 6 '8 99989 14 125 43.46 1.42
9-9.99 0: 1059 1 1 1 799990 10 , 10 10.5¢ 0.55

10
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R Ta;ae B-2 j N ‘7 N

RENARRIAGE DECRE!ENT TABLE -
FOR FEMALES (NO PGST-SECONDAR! EDUCATION)

7
’ - '

. YEARS ny, 'U}'t D, + FD EVD U NEV 1 n

X X X X X N ex
0-0.98 - 0.7195 100000 7195G .99670 71950 , 64025 104 - o o=
1=1.99  0.4627 28050 1297R'27R20 84929 21561 i - L
2-2.99 0.8739 15071 10157 14742 95085, 9997 1. _ LB L
3-3.99  0.5161" 4915 2596 4585 97622° 364 0zi 9. 1 4
4-4.99 | 0.4372 2378 1640 2049 98662  185: Y ¥B. i 2.7
5-5.99 0.2013 1338 269 1009 98931 12¢- -3t 75.3° 2 o
6-6.99  0.2946 1069’ 315 739 99245 91T . 23 4 42,17 2 7
7-7.99  0.3867 . 754/ (292 424 99538  60E 1403 SF n e
8-8.99  .0.1382 ° 462 ° €4 133 99601 431 95 s
9-9.99 0.173 399 - 68 63 99670 364 364 7 30 .8

- . 330
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L
Ay ”
: ~ Table B-3
\\’ /","A_ . '
S L) REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE

*~<{ POR MALES (POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION) .

“ .
YEARS ny Uy Py . FDy EWD, u', NEV,  pD,

e .

0-0.99 ~ 0.7554 100000 75540-99943 75540 62230 A 87026 99.95
1~1.99 0.7146 24460 17479 24409 93019 15720 24796 99.79
2-2.99 0.4956 6981 3450 6930 96479 5251 9075 -99.27
3-3.99 0.5975  35Z1 2104 3470 98583 2469 3824 98.55
4~4.99 0.8569 1417 1214 1366 99797 810 1355 96.39:
5-5.99 0.3411 203 69 152 99866 168 . 545 74.79
6-6.99 0.1265 134 17 83 99883 125 377 61.%4
7-9.99 1 0.562 ¢ 117 66 66 99949 252 252 56.20

0.87
1.01
1.30
1.09
0.96
2.69
2.82
2.16

B



f Table B=A- - \ é N
! - L

% REMARRIAGE DECRENENT RABLE ¥
’ - FOR FEMALES (POST-SECONBARY) - "
P * ) r-3 e . ? )
YEARS ny Uy Dy  FDy EVD, U,  NEV,  BD, ng,.
A i - , ' = b

0-0.99 - 0.8463 100000 B4630 99888 84630 57685 78226 §9<89

0.78
'1-1.99 F0.6464 15370 9935 15258 wses 10402 20541 99.27 1.34 '
- 2-2.99' 0.4858 5435 2640 5323 97205 4115 10138 97.85 1.87 .
¥ 3-3.99 0.3254 2795 909 2683 98115 2340 6024 96.01 2.1§
4-4.99 0.4498 1885 848 1774 98963 }461 3684 94.08  1.95 N
'5~5.99 0.4286 1037 445¢ 926 99407 815 2223 88.25 2.14 B
6—6.99 0.2974 . 593 176 481 99584 505 14d§ 81.18 2.38
7-7.98 - 00,0832 416 35 305 99618 399 304 73.2v 2.17 :
8:&99 0.3244 382 124 270 99742 320 505 70.73  1.32 :
\\ 9-4K 99 0.5675 258 146 146 99888 185" 185 56.75 0.72-7 ,
: 12 - + b
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“$"“REMARRI)GE DECREMENT
ol

D.

X

Table B-5

TABLE FOR BLUE COLLAR MALRS

<

&

0.
0.
1-
1.
.44

1

.
Q,

56
98

04

21

2.18
2.
1
1
o

23

.85
.30
.90

YEARS iy U, x  EDx EVD, .ufk\ NEVy  PDy Ty
I\ K ﬁ( (/
© 0-0.99 — 0.9588 100000 95880 99992 - 95880 5206 5609899 .99
" 1-1.99¢.  0.6891 4120 2839 4112 98719 2700 ‘3038 (99.80
. 2-2.99 0.682 © 1281 ° §74 1273 .99593 844 1338 99.3¢
+3-3.99 0.6328 °~ 407 <¥58 399 99850 2% 494 97.99
4-4,99 . 6488 150 97 141 99947 101 215 94.53
© 5-5,99 0.3856 53 20 44 99968 42 114 84.43
6-6.99 0.2648 32 3° 24 99976 28 72 74.66
7-7.99 ¢ -0.2467 24 6 16 99982 21 44 65.54
B-8.99 0.4337 18 8 10 99990 14 23 54.25
9-9.99 0.1922 10 2 2. S 9 19,22

8

. 98992



. N ‘. . .‘-
. ~ b
RN ) Table B-6 . )
. REKARRIAgg\PBCRE!ENT TABLE FOR BLUE COLLAR FRMALES '
. . -~ : 3 e
vERES n, “u,) . D, < FD, EVD U NEV pD, n
X y Mx x) - ¥x Ty X PUx ex
| : [ , ‘ ) Y
0-0.99  0.656M00000 65670 99753 65670 67165 109972 99475 1.10
1-1.99  0.5784 9gsb 34083 85526 24402 42807 99.28 1.25.
2-2.99 6504 9414 14227 94940 9767 18405 98.30 1.27
3-3.99°  0.J5655 61 4813 97801 3629 8638 95.12, 1.71
4-4.99  0!4149 912 1952 98714 1742 5009 88.78 2.28
5-5.99  0.2893 372 Jo40 99086 1100 3267 B80.82) 2.54
6-6.99 0.1879 914 181/ f667 99267 8247 2166 73:0 2.37
7-7.99 ~ 0.2945 733 216/ 487 99483 625 1343 66.35 1.83
8-8.99 - 0.3519 517 182N 2% 9962 426 . 717 -52.30 1.39
9-9,99 0.264 335 8 89 .9975% 291 291 26.40 0.87
. 247 ‘{ )
.

#

p

[ i ' ~

191,
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Table B-7 BCE :

REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR WHITE COLLAR MALES

YEARS n, Uy v Dy FDy EVD, U5 NEYX PDy Nax
0-0.99 0.7217 100000 72170 99694 72170 63915 93834 99.69 0.94
1-1.99 D.7168 27830 19348 27524 92119 17856 29919 98B.90 1.08
2-2.99 0.5067 7881 3994 7576 961iZ 5885 12063 S86.12 1.53
3-3.99 0.6358 3888 2472 3582 98584 2652 6178 92.14 1.59
4-5.99 0.6575 1416 931 1110 998515 1901 3526. 78.42 2.49
6-7.99 0.1392 485 68 179 99583 802 1625 37.01 3.:5
8-9.99 0.2682 417 112 112 99694 723 723 26.82 1.73,
306 ) .
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Table B-8

REMARRIAGE DECRENENT TABLE FOR WHITE{XKLAR FENALES

t
YEARS n, UX Dy FDX EVDx Uy NEYX PD, Nex

I

0-0.99 0.8547 100000 85470 98310 85470 57265 85772 ©8.91 0.86
1-1.99 0.4255 14530 6197 13440 91657 11431 28507 82.50 1.86
2~2.99 0.5758 8333 4798 7243 96465 5934 17076 86.92 2.05
3-3.99 0.226 3535 793 2445 97264 3135 11142 68.15 3.15
4-4.,99 0.5023 2736 1374 1646 98638 2045 8006 60.15 2.93
5-5.99 0.0905 1362 123 271 98762 1300 ~ 5958 "19.93 4.38
6-9.99 0.1196 1238 . 148 148 98910 4658 4658 11.86 3.76

1090
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Table B-9

REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALES IN B.C.

YEARS Ny U, D, FD, EVD, U,  NEV,
0-0.99  0.7927 100000 79270 99996 75270 60365  7482°
1-1.99  0.8313 20730 17233 20726 96503 12114  1446. v
2-2.99 0.906 3497 3168 3493 99671 1913 234z "
3-3.99  0.5834 329 225 325 99896 = 216 43¢ -
4-5.99  0.5752 104 80 100 99956 148 219
£-7.99 0.7413 44 33 40 999889 56— 71 90
8-9.99 0.649 1 7 7 99995 15 15 64
4

.92
.90

[

75
70

Jo37

.33
1
.61
.35

194



Table

B-10

_ REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES IN B.C.

1

162

YEARS Ny Uy Dy FD, - EVD, U giyx PD, 'y
0-0.99  0.6719 100000 67190 99838 67190 66405- 114238 99.84 1.14°
1-1.99 0.3895 32810 12779 32648 79969 26420 478323 99.5! 1.46
2-2.99 0.717 20031 14362 19869 94331 12850 21412 939.19 1,07
3-3.95 0.4816 5669 2730 55088 97061 4304 8563 97.15 1.5
4-4,99 0.6403 2939° 1882 2777 98943 1998 4259 94.49 1.45
5-5.99 0.4578 1057 484 895 99427 815 2261 B84.69 .2.14
6-6.99 0.1774 573 102 411 99526 — .522 1446 71.77 2.52
7-7.99 0.2882 471 136 310 99664 404 924 65.68 1.96
8-8.99 0.1901 336 < 64 174 99728 304 520 51.78 1.55
'9-3,99 0.4046 272 170 110 99838 217 217 40.46 0.80



\'3

Table B-11 . —--

REXPRRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALES IN THE PRAIRIES

YEARS n, U, D,  FD, Evnﬁé' v,  NEV, o PDy
0-0.99  0.892 jﬁooood’“sg:]o 99997 89210 55395. 65613 100.00
1-1.95  0.66787910790 7206 10787 96416 7187 10218 99.98
5-2.99  0.7779 3584 2788 3582 99204 2190 3030 99.92
3-3.99  0.7332 796 584 793 99788 504 840 99.67
4-4.99 075845 212 124 210 99912 150 336 98.75
5-5.99  0.2094 * 88 .18 86 +99930 - 79 185 '96.98
6-6.99 0.3786 70 26 67 99857 57 107 96.18
7-8.99 f 0.9168 43 40 41 9999 47 50 +93.85
9-9.99  0.2604. PR 1 99997 3 3 26.04
3

Q
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Table B-12 _
. N ] ‘1 v, o ‘ '..::"Q) ‘ .
REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE POR FRMALES IN THE BEN{®res’

R R A e
YEARS ny Uy D, prgN,EfPBS” Uy O NEY, o pDy Cngy
0-0.99 0.6695 100000 66950 99936 66950 E6525 106395 93.94  1.06
1-1.99 0.533 33050 17616 32986 B4566 ''24242 39870 99.81 .21
2-2.99  0.6161 15434 9509 15370 94075 10680 15628 99.58 1.0
3-3,99, 0.8687 5925 5147 5861 99222 3352 4948 % 98.91 0.84
4-4.99 0.3442 778 268 714 99490 644. 1596 91.73 2.05
5-5.99 0.4548 510 232 . 446 99724 394 952 87.38 1.87
6-6.99 0.3935 278 109 214 99831 223 558 76.86 92.01
7-7.99 0.1669 169 28 104 99659 155 335 61.84 1.98
8-8.99 0.4484 141 63 76 99922 109. 180 54.20 1.28
9-9,99 0.1697- 78 13 13 71 717 16.97 0.92

64

88836

197



K

MIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR KALES IN ONTARIO

n Ug.. D

. 'Ta,ble B-13

FD,

'

x . % X x, EVDx Uy NEVy  PDy Mgy
0-0.99 0.9362 100000 93620 99986 93620 53190 ‘60011 99.99 0.60
1-1.99  0.651 6380 -%153 6366 97773 . 4303 6821 99.78 1.07
2-2.99  0.5395 2227 1201 2213 98975 ~1626 2517 99.38 1.13
3-3.99  0.7316 1025 750 10127 98725 650 891 98.65 0.87
4-4.99  0.8882 275 244 261 99969 153 241 94.98 0.88
5-5.99  0.4145 31 13 17 99982 24 88 55.06 2.86
6-9.99  0.2325 18 4 "4 99986 64 64 23.25 3.54

. g .



rable B-14 . : «

REMARRIAGE 'DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES IN ONTARIO

k-1 - - -
. .

YEARS Ny Uy Dy FD, EVD, U, NEV, PDy . Mgy
0-0.99 . 0.8368 100000 83680 99921 83680~ ° ‘60 77692 99.92 0.78
1-1.99 0.5848 16320 9544 16341 93224 548 19532 99.52 1.2

2-2.99 - 0.663 6776 4493 6687 97716 4530 7984 SB.8B4 1.18
3-3.99 0.4276 2284 976 2205 98693 1795 3454 96.54 1.51
4-4.99 0.7485 1307 978 1228 98671 818 1659 93.96 1.27
5-5.99 0.2556 329 B4 250 99755 287 . 841 75.99 2.56"
6-6.99 0.2651 245 65 166 89820 212 554 67.75 2.27
7-7.99 0.3573 180 64 101 ,99884 - 148 342 56.42 1.90
8-~9.99 0.3172 * 116 - 37 37 99921 185 195 31.72 _1.68

79 .

[N
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. Table B-15

-

RE!!ARRIAGE DECRENFNT TABLE FOR MALERS IN QUEBEC
. ok

YEARS ~  ny Uy Ly FD, EVD, - U, NEV, PD, Mgy
0-0.99  0.8903 100000 89030 99384 89030 55485 74259 89.38 0.74
1-1.99 0.4524 10970 5402 10354 94432 8269 18774 94.39 1.71
2-2.99 0.5374 ° 5568 20892 4953 97424 4072  10504. 88.94 1.89
3-3.99 © 073888 2576 1002 1960 98426 2075 6432 © 76.10 2.50
4-4,99 "0.57 1574 897 959 99323 1126 4357 60.90 2.77
5-9.99 0.0907 677 1§ 61 99384 . 3231 3231 9.07 4.77
4 ' 516 2 :



3696

- ' 201
\ -
Table B-16
‘, A d
REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES IN QUEBEC
YEARS ny Uy Dy FDy EVDy U,  NEV,  PD, ~ ng,
0-0.99  0.7315 100000 73150 96304 73150 63425 148102 96.30 1.48
1-1.99  0.3762 26850 10101 23154 83251- 21800 84677 86.23 3.15
10.2206 16749 3695 13053 86946 14902 62877 77.93 3.75
0.1737 13054 2266 Y9358 89213 11920 47976 71.69 3.68
0.2873 10787 3099 7091 92312 9237 36055 65.73 3.34
0.1967 7688 1512 3992 -93824 13863 26818 51.92 3.49
0.3338 6176 2061 24%¥ 95886 5145 " 12955 40.15 2.10
0.1016 . 4114 418 418 96304 7810 7810 10.16 1.90
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Table B~17

RENARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALES (ATLANTIC PROVINCES)

- '

YEARS n U B, Fbj EVD, U NEV, . PD, n

X X X X X X - ex

0.6856 100000 68560 99968 - 68560 65720 87778 99.97 0.88

0-0.99

1-1,99 0.8514 31440 26768 31408 95328 18056 22058 99.90 0.70

2-2.99 0.8066 4672 3768 4640 99096 2788 4002 99.32 0.86

3-3.99 0.6102 904 551 872 99648 628 - 1215, 96.49 1.34

4-4.99 0.5988 352 211 320 99859 247 587 90.98 1.67

5-5.99 0.R955 141 42 . 110 99900 120 340 77.53 2.41.
6-6.99 0.1897 100 19 68 99919 90 220 68.10 2.21

7-7.99 0.5261 81 42 49 99962z . 59 129 60.64 1.60

8-9.99! 0.1694 . 38 -6 6 99968 70 70 16.94_ 1

| .83
32 4 i . . w N
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I~

o VYEARS - n U D FD, = EVD, U NEV, - PD, n

— : 23

203

' : K
~Table B-18 -

N

' REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES (ATLANTIC PROVIN

X : X X X X X

.9 - 0.8955 100000 29550 99618 89550 55225 ~ 10298

.99  0.607 197450 6343 100068 95893 7278 48073
.99 0.4206 . 4107 1727 3725 97620 3243 7794
.99 . 0.7218 2380 1718 1998 99338 1521 4551
}.99 0.0905 662 60 , 280 99398 632 3030
.99 ' 0.1872 602 113 220 99511 1091, 2398
.99 0.2196 489 107 107 99618 1307 1307
Te 382 : :
¥ A -
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. Tapble B-19 . -~ !
REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR MALES IN CANADA
YEARS ny, Uy ¢ Dy FD, EVD, Uy NEV. PPy g
‘ - - Y
~ 0-0.9% 0.8725 100000 87250 99974 ,°87250 5637§#v 68757 999 .6
1-1.99 0.7041 12750 8977 12724 96227 8261 12382 89.80 Y 0.9
2-2.99 0.6398 3773 2414 3747 -P8641 2566 = 4120 99.31 1.0
3-3.99 0.6335 1359 861 " 1333 {89502 928 1554 98.09 1.1
4-4.99 0.736 498 367 472 .99869 35 626 94.78 1.2
5~5.99 0.3556 131 47 106 99915 - 108 311 -80.24 2.3
'6-6.99 . 0.2048 ¥ 85 17 .. 59 99933 76 203 ' 69.34 2u4
7-7.99 0.2397. - &7 16 41 99949 59 127. 61.44 1.8,
8-8.99 *0.4328 51 22 25 99971 40 68 49.29 1.
9-9.99 0:1059 29 - 3 99974 . 2@ 0.



~

REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES I

Table B-20

- FD

%

N _CANADA

d}%g
TENEV,

\

YEARS-_’ ny, ‘Ux Dy . % EIVDX U PDy @
) 6
0-0.89 - 0.75* 100000 75000 99712 75000 62500 98084 95.71 0C.9
1-1.99 0.5268 -25000 13170 24712 88170 18415 35584 98.85 1.4
2-2.98 0.6144 11830 7268 11542 95438 '~ 8186 171689 S57.57 1.4
3=~ 0.4438 4562 2024 4274 897463 3549 8873 93.638 1.8
4=4. 0.4393 2537 1115 2249_‘98577 1980 5424 ©8.65 2.1
5-5. 0.2861 1423 407 1135 98984 . 1219 3444 1S.7 2.4
6-6. 0.2957 1016° 728 99285 865 2225 71.65 2.1
7-7.99 0.3272 715 34 ) 427 98519 598 1358 58.75 1.9
8-8.99 0.218 481 105 193 996%9 429 761 40.17 - 1.5
9-9.98 376 88 88 997°2 332 332 23.49 .0.8

0.2349%

288
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Table B-21
REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR ALES WITH NO CHILDREN
. a ' ‘
. 1

YEARS ny Uy Dy FD, EVD, U4 NEV,  PDy g
-0.99 0.8306 100000 83060 99910 83060 58470 80141 95.91 0.8
-1.99 10.58 16940 9825 16850 92885 12027 21671 99.47 1.2
-2.99 0.5182 7115 3687 7025 96572 5271 9643 98.74 1.3
-3.99  0.5387 - 3428 1847 3338 98419 2505 4372 97.38 1.2
-4.99  §,7554 1581 1195 .1491 99613 984 1867 94.32 1.1
~5.99 0.3944 387 . 153 .297 99766 311 883 76.77 2.2
-6.99 0.2808 & 234 66 144 99832 201 573 61.64 2.4
~7.99 0.162° 168 27 79 99859 155 372 46.67 2.2
-8.99 - 0.2829 141 40 51 99899 121 217 36.36 1.5
-9.99 101 " 1199910 86 96 1+25 0.9

0.1125

80



Table B-22

REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEEKLES WITE NO CHILDREN

YEARS Ny Uy Dy FD, EVD, Uy NEV, PDy ‘n
0-0.88 0.6586 100000 65860 99514 65860 67070 131951 99,51
1-1.89 0.357 34140 12188 33654 78048 28046 64881 98.58,
2-2.98 0.5143 21952 11290 21466 89338 16307 36835 97,7 _!.
3-3.49 0.3779 10662 4028 10176 93367 8647 20528 95.44 1.
4-4.99 0.5953 6633 3949 6147 87316 4659 11880 92.68 1.
5-5.99 0.1841 2684 494 2189. 97810 2437 7222 “81.80 2
6-6.99 0.2227 2190 488 1704 98298 1946 4785 177.82 2.
7-7.99 0.3848 1702 655 1217 98953 1375 2838 71.46 1.
8-8.99 0.3346 1047 350 562 99303 872 1463 53.61 1
S~9.99 0 0

D EC =0 a0

.3028 697 211 211 98514 581 591 30.29
486 ) <

- s

-



Table B-23-

REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE POR MALES WITH CHILDREN

YEARS x ° Uy Dy FDy EVD, U 4 NEVX pr e
0-0.99% 0.9078 100000 90780 89999 30780 54610 60988 100.00 0Of(6
1-1.99 ¢.8579 9220 7910 8218 98690 5265 378 ~99.99 0.6
2-2.89 0.7577 1310 993 1309 99683 814 1113 99.94 0.8
3-3.99 0.73%6 317 235 317 99917 200 . 293 99.77 0.9
4-4.99 0.7202 83 60 82 993977 53 93 99.11 1.2
5-5.99 0.29862 23 7 22 99984 20 46 96.81 2.0
6-6.99 0.1108 16 2 16 99986 15 27 85.47 1.6
7-7.99 0.8534 14 12 14 99998, 8. 11 94.91 0.7
8-9.9S 0.6525 2 1 1 99998 3 3 65.2¢ 1.3

1

208
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) Table B-24
REMARRIAGE DECREMENT TABLE FOR FEMALES WITH CHILDREN

YEARS % Uy Dy FD, EVD, U,  NEV,  PDy ngy
0-0.99  0.8328 100000 83280 99884 83280 58360 75655 99.88 0.76
1=1.99  0.6786 16720 11346 16604 94626 11047 17295 99.30 1.03
2-2.99  0.6802 5374 36557 5258 98281 3546 6248 97.84 1.16
3-3.99  0.6391 1719 1098 1602 99380 1169 2702 93.24 1.57
4-4.99  0.2394 Y620 148 504 99528 ° 546 1533 B1.26 2.47
5-5.99  0.37¢1 472 175 356 99703 384 987 75.36 2.09
6-6.99  0.4667 297 139 T 181 99842 228 602 60.§8 2.03
7-7.99  0.2465 158 39 Y 42 99881 139 375 26.65 2.36
8-9.99  0.0266 119 . 3 3, 99884 236 236  2.66 1.97

f1e

e

5
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