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The Case for Divorce

Virginia E. Rutter

requently in public and academic debates about the costs and benefits of
F marriage and divorce, evidence about health or economic consequences is
used to support various perspectives. The book The Case for Marriage is a famil-
arexample of this, and so we consider here “The Case for Divorce.” This chapter
offers evidence about when divorce leads to health benefits, rather than to more
often reported negative health consequences. In particular, research shows that
there are negative health consequences to remaining in a distressed marriage.
The chapter also offers advice about the three things any reader of marriage and
diorce research should look out for when trying to understand how useful or
gneralizable the claims are. Readers should consider whether marital quality
hasbeen considered—and how it has been measured; whether domestic violence
and other pathologies have been examined; and whether “selection effects,” or
rces that occurred prior to marriage and that don’t have anything to do with
“ Marriage or the divorce itself but that make people more likely to divorce,
javel:.b‘een tested. F inally, the chapter asks how we can explicitly-—ratber than
P lC‘qY‘EXpress values and beliefs when talking about the case for divorce.
'vo::?ng n 1880, when U.S. divorce statistics began to be Zlezor(rijjt,izzﬁ;ﬁ:
1, lilc)Creased steadily for eighty years and then increased dral g
di 80." By the end of that period, about half of all marriages
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the number of children involved j,

n to less than 1 child per divorces " | Bivey

1 Mcanwhik‘.
he(‘ﬂllxe of

have declined. from 134 childre

divorce has gone B o
‘htld“]i'li':%,?::;f:ve- have made it a fixture In family life—and , “Problep,»
NCreases

d fixed.® But what exactly ;
i ted, analy zed, an Y is the Proj,
be understood, interpre

g ivorce—and divorce research—clarif .
\ding of divorce—and div ' ~Clarifies g,
lemn? A better understanding forms us about life as it really is in conten, C

. extension in
. , and b> extenst : . .
for divorce sks: Are there some cases where divorce 4 betg

jvorce a
ilies. The case for divorce 3 f .
fx;::o:ne than remaining married? Three decades of research on the Mpact g,

adults and children points to yes-

RESEARCHING THE IMpACT OF DIVORCE

While discussion of research methods leaves some peoPle cold Or.in wish of
nap, the consistent hallmark of the best res.earch on the 1m!)act of dl.VOI‘CE is that
it makes a logical and reasonable comparison. Some studies do this. But sope
don't. It is as simple as this: if my now-divorced parents had been happily g
ried. life would have been different, and a divorce would have been a big loss
to them, me, my brothers, and the community. But that wasn’t the case. They
treated each other with contempt, led parallel lives, lived through their children
(and also did a lot of good things). Then they were div.orced. ' ‘
The logical comparison for divorce versus not dxvqrce in my own .b,ogm
phy is a comparison between having unhappily married parents or divorced
parents who moved on. My parents’ post-divorce lives were up and down, b.ut
ultimately a lot more sensible for all involved, and (crucially) better 'tl.lan th.e life
that preceded the divorce. Research that asks “compared to what?” is desxgn.ed
to do a what-if exercise—not just with one person’s story—but with the stories
of many.

When researchers carefully examine “divorce compared to what?” they are

sometimes searching for selection bias—a particular kind of problem that shows
there is something about the people who get divorced that happened before thc.y
got into the current situation that makes them more likely to divorce. Some att’
butes that existed before the marriage may affect who divorces. So' when :‘r
compare divorced people to people who stayed married, the question is »Yllﬂ .
selection bias has influenced the results. There is selection bias if the divorce
group was already different from the stably married group. For example, %cm:s
married at a younger age, living in poverty, and not having a colleg¢ cli in
are all associated with divorce. Already we see that selection bias plays 4 ;:)tllef
divorce. But how have researchers answered the question about how of whe
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¢ cAUSES problems for adults or their childye
St certainly not all, of today's divorces,
50“:“}"& e for divorce includes research on ch
the first section below, “Resilient Chil
h on the impact of divorce on childye
First, most children of divorce do well, Ay,
O oh-conflict families, where the parents hy
cater 1isk for problems. whe“ parents d'iVOYCC' children have already been sub,.
ot to their distressed marriages, and“that is what puts these children al.greater risk
f':;r P,oblcms- In the second sech(.)n— Does Divorce Make You Happy?”
hew research on the impact o.f divorce on adults follows a similar pat-tem: the con-
sequences ofa harsh“ or conﬂ‘lctuallmam’age exceed the consequences of divorce.
e third section, Measurlng Divorce’s Impact with and without a Comparison
- show new evn.dence abOl.lt how neutral the impact of divorce really is on
children. At the same time, | remind you of the problems of research that fails to
have a logical comparison group. As the research shows us, the case for divorce is
straighthf‘”ard' The consequences of remaining in a distressed marriage for chil-
dren as well as for adults are myriad and long-lived. In those cases, perhaps the line
shouldn’t be “stay together for the kids,” but “get divorced for the Kids,” not to men-
tion for the health and well-being of the parents, on whom the children depend.

? Celopttw L
Jivor® 7 Selection bias may explain

(llldren as well as research on
ren of Divorce,” | show how

n teaches ys two imporhml les-
d second, children who remain
ve a distressed Mmamage, are at

—ldiscuss

RESILIENT CHILDREN OF DiVORCE

In 1989, psychologist Mavis Hetherington presented her research at the Ameri-
can Association for Marriage and Family Therapy, showing that most children
of divorce fare just as well as children from intact families. She had established a
comparative rate of distress among children: while 10 percent of children in the
general population have behavioral or school-related problems, 20-25 percent
of children from divorced families have these problems (but about 80 percent of
the children of divorce do not have such problems). Numerous research papers
provided more detail and supported the finding in her research. ‘
Hetherington reported on specific kinds of distress that parents and children
Experience with divorce. She found a “crisis period” of about two years surround-
g the divorce, She learned that, depending on the timing of divorce, boys anil
girls have different responses: when boys have problems, they tend to “act out’;
When girls have problems, they are more likely to become depressed. But what
‘etherington saw overall was the resilience of children of divorce.* Most C-hlldl‘e.ﬂ
fxd fine, They were able to use personal resources and social networks in their

dmily ayg community to cope.
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year that refuted these findings, - e
§ h was con;l(;lcted.fliisfvch(ﬂogm Fuadigh V«Z ldc'f’
fered in terms O o that children of divorce experie, "
stein reported her ;:;::’s’ctta? gl‘::lgdrcn of nondivorced, married fﬂln?le; 33.lns‘)|rc
mental health th,] dren sometimes suffered a .sleepcr eff'cct"; their difﬁcul‘c
found that fhgsc":_:hcnce the phrase “ydult children of divore € —kee o
cmcr‘i«;(:]:::‘;; some lurking form of damage that could pop up like , dorma::
ever
cancer.
To judge betwee
psychologists collec
Wallerstein's met
middle-class teenagers
ment at a mental hea
involves people who wan

came out that

r smdy i
Anothe how the researc

n these two piecef of research, we need to look at how these
ted their information.
hods: She studied a clinical szfmple of young, white, Upper
whose parents had been divorced and who Sought treg,
Jth center in Northern California’ A clinica] sample
t help. They are a sample of folks who are, by deﬁnitioh,
troubled. While a clinical sample can t.each us m.uch about the course of Mmenty]
disturbances or adjustment problems, 1t. cannot inform us about the prevalen,
or origins of a problem in the popu.lahon, or reveal why some P€0p¥e end up
doing well in the face of adversity while others d.o not. Wallerstein provided case
full of rich detail, but they were not representat.zve. Her stgdy has the Stferfgth of
being longitudinal (that is, she tracked her subjects over tm.le), but her eVl.dence
couldn’t tell us whether these problems occur C().n51stent]y in the population, or
if they were due to selection bias. Children of divorce who are troubled are, by
definition, the ones who seek therapy. ‘

Hetherington’s methods: Researchers obtained a population-based s‘ample
of stably married families with a four-year-old and followed them over time. It
was a prospective, longitudinal study. Prospective means .that the study started
before any divorces happened. Using a series of observations, Parental rep?rts,
and teacher reports, Hetherington tracked these children in their everyday hve?.
Some children’s parents went on to divorce; others remained together. We candt
do experiments where we randomly assign some children to divorcefi parents an
others to married parents, but this gives us a quasi-experimenta] design that l}C]PS
us evaluate the impact of divorce compared to no divorce. [n the compgrlsony
all the children started off the same in the sense that they weren't shgwmguu‘l:
in the study because they already had “problems.” Not only did this design allo -
researchers to compare children whose parents divorced versus those whosefapﬂf
ents staycd together, it also enabled the researchers to see how childfer% ron
before the divorce versus how they were doing after the divorce. Hethering!
had built-in comparisons.?

As research progressed, Hetherington learned more about divorce ;'J]l‘lcs .
dren. Because she had detailed information about both kinds of famHe

d chik
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Jble to compare married families with divorc
wil s families were extremely distressed; somet;
was able to analyze the well-being of childre
’"gwfnmilies versus children of divorce and chilg
jliaes- By adding comParisons about the leve] of
fam od that children in harmonious married f,
obsefYn divorced families and in distressed marri
(!rel? ']I' he worst kind of family for a child to be raj
nzlb chavior, was a distressed married family?
several key pieces of resear‘ch extr?nded Hetherington’s results by using com-
rison GEOUPS and a prospective demgn. lp 1991, demographer Andrew Cherlin
ind his colleagues w'rote about‘longntu‘dmal studies in Great Britain and the
United States in the ]ournal. Science. The studies included data from parents,
children, and teachers oyer time. At the first time point, age seven, all the chil-
dren’s parents were married. Over the study period, some went on to divorce, and
«ome did not. Cherlin confirmed Hetherington’s findings: While about 10 per-
cent of children overall are at risk for adjustment and mental health problems,
children of divorce are about 20-25 percent at risk for problems. Seventy-five to
80 percent of the children are fine.° '

Cherlin also found that the difference between the children of divorce versus
children in stable marriages existed prior to the divorce. These were predisrup-
tion effects, and here’s how it makes sense: Parents who end up divorcing are
different from parents who don’t end up divorcing. They relate to each other
differently; they relate to their children differently; and their children relate to
them differently. Cherlin had identified selection bias, or a case of selection for
who divorces.

In 1998, Cherlin and his colleagues offered an update on their continuing
research.!! Respondents analyzed in the 1991 study had gotten older, so he had
more information. While the 1991 paper highlighted predisruption effects, this
one reported that there were postdisruption effects (negative effects after the
divorce) that accumulated and made life more difficult for children of divorce.
Financial hardship and the loss of paternal involvement were key culprits. He
called this phenomenon the “cascade of negative life events” and emphasized,
as he had back in 1991, the importance of social and institutional supports for
children in disrupted and remarried families. o oot

A similar longitudinal study by Paul Amato and Juliana Sobolewski re})h.
::‘]:ddt_hese results in 2001, They studied stably married, dis};ﬁf&:ﬁ: :eh(:l
o 1vor'ced families over the course of seventeen years. h'lﬁi\wd had mote

n children whose parents had divorced during their ¢ ed with

Wjustmen; problems. Although these adjustment problems were associa

ed families, Sometimes the
mes they were civil, Hether-
1 in extremely distressed mar.
ren in harmoniously married
distress in all the families, she
milies fared better than, chil-
ed families. Here’s the punch
sed in, in terms of mental health

y K 4
aoatet W wdedd § SrS 1o/ 1RV VeIV




&Mnn ANTTIAA RS 1A

s E. Rutter

334 | virgini

ffects—in other words, trouble in tbe flellmily that prec, "
P,-cdismphoﬂf tion effects accumulated, too. I‘u'la Y, the fesearchey, e
divorcc_postdtsmprew up with married parents m‘dlst.l'essed Unions g, U
that children "Vh:cf e ological distress in later life, in contrast ¢, thege fhﬂl@
o : \::‘tfl:c;:nd istressed, stably married parents. Coup,
terpar

with Hetherington in the 19805, and following through ey,

h designs that included comparison gr, :
o Work"l]'aﬂtllcrlez‘)s;;:sse ;‘l:st, usinglg a population-based rather t%l:: DS he},
bring to lig -tde:j a rate of distress among children of divorce that S
sa",'Ple S::r:lce approximate]y 80 percent were c!oing well versus 99 percﬂ: te q
tl;e;; i in the‘ general population who were doing w<'ell. Second, difg Culties()f
C"d-r:: tion effects—found in longitudinal, prospective studies, in dicate th:t
::)}:eildlls'enpin families where their parents were headed for divorce were Basiy
troubles prior to the breakup. POStdiqupthD. effects—and .the cascade of peg,
tive life events—also played a role. Third, distressed marriages were hg; s

children than divorces. This last point foreshadowed the results in the st,, s
adults that I describe next.

Starting

] Cliniu]

Dots Divorce MAKE You Happy?

People who divorce do not go through such a costly and difficult process jus
to “feel good” or in some casual way to be happy. As you'll see below, research
shows us just how difficult living in a distressed marriage is. The research shows
us that divorce makes people feel better in the same way that the cessation of
pain or illness makes them feel better.

In 2002, Linda Waite, a demographer at the University of Chicago, and severa,I'
of her colleagues, released a study titled “Does Divorce Make People Happy?
At the same time, I was completing research at the University of Washin'gt.on for
a paper that would be titled “The Case for Divorce: Under What ConditionsIs
Divorce Beneficial and for Whom?”? '

Our results were completely divergent. We both asked: How does pe‘{P:;
level of well-being change when they divorce (versus when they stay marme )
Both projects relied on the same data set; they both used a Jongitudinal chIgﬂt
where all the people were married at the first time point, and some of them werl
on to divorce by the second time point. I found that adults who exited U"thefz
marriages were less depressed than those who stayed. According to Waite, !

" i g
were no differences in happiness between those who stayed in their RS
and those who divorced.
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what is the point? Should we throw up our |

1ands st
i Rorschach test, a projective test s and claim that research

js mere at displays and reveals our deep-

values and biases? For goodness’ sake, o
seate read, ask: “Divorce compared to what?” Were

a::;sto those who sta'yed ina happy marriage, or co
et stressed‘out marr'lﬂge? One difference between Waite’s study and mine w:
l:gt [ used a more strmgent measure of marital distress. | was able to detect t}:s
twp]e who were in seno:]xsl]y dl}st.ressed marrie.ageS, (I also took severe domcstii
P e nto ac count, an'f measured depression rather thap “happiness.”) The
ot makes all the difference. When comparing how markedly unhappily
man-ied peOPle fare compared t.o pe0pl(.i who divorced, the divorcing people were
e depress ed, and the unhappily married people were more de

o o pressed. My addi-
tional statistical tests ( fixed effects,” discussed below) confirmed that marital

distress, ot other factors, accounted for the differences between the unhappily
married and divorced groups. In other words, what made the married people i
distressed marriages more depressed was being in a distressed marriage, not their
risk of depression.

Other longitudinal studies, including a study by Daniel Hawkins and Alan
Booth,!* found similar results regarding marital distress: the more carefully mari-
al distress was measured, the more pronounced were the psychological advan-
tages of leaving over staying. Again, a better comparison between married and
divorced people was accomplished by using a thoughtful measurement of mari-
tal quality. A study by Pamela Smock and her colleagues assessed the economic
costs of divorcing and also used methods that took into account selection bias.
Smock and her colleagues found that divorced women experience economic dis-
advantages but that some of that economic disadvantage would have existed even
if they had remained married."* With psychological distress, as with economic
distress, people who divorced were different for reasons other than divorcing, not
because of divorcing,

people who divorced con.
mpared to those who stayed

More recent research has examined how the accumulation of marital
transitions—a divorce, a cohabitation, a breakup, perhaps a remarriage—
may be an additional important way to examine the impact of divorce. The
3pproach is to examine “relationship trajectories” Sarah Meadows and her
colleagues's examined the consequence of such multiple transitions for women
'Who started as single mothers, and found that for women who face cont
"uous instability—rather than a single transition—their health was negatively
alfected. Such research allows for even more complexity, and requires that we

compare higher levels of disruption with lower levels of disruption, including
Worce,
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Quality Matters
ifference
Marital quality ma:Ikt’S I:el(li;gg of marriage accrue only to people iy, huier thy,
staying "’3’ﬁ_ - D benefits of happy marriages are, inde
weil-functiqmnS“ o [ cople in distressed marriages, and we save
The same is not If 1 our pa1-tners'—-peril. For example, studies o the g
marriages at our—and " show that when men and women are in di 5
ol g erience contempt, criticism, defensiven

Choph_\siolog
iages—where they may exp li time.” Th
marriag heir immune systems decline over 3 ese people

stonewalling—t bled marriages have immediate costs; they 4]

ss happy. Trou ]
:zahh{,:::,]ﬁea]thpcp ():sts as the years of distress accumulat;/
wns! ioh those costs are. Weis
Research has demonstrated how high t STAN used cop,

. h samples to assess the impact of marriage anq ari
:11:;:;2 :nel::taclslza:laior dineSSif’"}s. Whﬂg the Sfudyf found that depressi:i
was reduced for people in happy ERRIEIAEES, eplr.t]e(sslxonh or rfnen and women

h marriages was twenty-five tlmgs more [ikely t an for Peop¥e in happy
i Another study found that marital dissatisfaction a year earlier is agsqc;,
ma(;na‘%;z 2.7 times greater depression risk for women and with an elevated ryte
a;edew;essmn- for men. Even more alarming is a study that showed that, among
r(:larri}::d women who were more depressed than average, by far the most comman
explanation was domestic violence. In my researcb,_wome.n who were victims of
domestic violence—severe enough to have been injured in th.e past year—wer
different in their response to distress and divorce fror.n tl.mse in n.on.\nolent dis-
tressed marriages, likely because the problems domestlc. v101.ence victims have.to
solve are different from the problems of those who are in distressed but noml/(m-
lent marriages. This suggests that clear research on dxvqrce should allvf/aysl qsee to
identify victims of abuse because these cases follow a different story ine. h

When researchers measure marital distress in terms of level Of. conflict, ortﬁ eﬁ

use multiple measures of distress and find high conflict and dlstr?ss, the}' :d
that divorce is a relief to those couples. This parallels what I‘l'etherm'gton‘ous
for children—that divorce is better than living in a high-conﬂxct family. I]f l: h‘:"r Z
enough to ask, “How was marital distress measured?” in order to {earn “f”ctisfac-
measure of general happiness that merely captures transient feelmgs’o stands .
tion was used, or whether a measure of serious distress or conflict, which te
identify which couples are “candidates” for divorce, was used.

Why Marital when we ask whether divorce jg bet

\arriages; the ed, fobyy

Stl’essEd
€35, anq
e Jegg
S0 haVe

On Happiness

ked at the "
red “depr®
Hemert "

Other measures matter, too: My study and the Waite study both loo
sonal costs of divorcing. While Waite measured “happiness,” | meast
sion.” It matters how we measure “personal well-being.” While van
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s have found that happiness and de
O rence petween them. Out of hundreds of correlationg] §
iffe b e in the World Database of Happiness, there are
veen in happiness. Nor does happiness haye

FfarenCes | ' the major
dlf:;:ty that have been well established for depression. 2
po

differences suggest that “happiness” is rmonc. i

‘?]l —t(];;i; different from “distress” or “Zzpfessiol: ,}T];E’;“““g tsoln‘wthlmg el

a : societal implicat
cholog! different between these two measures. Greenberg and c‘:)llea;;f‘:ss

d that unhappy people are not usually functionally impaired, but that

nvolves costs in terms of lost wages, productivity; and negative impact
: ildren.? The lesson of these studies is that what we measure, as well as
: ,

whether W include a good comparison, will help us better understand when and
orce has consequences.

Pression are cor

calleague

related, there’s 4 big
tudies catalogued by

scarcely any gender
correlates to race or

how div

MEASURING DIVORCE'S IMPACT WITH AND wiTHOUT
4 COMPARISON GROUP

In April 2008 the questions about the impact of divorce and its costs continued
to be alive and well. Two studies were released the very same week on the topic.
These studies asked: What is the impact of divorce? A release from the Council
on Contemporary Families was based on demographer Allen Lis research. The
other paper, by economist Ben Scafidi, was released by the Institute for Ameri-
can Values. Li's paper pertained to the emotional impact of divorce on children,
while Scafidi’s paper addressed the economic impact of divorce across America.?
The results in the two papers were completely divergent. Li asked: What is
the impact of divorce on children? He found that divorce itself does not explain
the differences between children with divorced and married parents. He did find
differences between the two groups (on average)—just as researchers have been
finding since the 1980s. With increasingly refined research techniques, however,
Li was able to show that selection bias—or a case of improper comparisons—is
what accounts for the differences. .
Li’s technique included testing for “fixed effects”—a statistical tool used in
€conomics and biomedical research with longitudinal data. Fixed-effects mod-
els tell us if there are aspects of the individuals that are not measured explicitly
b}“ that account for results. The children in Lis study whose parents ended up
vorcing were getting a different kind of parenting all along the way when com-
Pared with the children whose parents stayed married. .
Meanwhile, Scafidi asked: What does divorce cost the general public? Hold
O to your hats, By his calculations, divorce—plus single parent‘hmd-e(:ls:;:a;(e-
Payers §1]2 billion a year. To calculate this, he assumed that divorce and sing
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rds, he neglected the notion th

renthood causé pmtcfty. In other wo

Il:izs could play a role in who er
2002 report, historian bte.phmluct y
the problems with assuming t ;)a s
taking into account selection : ias.
parenthood and poverty, the corre

> jon is comp.
causes poverty. Causatio

. at se)opy.
supasa single parent or who gets divom:m

Coontz and economist Nancy o)l

10 end ;
ivorce and single parenthood cayse ;;:‘“ined
23 While there is a correlation bethener‘ty
Jation does not mean that single Paren:;\n
lex and challenging to establish, 1, th 00@
dence that causality flows in the other direction—that poverty oftey, Cau:e:\’l-
\thood—is to many analysts a lot stronger. As Stevengon, 1:

edes single paret / :
&:;fer: spoingt out, Scafidi neglected comparisons in another way as well i
some women end up losing financially following divorce, others actually gain;

Scafidi did not include these economic gain§ in his equatiom._

The results were divergent because of tllelr fu_ndamenta‘! d“ffefences it
ing about “what causes what?” While Lll s article ?sks, divorce com pared
what?” Scafidi did not assess the costs of divorce 'relat.n/e tc.), o example, e
ing in a distressed, tumultuous, or violent family situation. Scafidi didn't 1oy
the premise that divorce (and single parenthood) causes economic problems, g,

assumed that it did. .
Meanwhile, other researchers continue to find that selection bias accounts fo;

some if not all the differences between children whose parents divorce and chil.
dren whose parents remain married to each other. For example, in 2007 Fomby

and Cherlin found that the characteristics of the mother that precede the divorce

helped explain the reduced cognitive outcomes for children of divorce.? In their

study, they also found that postdisruption effects of the divorce, rather than just

selection bias or predisruption effects, also were associated with behavioral prob-
Jems sometimes seen in children of divorce. Just as research on relationship tra
jectories may help us better understand how and when divorce is difficult on
adults, this same promising line of research may further explain the postdisrup-
tion effects of divorce on children. It turns out that children exposed to multiple
transitions—a divorce, then a cohabitation and breakup, then perhaps anothe.r
marriage—may be at elevated risk relative to children exposed to only one trans:;
tion. In a 2007 study that focused on single parents, Osborne and McLanahan’
found that the accumulation of a mother’s relationship transitions leads to hard-
ship for her children.

LESSONS LEARNED

- tion ids:
Divorce researchers who use comparison groups and control for sclectlonl?
who measure marital quality carefully, and who take domesti

account may still disagree about just how different children of

¢ violence info
m
divorce are 1"
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) of married parents. FAre 20 percent affectedy
gree about the rcsnllcnc.c of children in the fa

. Jisagree about whc"thcr the impact ofdivorcc isn

whether sorne of the lr.npacl of divorce is due to pre
orme of the impac't of d.lVOTCC should be attributed t
:vohcthcr relationship tra]ector.y rese'arch is an important picce of thebuzzl
;rcumstances unc.ler which divorce is harder on children Scip‘l{{ ¢ about
that comparing n.mrried families to divorced famili'c; Wir}l‘hsts agree,
bias into account is a case of comparing apples to oranges Ogt t'fnkmg
in terms of helping families. As Rutter, Hawkins an?] i{ﬂ;L V\:l“ get
ling to take the quality of the marriages Seriously is like ie n Cf‘“gk;n
the room! The distressed marriage is where most people %0?1:‘_1‘(‘18&. e
divorce start Atd th.is distress is highly costly to the health and mental };eaiznogf
parents and their children.

If you are reading resgarch on marriage and divorce—or listening to some-
one’s conclusions about it—always remember to ask, “Did this study include a
comparison group and take selection bias into account?” and “Did the rese oveeliins
measure things—especially marital distress—carefully?” )

When I ask these questions—and when 1 look at the role of divorce
in U.S. history—1I see a complicated story. Above all, [ have discovered that there
isa case for divorce. There are times and situations when divorce is beneficial to
the people who divorce and to their children.

Are 25 percent affected?)
ce of divorce. Researchers
€lvltl'£ll, as Allen L argues
existing factors, or whethc;
0 postdismption factors, or

c]liklrer
But lhey a

the €
however,
selection
us nowhere.
a]l Showv fai
e]eph:mt in
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NOTES
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See Ruggles (1997).
See Heuveline (2005). ‘
Discussed by Stevenson and Wolfers (2006).

Reported by Cowen (2007).

See Coltrane and Adams (2003).

See Hetherington and Stanley-Hagan (1997).

See Wallerstein and Blakeslee (1988).

A complete, accessible review of Hetherington's longjtudinal research is in Hetherington
and Kelly (2002),

See Hetherington (1999).

- Chetlin et a]. (1991).

< Cherlin et a], (1998).

. f?mnto and Sobolewski (2001).

- Ste Waite etal. (2002); Rutter (2004).




