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From: Lisa Gilmore@IOS.IO 
Cc: 
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Subject: re: marriage data 

Attachment: 
Date: 6/14/99 3:54 PM 

Andrea, 

would like to wait until Linda Mellgren gets back. She has been 
following this and knows the right HHS and outside contacts. We'll set 
something up for late June. Meanwhile I will send you a copy of the report 
Theodora Ooms wrote on this and the copy of the memo she sent to Ron 
Haskins which details some of the specifies. Sorry for the delay but 
Linda's on vacation and I'm off to an organ donation conference for the rest 
of this week.' , 

Would you send me your address at OEOB for the report? I'll fax the memo 
today. - Lisa 

original text 
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To: Ron Haskins Ph.D .• Staff Diiector" House Subcommittee on Human Resources 

From: Theodora Ooms, Executive Director, Family IDipact Seminar 

Re: The Lamentable Status ofVital, Statistics on Marriage and Divorce' ' 

Date: April 23, 1999 . 


As you know, the Family Impact Seminar has long had an interest in improving the quantity, 
quality and coordination ofchild and family, data. In recent years I have become especially 
aware of the serious inadequacies of our national vital statistics on marriage and divorce. These 
shortcomings became dramatically worse in 1996 when the National Center for Health Statistics, 
(NCHS), facing budgetary pressure, discontinued collecting detailed marriage and divorce data 
front the states, although it has continued to collect total counts of these events each month. 
However, since several states, including California and Texas, have stopped sending in monthly 
divorce data, NCHS is reassessing even this practice and may deCide to stop publishing monthly 
estimates ofnational divorce totals. ,,' , 

In an unrelated development, the Census Bureau decided a few years ago to drop the marital 
status question from the short fomi of the Census 2000 (though it remains on the: long form 

, which is given to 1 out of 6 housing units). Both actions, in my view, are the most recent 
evidence of the low pri6pty assigned to the institution ofmarriage by public officials. 

, . 

The negative consequences became vividly clear when I recently began to work mGrand Rapids, 
Michigan and in the state of Oklahoma with public offi9ials and others who are launching 
initiatives to strengthen marriage. In both places the lackofadequate data on marriage and 
divorce seriously handicaps theit ability to describe and understand the decline in marriage in 
their state and community, and to develop and evaluate knowledge-based policy and programs to 
remedy this problem. ' 

Poor quality marriage and divorce data' will frustrate implementation of the fam.lly formation 
goals ofthe Temporary Assistance to Needy Families block grant. If states and commuriities are 
expected to promote marriage, reduce out-of-wedlock childbearing and encourage and maintain 
two-parent families, it is essential that the federal government reverse:current policy and reinvest 
in helping states collect utrlfonn, consistent and useful data on marriage and divorce. 

I appreciated the opportunity'a few weeks ago to raise these iss.ues With you. You agreed that it 
would be helpful if I summarized seime of the background information that I have gathered from 
recent conversations with federal and state statistics officials and other experts about the status of 
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marriage"arid divorce statistics. (They are listed at the end of the paper). This is what I have tried 
to do here. Please note that I do not include any information about th~ inadequacies of data on " 
abortion, which is another, more complicated story. 

In conclusion, I very much hope that you can stimulate congressional interest and action to 

reverse the recent cutbacks and improve the quantity, quality and availability of state and 

national statistics on marriage and divorce. It is very clear that this can not happen without 

significant additiorial funding to the tune ofat least~evera1 million dollars annually . 


. \ l • 

I believe a very useful first step would be to commission a report from DHHS to examine in 
. detail the current status of state marriage and divorce statistics, how they relate to census data, 
and recommend how these data can be improved and what the costs would be ·of doing" so. I 
respectfully suggest tha~ the Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics be given 
oversight over such a stUdy. And Ibdieve thatthe National Association for Public Health 
Statistics and Information Systems (NAPHSIS) would also be very happy to collaborate. 

" I hope this background paper is useful. Please let me know if there are additional ways that I can 
help. 

" . 
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The Lamentable Status ofMarriage and Divorce Statistics 

Prepared by Theodora Ooms .', 

This background paper: 

• 	 Provides i1lustrativ~ examples of the poor and deterioi:ating status ofmarriage and divorce 
statistics 

• 	 Briefly describes the vital statistics system , ' 
• 	 Summarizes how the system treats marriage and divorce data 

'-	 . 
• 	 Urges that the federal government take steps to work with, states to improve these data 

The Problem 

The following arc examples of data 'Problems I recently encountered when trying to understand the status of 
marriage and divorce in our nation. and specifically in Michigan and Oklahoma . 

. , 

• 	 I could not obtain recent m.rriage and divorce rates by state to verify whether 
Oklahoma is still the state With the second highest divorce rate, 01:" what Michigan's 
current ranking is. These data used to be published on an annual basis. But since 1996 the, 
only na~ional data available are the reported total counts of the numbers ofmarriages and 
divorces that take place each year by state. The Division of Vital Statistics (DVS), National 
Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), no lon.ger has staff assigned to convert these numbers 
into annual rates (number of events per 1000 persons).' 

',' 

• 	 I eould not trod any eurrent national or state-by-state,published data todeseribe and 

compare marriage and divoi"Ce rates, trends in age of marriage, duration of marriage, 

numbers of marriages, age of divoree, numbers of children involved in divorce, or any 

of these trends by race or education., Prior to 1996 DVS . di~ extract these data from a 
 f 

sample of state marriage and divorce recordS, published them. annually until 1990, and then 
made them available ona CD ROM until this practice was discontinued. (However these 
data were not available for all states, see below.) , 

,'. 	In Michigan marriage and divorce data has serious limitations, and in particular cannot 
'readily be compared with national or other states. I am providing technical assistance to 
the Greater Grand Rapids Community Marriage Policy (GGRCMP) initiative~ They liave " 
established numeric goals for reductions in the divorce and out-of-wedlock birth rates over 
the next ten years. The OORCMP begarlby seeking to understand the natl,lre of the decline 

, in marriage in their community,and then to establish baseline data to ev~luate the future 
success of their efforts. Dr. Fred De long, of Calvin College. inWestem Michigan, has jUst 
completed a rc?pprt on recent trends in marriage, divorce and out-of-yvedlock childbearing in 
Kent County, and cOplpares;these with S4tte and national trends. ' In ~e course of preparing 

, this report he learned that the data available has serious limitations, namely'Michigan 
marriage and divorce certificates do not ask for race or education. Iii addition Michigan is 

I ' 
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'one ofonly two states (including New York) that do not currently askmarital status on the 
birth record or .electronic birth certificate, so that non-marital paternity has to be iriferred. (A 

, third ~te. Nevada, does not have marital status on the birth certificate, hut does include it in 
the electronic birth certificate sent from a hospital to the state registration office.) Finally, 
the county and statewide marriage and divorce rates calculated and published by the 
Michigan State Health Department are twice as high as the national rates! We learned that 
this is due to the state's different method ofcalculating the rates: Michigan counts numbers 

; of persons married and divorced,' rather than the number ofmarriage and divorce events, 
which is the standard federal practice~ , 

• Oklahoma has the second highest divorce rate in the nation, but the state does not 
colled the marriage and divorce, data needed to describe or begin to understand this 
situation. Governor Keating of Oklahoma in.his lanriary 1999, State of the 'Vnion address, 
declared his intention to reduce the divorce rate by' 'one-third by 2010. On March 22 he 
called togethet200 leaders from every sector 'of the state to participate in a Conference on 
Marriage. Speakers were asked to addtess the reaSons for Oklahoma's high divorce rate. 
Several reasop.s were suggested, including the persistent tradition ofmarrying at an early age 
(17-18) since.earlY marriages are at hi~er risk ofdivorce. However there were' no data 

. available to provide evidence ofwhether, this hypothesis was correct. Oklahoma it turns .out 
is one ofonly three states which has no central state files ofmarriage and one .offour states 
with no central files ofdivorce. 

These two state examples are not typical, and clearly Oklahcirha is an outlier. According tD 
federal statistics officials, by 1994 the majority of states had marriage and divorce data of 
reasonably good quality. However, a number .of states never met the federal standards for 
marriage and divDrce data needed to become a part of the Mriage and 'DivQrce R~~stration ' 
Areas (see belDw). Unfortunately) there are no current studies of the qualitY ofmarriage and 

, divorce data across states, or to what extent they tabulate, analyze·andlor publish them. 

The Vital Statistics System: Background, structure and recent history 

(This section draws heavily upon a very useful report,published by NCHS.in 1997, u.s. Vital 
Statistics System: Major-Activities and Developments, 195fJ-95 and an earlier report on the 
History and Organization a/the Vital Statistics System published in i950 and'included as 
Appendix .II in the' 1997 report· "') , ' 

, 'Vital statistics for th~ U.S. are obtained from theoffiCiai records .of live births, deaths, fetal 
deaths, marriages, divorces and annulments prepared by thousands of physicians, hospital staff, . 

. and funeral d~ectors, plus· iocal officials who are situated generally in countY-registratiDn offices 
and courts. These records are then typically transnHtted to the state where they are coded and ' 
keyed, queried for accuracy and completeness, edited and filed in state offices. The data are 
released by states to the public on an annual basis as repDrts or electronic products. The data are 
"also transmitted periodically to NCHS as the records are processed. 

The recording of these events is the legal responsibility .of the individual states and independent 
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registration areas (D.C., New York City, and the, territories) and is governed by state statute and 
regulation. Vital statistics information is continually used by state and local offiCials for 
planning, evaluating and administering health related activities, 

The federal government currently obtains the use ofdata from these state records for statistical 
purposes through a vohmtary cooperative arrangement with the responsible agency in each state. 
Under this arrangement) which involves sharing ofcosts annually adjusted for inflation, the 
federal government contracts with the states to obtain electronic files containing detailed data 
from the records of the various vital events. During the seventies and eighties, as funding and 
technical assistance became more available, more and niore states began to fOIWard their 
computer tapes to NCHS, so that,now almost all birth and death data are precoded and 
transmitted electronically~ However,as of 1995, marriage and divorce statistics were still 
incomplete and relatively primitive. . . 

Prior to 1946, vital statistics were the responsibility of the Census Bureau. In 1946, this 

responsibility shifted to the National Office ofVital Statistics (NOVS) in the Public Health 

Service. In 1960, NOVS merged with the National Health Survey to establish the National 

Center for Health Statistics (NCHS). 


In 1974 the Health Services Research and Evaluation and Health Statistics Act (p.L. 93-353) . 
legally authorized NCHS and spelled out its mandate and authorities. The Act provided for ' 
NCHS to collect statistics on a broad range of health-related subjects, includingo births, deaths, 
marriages, and divorces. It called for the Cente.r to undertake demonstrations and evaluations 
regarding survey methods and to provide technical assistance to states and local jurisdictions. 

. . 

Since 1900 attention has been focused on improving the quality of 'Vital statistics and making 
them more useful and widely available. The federal government has pursued these aims through 
a varietY'ofmeans inc1u~ing: 

1. Development ofMode. Legislation. The Model Vital Statistics Act, originally fonnulated in 
1907 and revised in several subsequent years, recommended a centralized system in each state 
for the collection, processing, registration and·certification ofvital records and placed local 
registry offices under the· direction of the State Office ofVital Statistics. Model regulations were 
added to ensure consistency of recording and standardized procedures with respect, for example, 
to security and confidentiality. The model law and regulations have been generally adopted by 
the states for births and.deaths, but three states--Arizona; New Mexico and Oklahoma--do not 
have central files of marriage records, and these three states, plus. Indiana, do not have central 
files of divorce~ 

2. Standardization. In 1900. U.S. standard birth and death certificates were first promulgated, 
and since then numerous revisions and additio~ have been made. Federal officials encouraged 
all states to follow these standard certificates, and by the °mid-thirties this was achieved. Both 
fonus have been considerably lengthened and now include very detailed items related to the 
medical C9nditions of the infant, mother and deceased. Most states and territories now closely 
follow the U.S. standards for births and deaths. The first U·;S. standard certificates ofmarriage 
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and divorce, dissolution ofmarriage, or annulment were not issued until 1956, and then revised 
in 1968) 19781 and 1989 (see copies of the 1989 revisions, attached.) But, unlike birth and death 
certificates, state marriage and divorce certificates do not conform closely to the content of the 
standards. 

3. Registration Areas. To help ensure uniformity and quality of data, a system ofregistration 
areas was developed first for birth and death data and later for marriage ..and divorce. (A 

. registration area can include any of the 50 States,S territories, D.C., and N.Y. City- a 
maximum of 57 entities.) To be adinitted to a registration area, states were required to establish 
central state flIes, to maintain regular and timely reporting. to use'the Us. Standard certificates 
format, and to agree to tests ofcompleteness and accuracy in cooperation with the National 
office. Registration of events and reporting of required items were expected to be at least 90% 
complete. By 1933 all states had j'oined the Death and Birth Registration Areas. Currently all 
state health departments code and tabulate the birth and death data and publish periodic, detailed 
reports. 

Progress was much slower with respect to marriage and divorce data, whose registration areas 
were started in 1957 and 1958, respectively. In 1995 the Marriage Registration Area (MRA) 
included 42 states, D.C., New York City (an independent registration area), Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands; the Divorce Registni.tion Area (DRA) included only 31 states (including NYC). 
D.C., and the Virgin Islands. It is not known how many ofthe states code, tabulate or publish 
detailed marriage and divorce data~ though most publishsummary counts. 

The primary motivation for states to join the registration areas has generally been the recognition 
of the importance for public health ofnational statistics. with the associated standardization of 
data collection systems and interstate comparability. The money they currently receive under the 
Vital Statistics Cooperative System only covers a portion of the costs ofpreparing data for 
transmittal to NCHS. States that want to improve their data have been able, however, to get help 
from the NCHS staff. . 

4. National Data Production. In the nineteen~eighties the Division of Vital Statistics, NCHS, 
had a staff ranging from one to three full time analysts, plus several other technical staff, who 
were involved with processing and analy~ng marriage and divorce data. They were involved in 
reviewing the:state records for completeness and accuracy, and analyzing and publishing the 
data. In addition NCHS contracted with the Census Bureau for data coding and keying from a 

. sample of the detailed records submitted by certain states that did not submit precoded electronic 
, ,data·files. Detailed tables were published by NCHS in the annual Volume III, Marriage and 


Divorce, of Vital Statistics o/the United States (1987 was the last volume published, after this 

date the data were made available electronically through 1995, when detailed data collection 

~edJ' , 

Future Diredions of the Vital..Statisti..-.s System 

NeHS in cooperation with NAPHSIS has developed a vision for the future ofvital statistics in 
,the 21 at Century. They envision . 
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a vital statistics system in which 'bi.rtl:l and death certificates ( and possibly other vital 
events) are created, edited, coded, queried, and corrected at the source point in electronic 
form; transmitted over high~speed lines to a central location in each state for any state 
processing and information management; and fmally, electronically transmitted to NCHS 
on a frequent and regUlar basis. (NCHS,1997:2S) . 

Significant progress has been made towards achieving this vision:' 85 to 90 percent of all birth 
records are now electronic (Electronic Birth Certificates, EBC) and seht directly to the state 
central offices which fOrYvard them to NCH8. The Electronic Death Certificates are in prototype 
and being piloted. There has also been interest expressed by some states in developing 
electronic systems for registering marriages and divorces, but to date there has been very little 
movement in this direction.' . 

Reeent cutbacks 

In the early 1990's, federal payments to states under the voluntary cooperative agreements were 
increasing with inflation but the federal appropriations were staying at the same level. Due to' 
these budgetary pressures NCHS made cuts in its entire statistical program, including vital 
statistics (several items were dropped from birth and death data collection), and in 1995 decided 
to end the program ofcollecting detailed informati6n on marriage and divorce from the states 
and ofproviding teclmical assistance to states to bring them all up to the same standard. The 
staff working on marriage and divorce were'r~assigned to other tasks. However the Division of 
Vital Statistics continued to collect the provisional counts ofmarriage ,and divorce from each 
state and publish national totals. Clll'rently, NCHS is preparing to change even this practice, as 
it may soon decide not to publish national divorce estimates because five states (including 
California and Texas) are not sending the provisional monthly counts to NCHS. 

Conclusions 

I end by sharing a few personal ~onclusions. The U.S. Vital Statistics System is basically sound, and state and local 
officials are clearly collecting good quality, comprehensive birth and death data. But marriage and divorce data 
have always had low priority at nadol;1al and state levels. Part of the explanation seem::; to be that the status of ' 
marriage and divorce are not perceived as public health COncerns or responsibilities of the state and national health 

'agencies. Thus health departments in many instances have not invested resources needed to collect and analyze 

good quality marriage and divorce statistics. A second, related reasords that tbere are no strong constituents who 


. have a clear stake in these issues-no public or non-profit organizations who depend lipon good marriage and 

divqrce data, alth'ough the data have been widely used by many organi2:ations, both public and private. Thus there 

has been virrually no inside or outside pressure to improve their collection. (I understand that Lexus~Nexus buys 

rilarriage and divorce data from the states, indicating that they are considered valuable to commercial users.) 


, This situation is changing as more and more researchers, public officials and community leaders understand that the 
status of marriage and divorce are issues of urgent public concern, and that efforts need to be made to strengthen the 
institution qfmarriage. It is indeed ironic that the marital status question is being dropped from the shon form in 
the 2000 Census just at the time that marriage is beginning to get much more national attention. (I am assured by 
Census officials that this change will not have any substantive effect since marital status is retained in the long form, 
but I think we have not yet beard from the state and local users about whether they agree). 

An argument has been made that the current limitations in marriage and divorce statistics are not a serious issue 
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because sufficient infonnation is alrtadyavailable about martiJige and divorce trends from data collected by the 
.. 	 Census Bureau and from other national surveys. Each oftheses~urces are different with unique strengths Ilnd 

limitations. They are complementary types of data, not su,bstitutes. The decennial census collects periodic coOOts 
and. characteristics of individuals at Ii single point i~ time, likened to asocial photograph. Vital statistics provide a 
comprehensive, continuous flow of information about behavioral events as they occur, more like a movie film. 
Vital ~atistics are necessary to monitor and predict changes in behavior. The other limitations of national surveys is 
that they collect infonnation only about samples, and hence do not provide infom;tatiQn relevant to small geographic 
areas, or for sub-groups ofthe population. 

Ther~ are three main reasons for investing in complete and good vital statisti~s on marriage and.divorce. They are 
needed: 
• 	 by states and localities·to describe and understand. the changing patterns ofniarital behavior· 

in specific geographic areas. . 
• 	 to evaluate the effect of changes in state and local policy and programs on family fonnation 

and marital status. 
• 	 as benchmarks to assess the adequacy of sample surveys or population estimates. 

I very much hope that actions will be taken to 'reverse current national policy, and that the federal 
and state governments will irivest in improving, the quantity, quality and public availability of 
marriage and divorce statistics to bring them up to the standard of the other categories of vital 
,statistics-birth and death data ' 

I believe a critical first step is for DHHS to conduct a study of the quality and availability of vital 
statistics on marriage and divorce, how they could be improved and the costs of doing so.· 

**Reference: Hetzel A.M. U.S. Vita(Statistics System: Major Activities and Developments, 
J950-95. National Center for Health Statistics, 1997.· , , . . 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. RicelOPD/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Re: guidance 


---------------------- F~rwarded by Andrea Kane/OPO/EOP on 06/01/99 03:45 PM -------------------------- 

Record Type: Record 

To: Erica S. Lepping/WHO/EOP 
cc: Andrea KaneIOPD/EOP, Barry J. Toiv/WHO/EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: guidance 

A little more detail from Census. 

Marriage Q: 

The Census Bureau has Deen very interested in simplifying the short form to increase the 
response rate. As a part of the Census Bureau's overall reviewing process, the Bureau looked 
at the statutory requirements of each question on the short form. It was determined that the 
marital status question, along with a number of housing questions, could be moved to the long 
furm. . 
(About 1 in 6 households receive a long census questionnaire.) 

Marriage/divorce info will be collected on the American Community Survey, a survey that 
will provide information every year. 

Further questions may be referred to the Census Bureau's press office~ 

~ 
060199.do 

Erica S. Lepping 

Erica S. Lepping 
06/01/99 11 :25:41 AM 

http:060199.do


Marriage Statistics Q&A 

June 1, 1999 


/ 	 ' 

Q: 	 , Wby bas tbe federal government stopped collecting data on m~rriage, as reported in 
USA Today?, 

A: 	 The Census Bureau will continue to collect self-reported information on marital status on 
the Census long-form, though it will no longer collect this information on the short form. 
The National Center for Health Statistics stopped collecting detailed data on marriage and 
divorce in January 1996 as a result of budget constraints and state decisions regarding 
data collection. NCHS had to make across-the-board budget cuts requiring difficult 
trade-offs, including in the vital statistics program. The decision was made to suspend 
marriage and divorce data collection rather than hinder collection ofmortality or birth 
data. The decision was influenced by the fact that, some states are no longer 
collecting-and therefore cannot r:eport-precise data on marriage and divorce; thus, 
NCHS could no longer collect fbll and accurate data on these issues. NCHS's decision to 

,stop collecting this data was published in the Federal Register on December 15, 1995. 
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Q. 	 When did the National Center for Health Statistics stop collecting marriage and divorce 
data? 

A. 	 The collection of detailed data was suspended beginning in January 1996. Information on 
the total numbers and rates ofmarriages and divorces at the national and State levels are 
still published in the NCHS National Vital Statistics Reports. The most recent 
comprehensive analyses of detailed marriage and divorce data are published in the 
"Advance Report ofFinal Marriage Statistics, 1989-90" and "Advance Report of Final 
Divorce Statistics, 1989-90." Data collected between 1991 and 1995 have not been 
analyzed by NCHS but are available on public use files. 

Q. 	 Was there any announcement accompanying this decision to stop collecting this data? 

A 	 A public notice was published in the Federal Register on Dec. 15, 1995. This 
information also has been available on the NCHS web site 
http://www.cdc.gov/nchswww) since January 1996. 

Q. 	 Why was the decision made'to stop collecting detailed information on this subject? 

A 	 Budgetary considerations as well as limitations in the information collected by the States 
necessitated this action. At the time, NCHS had to make across-the-board budget cuts, 
including in their vital statistics program. It was decided that marriage and divorce 
collection would be suspended rather than hinder collection of mortality or natality data. 
The information on marriage and divorce recorded at the State level was becoming more 
and more incomplete, which influenced this decision. By 1997, five states -- including 
California -- did not report any information on divorces. The same year, Maine stopped 
reported the number ofmarriage licenses granted. 

Q. 	 How does this information differ with what the Census Bureau has traditionally 
collected? 

A 	 Traditionally, the Census Bureau has asked about marital status on their short form, 
which is like "self-reporting" on marriage/divorce; the NCHS data is records-based and 
comes from actual marriage and divorce certificates reported to the state registries. Thus, 
budgetary concerns in each state also have had an impact on the ability to collect national 
data on this subject. 

http://www.cdc.gov/nchswww
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One major study by Waite finds, af
ter controlling for risk factors, that 
nine out of 10 men manied at 48 will 
Still be alive at 65, while only six out 
of. 10 single men will be: 

Values at play in data cuts 
Government cutbacks on 

The NCHS now frequently refersmarriage and divorce statis
queries to exper1s outside governtics "tell us something about 
ment. One is AndreW Cherlin, a prothe values In our society," 
fessor 01 publlc policy at Johns Hopsays David Blankenhorn, a 
kins University and president of thesocial sdentist who several 
Population ASsociation of America, ayears ago wrote Fatherless 
research group of demOgraphers.America: Confronting. Our 

"Not only· does this handicap myMost Urgent Social PrOf>. 
own research. but it handicaps myfern. 
ability to give useful information.The founder of the In
about recent changes," he says of thestitute for American Values, 
statistics cutback. "I'm supposed toa think tank on famlly ls
be an expert, but I don't have the In·sues, Blankenhorn is a pio
formation to· answer many quesneer In the "fatherhood 
tions." .movement" and bas chron

lded the Impact of divorce 	 BaIe_ But not everyone sees It his way, 
. Cherlln says. Some have privacy con· on the American famIly. Pioneer: Blankenhorn s8ys 
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boomers to be tracked 1n 	 says, and not all provide it The NCHS 
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On the other band, make them work. 
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depth information on . Income, the very most fundamental Syndicated religious columnist 
marriage and divorce to pieces of information?" Mike McManus tried to get complete 
the NCHS. Maggie Gallagher and Waite wrote information on divorce trends from 

States are not required The Ca.se for Marriage, due next the NCHS and couldn't get enough of 
to forward marriage and spring from· Harvard Unlverslty the right stuff. He ended up writing: 
divorce data to the NCHS. Press. Gallagher says federal health "'Ibere are federal employees count· 
They do so on a coopers· statistidans seem.to have cUt mar· ing the number of California red
tive basis with the federal riage.and . divorce information - legged frogs and cof1\n cave mold 
government, Weed says. while continuing to collect thorough beetles, two •.. endangered species. 

Since 1996, after budget cuis, the data on births and deaths - without But no one counts divorces." 
agency makes available onlY the to- ._~ that getting-and .. st.ay1ng. --,---,..------......:;;::.;:..----..: 
tal numbers ofmaniages and divtirc· married protects health. III> CenSus changes, 1A 
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