Women and Domestic
Violence

n their fight against the abuse of

mothers and their children, public
officials in some countries may need
to worry about intact families. In the
United States, however, it is the moth-
ers and children not living in a tradi-
tional family who appear particularly
vulnerable. In a study of battered
mothers and children in Italy and the
United States, researchers from both
countries uncovered pronounced
differences in family circumstances.
The findings were outlined by Laura
Ann McCloskey et al.in "A Compara-
tive Study of Battered Women and
Their Children in Italy and the United
States” (Journal of Family Violence
17.1 [2002]: 53-74).

Using data collected from women
who had contacted battered
women’s agencies in both countries,
the authors of the new study uncov-
ered a sharp difference in marital sta-
tus. “Nearly all the batterers in Italy
... were present or former husbands,”
they remark, whereas in the United
States“only 41% of the Anglo and 48%
of the Mexican American women had
ever been married to their abusive
partners.”

Predictably, the difference in the
marital status of the men abusing
women in the two countries paral-
leled a difference in the paternity
status of those who were also abus-
ing these women's children:
“Nearly all of the Italian [abusers]
were biologically related to the tar-
get child (83%), in contrast to the
[American] Anglos (48%) and His-
panics (41%).” In the American
sample,in other words, less than half
of the male abusers were related by
blood to the children they were abus-
ing.

The international team of re-
searchers concede the possibility
that their findings might reflect “an
idiosyncrasy of sampling.” But per-
haps, they suggest, “domestic vio-
lence is actually more common in
unmarried couples in North America”
than it is in married couples.

Taking Stock
of Marriage

inancial planners may not yet be
Fadvising clients to marry and to stay
married,but marriage may actually be
the shrewdest financial move a couple
of young investors can make, accord-
ing to Janet Wilmoth and Gregor Koso,
a team of sociologists from Purdue
University. Convincing proof of the
importance of marriage in determin-
ing “wealth outcomes"appears in their
study, “Does Marital History Matter?:
Marital Status and Wealth Outcomes
Among Preretirement Adults,” pub-
lished in The Journal of Marriage and
Family (64 [2002]: 254-268).

After parsing nationally represen-
tative retirement data from 1992, the
Purdue scholars demonstrate beyond
doubt that “being married has a large
effect on household wealth.” The
overall pattern allows for easy sum-
mary: “individuals who are not con-
tinuously married have significantly
lower wealth than those who remain
married throughout the life course.”

More specific calculations add
detail, revealing that currently un-
married adults experience “a 63%
reduction in total wealth relative to
those who are married.” Parceling out
the unmarried by type, the research-
ers have determined that “being sepa-
rated, never married, divorced, cohab-
iting, or widowed results in a 77%,75%,
73%, 58%,and 45% reduction in wealth
respectively”Though widows do some-
what better than other unmarried
adults, “all of these [unmarried]
groups have significantly lower
wealth than the currently married.”

Remarriage appears to mitigate,
but not to eliminate, the harmful fi-
nancial effects of a failed marriage.
Compared to continuously married
peers, those who “have divorced once
or twice but are currently remarried
... still experience a 24% and 52% re-
duction in wealth” respectively.

The financial effects of living out-
side of marriage do differ by gender:
women who have never wed, for
example, experience an 86% reduc-
tion in wealth compared to a 61% re-
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duction for men who remain lifelong
bachelors. Still, as the authors point
out,“both reductions are substantial.”

The Purdue researchers acknowl-
edge that the linkage between con-
tinuous marriage and accumulation
of wealth may, in part, reflect “a se-
lection effect.” That is, individuals
who enjoy a higher economic status
are more likely to marry and to stay
married than peers who are not so
favorably situated. But the scholars
hasten to insist on the need “to con-
sider the possibility that marriage
causes some of the better outcomes
we see for the married.”

They reason that marriage fosters
the accumulation of wealth because
“it provides institutionalized protec-
tion, which generates economies of
scale, task specialization, and ac-
cess to work-related fringe ben-
efits, that lead to rewards like
broader social networks and higher
savings rates.” In short,“participating
in the social institution of marriage
creates a lifestyle that can lead to cu-
mulative advantage,”while not partici-
pating or interrupting participation in
this institution can “set the stage for
negative outcomes later in life.”

Because a great many Baby
Boomers have failed in their marital
unions, the authors of the study fear
that “an increasing number of
people may be entering retirement
with insufficient economic re-
sources.... [A] substantial propor-
tion of the upcoming cohorts will
have experienced a sequence of
marital events that inhibits the ac-
cumulation of wealth in mid-life.”
The researchers thus warn that the
high rates of divorce in recent de-
cades are fraught with “serious im-
plications for aging individuals, their
families, and public policies for re-
tirement saving incentives and in-
come maintenance programs.” [_]

Erratum

In the November/December 2002
issue (Vol. 40,No. 1) of Society, the
surname of A.Wade Boykin was in-
advertently omitted on p. 93. Soci-
ety regrets the error.



