The Long Term Effects of Legalizing Divorce on Chillren

Libertad Gonzalez
(Universitat Pompeu Fabra)

Tarja Viitanen
(University of Sheffield)

October 2008

Abstract: We estimate the effect of divorce legalization oa ldmg-term well-being of
children. Our identification strategy relies on exphgtthe different timing of divorce
legalization across European countries. Using European @GaityyHousehold Panel
data, we compare the adult outcomes of cohorts who veesed in an environment
where divorce was banned with cohorts raised afterrcivavas legalized in the same
country. We also have “control’ countries where aharts were exposed (or not
exposed) to divorce as children, thus leading to a diffeg-in-differences approach. We
find that women who grew up under legal divorce have logenings and income as
well as worse health as adults compared with womengue up under illegal divorce.
These effects are not found for men. We find no effedtslivorce legalization on
children’s family formation or dissolution patterns.
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1. Introduction

The legal regulation of divorce has been shown to tatienumber of individual and
household outcomes, particularly for married adultss plausible to think that divorce
laws may also affect child outcomes. We study the efiédegalizing divorce on the
long-term well-being of children by exploiting the recdegalization of divorce in
several European countries.

A recent literature has studied the effect of unildtéirerce legislation in the US on
a variety of outcomes, from divorce rates to spousal-lveshg, labor supply, within-
household bargaining power and marital investments. Then§ado date suggest that
the introduction of unilateral divorce led to an inaean divorce rates (at least in the
short termf, an increase in female labor supplgnd a decline in marriage-specific
investment$.

Less explored has been the effect of divorce legpsiaon child outcomes. There is
of course a large literature spanning various fields thatldray tried to disentangle the
effects of parental divorce on child well-beih@ut if divorce laws affect not only the
divorce rate, but also the economic behavior of caupleo stay married, their impact on

children may be more widespread, affecting also childremtact families.

! See, for instance, Alesina & Giuliano 2007, Gardner & &3\2006, Gonzalez &
Ozcan 2008, Rasul 2006, Stevenson 2007, 2008, Stevenson & Wolfers 2006.
2 Friedberg 1998, Gruber 2004, Wolfers 2006.

3 Stevenson 200&enadek et al. 2007.

* Stevenson 2007.

®> See Amato 2000 and Amato & Keith 1991 for some recent re\iewsthe
sociological literature, and Manski et al. 1992, Ta2af5, Lang & Zagorski 2001,
Corak 2001 and Saez de Galdeano & Vuri 2007 for some recdnbatons in
economics.



A few recent studies (Johnson & Mazingo 2000, Gruber 2004, €&&bmipiano &
Giolito 2008) have addressed the effect of unilateral devam the US on child outcomes.
Their results suggest that unilateral divorce legstatiad a negative, long-lasting effect
on children’s economic well-being. Gruber (2004) finds thgbosure to unilateral
divorce legislation as a child has a significant negagffect on adult outcomes, such as
educational attainment and household income. He also tadsxposure to unilateral
divorce during childhood leads to earlier marriages thoite divorces), and lower labor
force attachment and earnings for women.

However, recent research suggests that the direat effeunilateral legislation on
divorce rates may have been limited in the long t@Afalfers 2006). Thus, those results
are likely to be driven almost exclusively by the “indifechannels, which cannot be
identified separately. Moreover, divorce rates wereeaaly high by international
standards in the US before the introduction of unilatéradrce, so that the estimated
effects would be driven by marginal changes in the divoaite or the perceived risk of
divorce.

At the same time, European countries have in receriddscundergone much
broader reforms in their divorce legislation, andnsocountries have even legalized
divorce fairly recently, resulting in significant incees in divorce rates (Gonzélez &
Viitanen 2008). We thus propose to exploit the recent ilegan of divorce in several
European countries in the view that it provides a stnmosfeck than the legal reforms
previously exploited in the literature.

Italy, Portugal, Spain and Ireland legalized divorce betw&971 and 1996. As a

result, some cohorts of today's adults received no fxgoto divorce as children.



Divorce legalization was followed by a significant arging increase in the divorce rate
in the four “legalizing” countries (see figure 1). Since mfrm divorce rates were zero
by construction, our analysis can be thought of as sheddjhiydn the effects of the
“average” divorce, rather than the “marginal” divarce

Using European Community Household Panel (ECHP) data,owgare the adult
outcomes of cohorts who were raised in an environmeatemtivorce was banned with
cohorts raised after divorce was legalized in the seoumtry. We also have “control’
countries where all cohorts were exposed (or not expdeedivorce as children, thus
leading to a difference-in-differences approach.

We find that girls raised when divorce is legal havedowages, earnings and
income as adults compared with women who grew up undealiltbgorce. This is not
true for men, who in fact work more and earn no lessxgosed to legal divorce as
children. We find essentially no significant effects lefjalizing divorce on family
formation or dissolution, and analyzing health outcomesfiens some asymmetric
effects for men and women.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Bixé section introduces the
data and discusses the method of analysis. Section 3z ése empirical results, while

section 4 discusses the robustness of our findings atidrsBcconcludes.

2. Data and methodology

Our main data source is the European Community Househotel EBCHP). The ECHP
is a large-scale comparative longitudinal survey covettiegEU-15 during the period

1994-2001. The ECHP was designed to develop comparable sowalamd across the



EU and covers a range of topics such as labor markeitygoeducation, income, health
and demographic characteristics at the individual level.

Our empirical strategy is based on comparing a numbeutagbmes for individuals
who grew up when divorce was illegal with those for adulho grew up after divorce
was legalized. Thus our main explanatory variable indgcathether or not an individual
was “exposed to legal divorce” during childhood.

The main measure of “exposure to legal divorce” is a pimariable that takes value
zero if an individual turned 18 before divorce legislatieas passed in his or her country
of birth and residence, and 1 otherwise. Thus, an addéfised as “exposed to divorce
as a child” if divorce was allowed in his or her courafybirth before he or she turned
18. The sample is further restricted to include individugéde?5 to 55. Furthermore, the
sample includes only individuals who reside in their couof birth®

As mentioned, four countries in Europe legalized divorcey aekently. Italy
legalized divorce in 1971, while divorce was banned in Portugdl1977, in Spain until
1981, and in Ireland until 1996. Thus, for instance, the “axgdsiummy takes value 1
for all individuals born in Greece in the sample, sida®rce legislation was in place in
Greece since 1920 (thus all Greeks in the sample aresedf)o Ireland was the country
where divorce was introduced most recently, thus narotiee Irish sample was exposed
to divorce as a child. Only individuals who turned 18 &f@96 were exposed to divorce
in Ireland, but they would only be 22 in 2001, and thus woul@éxmuded from our

sample.

® Only 2% of the individuals in the sample reported iiasgiéh a country different from
their country of birth. The specific country of birth cahbe identified.



The remaining three legalizing countries are intermedi@dses, where some
individuals in the sample were exposed and others wereg~notinstance, divorce was
introduced in Spain in 1981, thus a child born in 1970 would have érgosed to
divorce since the age of 11, and would be 25 years old in T@9%e other hand, a child
born in 1964 would not have been exposed to divorce asa athdll (turning 18 the
same year the divorce legislation was implementead, tais individual would be 31
years old in 1995. Note that those individuals “exposed” tordes are younger than
those not exposed, thus it will be crucial to controldge effects.

The sample results in the following cohorts thateqgosed to legalized divorce:
1. Ireland: None are exposed. Exposed if born after 1978 (¥6umger in 1994, 22 in
2001), i.e. nobody in our sample.
2. Spain: exposed if born after 1964 (in 2001, people aged 25 to &&mosed, older
than 36 not exposed).
3. Portugal: exposed if born after 1957 (in 2001, people aged 25ai@ 4Xposed, older
than 43 not exposed).
4. ltaly: exposed if born after 1952 (in 2001, people aged 25 toed@ppsed, older than
48 not exposed).
5. Rest of EU-15: All are exposed (age in 2001: 25 to 55).

To assess the impact of legal divorce as a youth om adidomes, we estimate the

following regression model:

Yie =@ + BEXPOSED, + Z VageAGE e + U + O, + Eipy (1)

Where subscript denotes the individuah) proxies year of birth¢ denotes the country

andt indicates the year when the outcome is observeder@iif adult outcomes) are



estimated to be a function of exposure to divorce &sld (EXPOSED), as well as age,
country and year. Age is introduced as a set of dummiaiow for as much flexibility
as possible in the age profile. Country and year fixegteffare included.

The regressions are estimated separately for men andemnyoand additional
specifications are estimated including country-specifiedse either in current yeat) ©r
in year of birth ). These trends are meant to control for country-§ipefactors that
move smoothly over time. We also run regressions wagpesure is measured using
three separate dummies in order to account for the lerigtkposure (1 to 4 years, 5to 8
years, and more than 8 years). The baseline specificatiows closely the approach in
Gruber (2004). The adult outcomes that we analyze can b@egdn three categories:
income and labor market variables, family formation dis$olution variables (marital
status and fertility) and health status.

Table 1 summarizes the variables used in the analysisefdour legalizing countries
plus Greece as the additional control country. We s@dereece as the main “control’
country due to its economic and social similaritiedhwhite “treated” countries. Greece is
a Southern European country, which entered the European tetently and followed a
similar path in its economic development as Spainastugal. It is also a country with
low levels and coverage of social assistance, andugjthdivorce has been legal since
1920, divorce rates have remained among the lowest in Europe.

The whole sample is included in the first panel and geparated into sub-samples of
“not exposed” and “exposed” to divorce during childhood insaeond and third panels,
respectively. Sample size is about 240,000 individual obsenga Descriptive statistics

broken down by gender can be found in the appendix.



About 54% of the individuals in the sample were exposeadvtirak as children, and
average exposure before age 18 is 6 years. Average agebist 38¢ sample of exposed
children is significantly younger than the sample ngiosed. Thus it will be crucial to
account for age in all specifications.

Exposed individuals are more likely to be never marrietilass likely to be living in
a couple, married, separated or divorced than those potsed, while they are more
likely to have children. The exposed sample has lowsrne and earnings but is more
educated. They are also less likely to report bad hddfite that these associations are

likely to be related to the different age profiles @ ttvo sub-samples.

3. Results

All specifications reported in this section use pooled BCldta for the period 1994-2001
and are estimated separately for the sample of men ameém The sample includes men
or women aged 25 to 55 and born and living in Greece, Ireltaig, Portugal or Spain.
All models include as controls a set of age dummas well as year and country
dummies. All standard errors are clustered at the le¥dbirth year interacted with
country (the level of aggregation of the main explanatanyable). We report the results
for four sets of outcome variables. The first includearae of labor market and income
variables. The second comprises several measures oftiedatattainment. The third
includes some indicators of family formation and dissoiytiand the fourth covers a

number of measures of health outcomes.

" We include ten 3-year age dummies.



3.1 Labor market and income outcomes

Table 2 presents the results of three specificationedéeh of the eight income and
employment outcome variables, separately for men amwhem. Each cell reports the
coefficient and standard error corresponding to exposurdegal divorce during
childhood in the different regressiochsyhere the dependent variable is a measure of
income, employment or earnings (depending on the rowg. fif§t column reports the
estimates from the basic specification that contiaisage, year and country. The country
fixed-effects account for unobserved factors at the ndtlewal that may affect both the
outcome variables and the timing of the divorce letista such as, say, the religious
heritage in each country. The second column adds countrifispmear trends, in order
to control for unobserved variables that may be changindifeerent paces across
countries, such as current economic conditions. Finalg third column interacts
country with linear birth-year trends, to account foranleffects.

The results in the first panel of table 2 show thah méo were exposed to legal
divorce during childhood are significantly more likelydorrently hold a job by 2 to 4
percentage points (for an average employment rate of &%)those who are employed
work significantly longer hours (.4 to .6 hours moreeek, for an average of 45). As a
result, their monthly earnings are higher, even though timirly wage is the same.
Exposed men are also less likely to be on benefits3(lby 6 percentage points). On
average, their total income is not significantly diéfietr from that of men not exposed.
Note that significance levels are slightly lower ie third specification, but typically the

sign and magnitude of the effects are unchanged. In sarfindvessentially no effect on

8 All specifications are linear.



wages, earnings or income for men, although we do findeseffect on labor supply
(exposed men work more).

The second panel of table 2 displays the income and gmpltt results for the
sample of women. Adult women who grew up under legal rdeszohave similar
employment levels as those who grew up while divorcebaased. However, they tend
to work fewer hours (between .4 and .9 a week, for arageesf 37). Consequently, their
monthly earnings are significantly lower, by 5 to 11 petrceloreover, their hourly wage
is also significantly lower, by 3 to 5 percent. Exposednen are slightly more likely to
be on benefits, but those who are receive signifigdotver amounts than their non-
exposed counterparts. All of this results in exposed wohaamg significantly lower
income, by 27-29% according to the first two specificationg% according to the third.

We may expect that, if exposure to divorce during childheattiving the estimated
effects, those effects would be stronger for children segoduring their whole
childhood compared with those exposed during a shortexdhérhe effects may also be
different for children exposed since early ages versusetbgposed only since their teen
years® Thus we exploit the variation in length of exposure byniedi three separate
dummies for children exposed during 1 to 4 years, 5 to 8 yaad<9 or more year$.

The results for the income and work outcomes by lenfj#xposure are reported in
table 3. We report only the preferred specification, wimcludes country-specific trends

by year of birth (as in column 3 in table 2). These tessupport the findings from the

® Note that we cannot separate the effect of yearspafseire from the effect of age at
exposure since they are perfectly correlated. A child seghdo divorce for 10 years will
necessarily be exposed since age 7.

19 As in Gruber (2004).



previous table. The effect of exposure to legal divorcendudhildhood on current
employment for men increases in size and significanitk Mngth of exposure (first
panel). Men exposed for up to 4 years are 4 percentage pungsikely to be employed
compared with non-exposed men, while the effect is 6 pdamtmen exposed for 9 years
or more. The effect on hours worked is also increasingxposure. Note also that the
effect on monthly earnings is significantly positive foen exposed during 9 years or
more, even though it was not significant on average.

The main results for the sample of women are adgdarced when we allow for the
effects to vary with length of exposure (second pandhble 3). Longer exposure to
legal divorce during childhood is significantly associatath iower monthly earnings
and lower hourly wages. This also leads to a significegative effect on total income.
The magnitude of the estimated effects is large. Themadevel of women exposed for
up to 4 years is 8 percent lower relative to non-expo&eden, while the effect increases
to 13 percent for women exposed for 5 to 8 years, and re&heercent for those
exposed for more than eight years.

Summing up, we find that the effects of legalizing divoorethe long-term labor
market outcomes of children are quite different for raad women. Legalizing divorce
does not appear to harm wages or income for men, aadpgars to lead to higher
employment rates and hours worked. However, exposure ga kivorce during

childhood leads to lower wages, earnings and income faremo

10



3.2 Educational attainment outcomes

Table 4 shows the results for several outcome variablated to educational attainment,
which may help understand the earnings and employmeritsteBhe first two variables
are dummies that indicate the completion of a higlaltlegree and a university degree,
respectively. The third shows the effects on yearsubtime education, and the last
refers to the age when the individual first enteredaher market.

The results in the first panel of table 4 show that memosed to legal divorce as
children are slightly less likely to have completed ghhschool degree (by .5 to 3
percentage points), while there is a small positive (btitsignificant) effect on college
education (of .5 to 2 points) . On average, however, egpoea spent between .3 and .4
more years in full-time education. This is in turneefed in a later age when entering the
labor market (by .4 to .5 years).

The estimated effects on educational outcomes are et different for women
(second panel of table 4). Exposure to legal divorce duringhdad has no discernible
effect on educational attainment, but exposed women do appsetay longer in school
(by .3 to .4 years) and start working later (about .4sjedrhus, the differential labor
market effects shown in tables 2 and 3 do not appear toptage through differential
effects on educational attainment. One caveat, howasethe low quality of the
education variables available in the ECHP, which only retioete levels of education
(primary, secondary and tertiary). Perhaps a morelettducation measure would shed
more light on the true underlying effects.

The effect on educational attainment is allowed to Wgriength of exposure in table

5. The first panel shows the result for men, and sugbast in fact, exposure to legal

11



divorce may have increased the likelihood of obtainingliege degree. Men exposed by
more than eight years are 6 percent more likely to &aldiversity degree than men not
exposed, and this effect is highly significant. Howeuas positive effect on educational
attainment is not reflected in higher high school gradnates. Length of exposure is
also positively associated with years of full-time extiom. Men exposed by eight or
more years have on average almost one more year dcdteduthan men not exposed.

We find no significant effect on high school or collegeaduation for women,
although exposed women appear to stay in school longeB toy.7 years, depending on
length of exposure).

In sum, we find no clear effects of exposure to legabmtie during childhood on
educational attainment. If anything, exposed men appear gligbtie likely to complete
a college degree. We do find that both men and womenbstiayeen .3 and .4 years
longer in full-time education. This could imply a higreducational attainment, but it

could also result from more grade repetition.

3.3 Family formation and dissolution outcomes

Table 6 presents the main results for the family-eelatutcomes. We estimate the effect
of exposure to legal divorce during childhood on current talastatus, by using as
dependent variables a set of binary indicators for beingmily never married, married,
living in a couple, separated, divorced, or widowed. We altimate the effect on
fertility by constructing an indicator for living with owchildren under the age of 16.

Other related outcome variables are age at marriagehgomarried subsample) and an

12



indicator for single parenthood. Table 6 displays tlselte for a representative subset of
these dependent variables.

Exposure to legal divorce during childhood has no disclereitbect on marital status
for either men or women. Exposed individuals are no rikedy to be living in a couple,
married, separated or divorced than their non-exposed cparite This is in contrast
with the results by Gruber (2004), who found that both raed women who were
exposed to unilateral divorce as children tended to mamieras adults, but also
separated more often. Exposed men appear to be slightly likely to have children,
and they marry significantly later, by .7 to .8 years.

Allowing the results to vary by length of exposure (shawtable 7) does not change
these conclusions. No significant effects are founcafgrof the marital status indicators.
These results do appear to confirm that exposed men raarly and suggest that

exposed women do, too, at least those exposed for moréotinayears.

3.4 Health outcomes

Finally, tables 8 and 9 show the results of specificatiirat estimate the effect of
exposure to divorce during childhood on a range of healtbomes. Six dependent
variables are considered. The first is an indicatorvefall self-reported health stattls,

while the second one is an indicator variable thatstatedue one if an individual spent at
least one night in the hospital over the previous 12 hsonthe third one indicates
whether an individual is or has been a smoker. “Chrdimess” indicates a chronic

health problem, illness or disability. “Current health lgeon” is a dummy that takes

11 “Bad health” takes value 1 if the individual reports thiator her health is in general bad or very bad,
and zero otherwise (very good, good or fair).
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value 1 if a person reports being hampered in their datlyiées by a health problem,
and “Recent illness” indicates whether the individual repbaving had to “cut down”
on their usual daily activities during the previous 2 weekstdubness. Overall, these
variables provide a range of measures of current hdattiss

The first panel of table 8 reports the main resultsnien. The most striking result
shows that men exposed to divorce during childhood are ismymily less likely to
smoke as adults. The results for the first two vaemlduggest a positive effect of
exposure on health for men. Exposed men are less li@elgport bad health and less
likely to have stayed at the hospital recently. Hoavethe coefficients turn insignificant
and essentially zero once we include the cohort tremd®lumn 3, suggesting those
results may just reflect overall improvements inltiestatus.

The corresponding results for women are shown irsdw®nd panel of table 8. The
magnitudes of the estimated effects are very smallywanfind no significant effects for
any of the six outcomes once the cohort trends are irgtltideus, we turn to the results
by length of exposure, which may uncover any underlying aftect weak to emerge on
average.

Table 9 shows (first panel) that the likelihood of hossitays for men decreases with
length of exposure, as well as the likelihood of beisgnaker, adding plausibility to the
causal interpretation of the results. More intergginsignificant effects emerge for
women exposed to legal divorce for more than four asdeaally, more than eight
years. Women who were younger than 10 years old whemcdiwgas legalized are 2
percentage points more likely to have had a recent abspaty (for an average of 7%),

compared with women not exposed to legal divorce as childreey are also more 4
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points more likely to suffer from chronic illness, 5 gsimore likely to have a health
problem that hampers their daily activity, and 2 pointseridkely to have had to cut
down on their usual activities because of iliness.

These results suggest negative health effects of exposdietae during childhood
for women, relative to men, consistent with the asmatmic effects on earnings and
income, and consistent as well with Gruber’s findihgttwomen exposed to unilateral

divorce as children were more likely to commit suiadeadults.

4. Robhustness checks

We estimate a number of additional specifications admistness checks. A potential
concern is that the results could be driven by the ehofiche control countries. Thus, we
estimate all specifications with different sets oftcol countries. In some specifications
we include France as well as Greece as controls veteralividuals were “exposed” to
legal divorce during childhood. France legalized divarcd884, and divorce rates in
recent decades have been comparable to those in danignt” countries. We also
estimate a set of regressions where all EU-15 countees@uded as controls.

Table 10 reports the results of estimating the effeatxpbsure to divorce during
childhood on the main set of labor supply and earningahlas, including different sets
of countries. All specifications include age, country gmdr dummies, as well as
country-specific year of birth trends. The first columrthe baseline specification (as
shown in column 3 of table 2). The second column showvsa$ults when adding France

as an additional control country, and column threaughes the rest of the EU-15 as well.
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The results seem quite robust to the alternative abgtoups. In particular, exposed men
are still found to work significantly more, while exposeaimen earn significantly less.

One may also be worried that one of the legalizingnttes might be driving the
results, so we run an additional set of regressionsene drop each of the five baseline
countries (Spain, lItaly, Ireland, Portugal and Greece) atna time. These results are
shown in columns 4 to 8 of table 10. Although the magnitudesmt of the coefficients
change depending on the subset of countries included, noufartountry appears to
drive the core of the results.

Table 10 thus shows that the main results are very trédtise inclusion of different
subsets of countries. We consistently find that exposurdiiorce during childhood
significantly increased labor supply for men, raising wWedtours by .4 to .9, and
employment by 4 to 5 points (although the employmentctffappear to be driven by
Italy). We also find strong support for the result thainven exposed to legal divorce as
children have significantly lower earnings, by 4 to 7% (2%4d drop Spain), and their
total income is lower by 6 to 12% (although the effectrmoine goes away when we
drop Spain). We also find consistent evidence suggestiedfext on earnings for men.

There is also somewhat weaker evidence of a negdfeet ®n hours worked for
women (-.3 to -.9 a week), a small negative effect amljpavages for men (of -1 to -3%)
and especially women (-2 to -6%), a small negative effieeghcome for men (-3 to -8%),
and a small positive effect on employment for womer2(td 3 points, except when we
drop Italy).

As additional robustness checks, we also estimaspadifications with the standard

errors clustered at the individual level rather thiatha treatment variable level (country
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interacted with year of birth), to account for thet fdmt the same individual is observed
repeatedly across the different waves of the paneif®iance levels change only
slightly. We also estimate regressions where agentaled for with the inclusion of a
polynomial (age, age squared and age cubed) instead of adsehiwies. The results are
slightly stronger but the conclusions are unaltered.

Additional specifications are also estimated thatlushe a control for current
exposure to divorce (in addition to exposure during childhddajvever, the only adults
not currently exposed to divorce in the sample areetmodreland in 1994 and 1995
(since divorce was legalized in 1996). This variable insignificant and its inclusion
does not significantly alter any of the results.

We did not find other national reforms that were cates in the timing with the
legalization of divorce in our baseline set of coustrla particular, we are not aware of
any large reforms going on in ltaly, Spain and Portugathm 1970’s that were
implemented much earlier in Greece and much lateelarid.

Finally, we estimate specifications where we includigitional controls at the
country level. These supplementary explanatory variahldade (current) male/female
unemployment rates, female employment growth rate, pwdmenditure on social
protection per capita, public expenditure on education,Téteir inclusion affects some
of the coefficients slightly, but the main conclusiaesnain unchanged. Because of
potential endogeneity concerns, we chose as main g@wfis the ones without these

controls’?

12 Regression results from all specifications discusséisrsection are available from the authors upon
request.
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5. Conclusions and discussion

We estimate the causal effect of legalizing divorcdomg-term outcomes for children.
Our identification strategy is based on exploiting tiieecent timing of the legalization
of divorce across European countries. We comparadb# outcomes of children who
grew up before divorce was legalized with those who grevaftgy legalization in a
given country, and do so across a number of countrasviry widely in the timing of
legalization.

We find consistent evidence suggesting that the legalizafialivorce had negative
long-term effects on children, particularly females. iém who grew up after divorce
was legalized earn significantly lower wages and haveedomwcomes compared with
women growing up under illegal divorce. They also repahificantly more health
problems. These negative effects are not found for men.

Our labor market results are in line with Gruber’s (@mub004), who finds negative
effects of unilateral divorce on employment and earningsvbmen but positive effects
for men. Our health results can also be considerechanviith Gruber’s finding that
adults who were exposed to unilateral divorce as childrenmere likely to commit
suicide as adults, the effect being stronger for women.

We find no effect of exposure to divorce during childhoodfamily formation or
dissolution patterns for either men or women. Thuscaenot confirm the results by
Gruber (2004), who finds that exposure to unilateral divdroéng childhood resulted in
earlier marriages and more separations.

The labor market and health effects that we find may lasulted directly from the

increase in divorce rates following the legalization civorce. A large literature
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documents that parental divorce may have detrimeffta¢te on children, and some
studies have found more negative effects for girlsqEltial. 2003). A recent study also
suggests that parents of girls are more likely to deoend mothers of girls are less
likely to remarry than mothers of boys (Dahl and Min2204).

However, the effects are likely to be at least int plae result of changes in other
household outcomes affected by the introduction of dejoeven in intact families.
Recent studies have found that divorce legislation déectafemale labor supply
(Stevenson 2008, Genadek et al. 2007), bargaining power within dbsetold
(Chiappori, Fortin & Lacroix 2002), marital-specific investmts (Stevenson 2007), and
household saving (Gonzalez & Ozcan), among others.

Maternal labor supply has in turn been found to affecttsland medium-term child
outcomes (Ruhm 2004, Hill et al. 2005, Berger et al. 2008), ane studies find
stronger detrimental effects on girls. Moreoverefdl divorce weakens the bargaining
power of the wife, this may also result in lower irtwesnt in children, since research has
found that resources in the hands of the woman are likelhg to benefit children and
particularly girls (Duflo 2003). Legalizing divorce may @lgad to parents devoting
fewer resources to their children because the incentiveinvest in marriage-specific
capitalare lowered (Stevenson 2007) or because of increasescaupomary savings in
anticipation of a potential divorce (Gonzéalez and OZG08).

Although banning divorce is to our knowledge not a reform umbasideration
anywhere, some countries have legalized divorce vepntlyc(such as Chile in 2004),
and others are currently considering it (such as Mddtaywledge of the potential long-

term impact of these reforms on children should infone discussion and potentially
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help prevent some of the detrimental effects. Howeveremesearch is still needed to
disentangle the channels through which legal divorceatfent the long-term well-being

of children.
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Figure 1. Divorce Rates in Ireland, Italy, Portugal andrp850-2003
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Note: Dotted vertical lines indicate the dates of legdion of divorce. Italy legalized divorce in
1971, while divorce was banned in Portugal until 1977, in Spdih1@81, and in Ireland until
1996.
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Table 2. Income and work results

(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

Men 1 2 3

1. Current employment (binary) 0.02 *x 0.019 * 0.044 rork
(0.010) (0.010) (0.012)

2. Hours worked a week 0.451 * 0.515 *** - 0.632 *rx
(0.185) (0.185) (0.211)

3. Log monthly earnings 0.026 *x 0.027 *x -0.002
(0.013) (0.012) (0.013)

4. Log hourly wage 0.022 0.021 -0.017
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014)

5. Benefit recipient (binary) -0.057  ***  -0.056 Fhk -0.026
(0.016) (0.017) (0.022)

6. Log benefit amount -0.039 -0.044 -0.041
(0.054) (0.054) (0.062)

7. Log individual income (net) -0.051  ** -0.052 ** -0.038
(0.022) (0.021) (0.027)

8. Log household income (net) -0.001 -0.004 0.015
(0.014) (0.014) (0.019)

Women 1 2 3

1. Current employment (binary) 0.002 0.003 0.025
(0.014) (0.014) (0.016)

2. Hours worked a week -0.934 ** -0.934 Frx -0.397
(0.345) (0.350) (0.405)

3. Log monthly earnings -0.111  *=* -0.108 Fhk -0.047 *x
(0.026) (0.025) (0.022)

4. Log hourly wage -0.047 * -0.046 * -0.027
(0.020) (0.020) (0.022)

5. Benefit recipient (binary) 0.019 0.018 0.01
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

6. Log benefit amount -0.538 *** -0.518 Fhk -0.106 *
(0.073) (0.073) (0.056)

7. Log individual income (net) -0.286  *** -0.269 Fhk -0.069
(0.053) (0.050) (0.045)

8. Log household income (net) -0.006 -0.009 -0.004
(0.015) (0.015) (0.019)

Country fixed effects? Y Y Y

Country-specific trends? N Y N

Country-specific trends y.birth? N N Y

Note: Each row reports the results for a differenpetelent variable and 3 different
specifications. The coefficients shown are for “exposwrdegal divorce during childhood”
(binary). All specifications are linear. One asteristticates significance at the 90% confidence
level, two indicate 95% and three, 99%.
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Table 3. Income and Work Results by Exposure

(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

*%*

*%k*k

*k%

Men 1to 4 years 5 to 8 years 9 or + years

1. Current employment

(binary) 0.042 *rx 0.052 Frx 0.057 Frx
(0.013) (0.015) (0.021)

2. Hours worked a week 0.629 o 0.748 *rx 0.868 **
(0.230) (0.252) (0.385)

3. Log monthly earnings -0.002 0.019 0.043
(0.013) (0.016) (0.021)

4. Log hourly wage -0.019 0.007 0.028
(0.015) (0.017) (0.023)

5. Benefit recipient (binary) -0.035 -0.065 *x -0.154
(0.023) (0.026) (0.039)

6. Log benefit amount 0 -0.023 0.176 *
(0.065) (0.069) (0.098)

7. Log individual income (net) -0.031 -0.061 * -0.063
(0.031) (0.032) (0.056)

8. Log household income (net) 0.01 0.04 * 0.051
(0.020) (0.021) (0.028)

Women

1. Current employment

(binary) 0.015 0.047 Frx 0.035
(0.018) (0.015) (0.022)

2. Hours worked a week -0.526 -0.191 -0.464
(0.430) (0.465) (0.671)

3. Log monthly earnings -0.043 * -0.082 ¥ .0.099 Fhk
(0.023) (0.026) (0.032)

4. Log hourly wage -0.019 -0.058 *x -0.061 *
(0.024) (0.026) (0.033)

5. Benefit recipient (binary) 0.009 0.023 0.038 *
(0.012) (0.015) (0.020)

6. Log benefit amount -0.088 -0.092 0.003
(0.056) (0.078) (0.104)

7. Log individual income (net) -0.082 * -0.129 ** -0.247
(0.049) (0.058) (0.089)

8. Log household income (net) -0.014 0.027 0.024
(0.020) (0.022) (0.032)

Note: Each row reports the results for a different ddpat variable. The coefficients shown are
for three dummies that measure the length of exposulegtd divorce during childhood. All

specifications are linear and include country and yeamdies and country-specific linear trends
in year of birth. One asterisk indicates significancnat90% confidence level, two indicate 95%
and three, 99%.
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Table 4. Education Results

(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

Men 1 2 3

1. High school plus (binary) -0.025  ** -0.027  ** -0.005
(0.012) (0.012) (0.015)

2. University degree (binary) 0.008 0.005 0.019
(0.010) (0.011) (0.012)

3. Years of full time

education 0.365  ** 0.362  ** 0.454  **
(0.143) (0.144) (0.160)

4. Age when started working 0.416  ** 0.383  ** 0.472  **
(0.167) (0.168) (0.187)

Women 1 2 3

1. High school plus (binary) 0 -0.003 0.008
(0.013) (0.014) (0.017)

2. University degree (binary)  -0.004 -0.011 0.013
(0.012) (0.012) (0.013)

3. Years of full time

education 0403 ** 0399 ** 0.322 **
(0.128) (0.128) (0.160)

4. Age when started working 0.379 * 0.352 * 0.42 *x
(0.209) (0.211) (0.191)

Country fixed effects? Y Y Y

Country-specific trends? N Y N

Country-specific trends in

year of birth? N N Y

Note: Each row reports the results for a differenpetelent variable and 3 different
specifications. The coefficients shown are for “exposwrdegal divorce during childhood”
(binary). All specifications are linear. One asteristticates significance at the 90% confidence
level, two indicate 95% and three, 99%.
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Table 5. Education Results, by Exposure
(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

lto4 5t0 8 9or+

Men years years years

1. High school plus (binary) -0.01 -0.005 -0.028
(0.016) (0.016) (0.023)

2. University degree (binary)  0.016 0.042 **  0.061  ***
(0.013) (0.014) (0.019)

3. Years of full time

education 0.451  ** 0.713 ** 1013  ***
(0.200) (0.204) (0.266)

3. Age when started working ~ 0.527  *** (0.343 0.401
(0.201) (0.238) (0.365)

Women

1. High school plus (binary) 0.008 0.01 0.017
(0.019) (0.018) (0.023)

2. University degree (binary)  0.017 0.014 0.031
(0.014) (0.015) (0.020)

3. Years of full time

education 0.335  ** 0.52 * 0.799 ¥
(0.160) (0.205) (0.253)

4. Age when started working ~ 0.472  ** 0.183 0.124
(0.190) (0.248) (0.276)

Note: Each row reports the results for a different ddpat variable. The coefficients shown are
for three dummies that measure the length of exposulegtd divorce during childhood. All
specifications are linear and include country and yeamaies and country-specific linear trends
in year of birth. One asterisk indicates significancnat90% confidence level, two indicate 95%
and three, 99%.
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Table 6. Family Results

(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

Men 1 2 3

1. Never married (binary) -0.011 -0.009 -0.004
(0.011) (0.010) (0.012)

2. Married (binary) 0.013 0.012 0.004
(0.011) (0.011) (0.012)

3. Age at marriage 0.790 ** 0.762 **  0.734 ***
(0.182) (0.184) (0.232)

4. Separated or divorced

(binary) -0.002 -0.003 -0.002
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005)

5. Children under 16 (binary) 0.03 * 0.031 *x 0.006
(0.015) (0.015) (0.017)

Women 1 2

1. Never married (binary) 0.005 0.006 -0.007
(0.011) (0.011) (0.012)

2. Married (binary) -0.006 -0.006 0.007
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

3. Age at marriage 0.306 * 0.268 -0.016
(0.181) (0.182) (0.215)

4. Separated or divorced

(binary) 0.001 0.001 0
(0.005) (0.005) (0.007)

5. Children under 16 (binary) -0.01 -0.008 0.021
(0.018) (0.018) (0.020)

Country fixed effects? Y Y Y

Country-specific trends? N Y N

Country-specific trends

y.birth? N N Y

Note: Each row reports the results for a differenpetelent variable and 3 different
specifications. The coefficients shown are for “exposwrdegal divorce during childhood”
(binary). All specifications are linear. One asteristticates significance at the 90% confidence
level, two indicate 95% and three, 99%.
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Table 7. Family Results, by Exposure
(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

lto4 5t0 8 9or+

Men years years years

1. Never married (binary) 0.002 -0.018 -0.014
(0.014) (0.015) (0.028)

2. Married (binary) -0.001 0.023 0.029
(0.014) (0.014) (0.026)

3. Age at marriage 0.63 k1,592 W 2,013
(0.211) (0.196) (0.321)

4. Separated or divorced

(binary) -0.003 -0.008 -0.02 **
(0.006) (0.006) (0.008)

5. Children under 16 0.006 -0.011 -0.033
(0.017) (0.022) (0.026)

Women

1. Never married (binary) -0.012 0.007 0.004
(0.013) (0.016) (0.025)

2. Married (binary) 0.015 -0.006 0.01
(0.013) (0.017) (0.025)

3. Age at marriage 0.015 0.72 **k1.599 R
(0.184) (0.229) (0.316)

4. Separated or divorced

(binary) -0.002 -0.001 -0.01
(0.007) (0.008) (0.010)

5. Children under 16 0.024 -0.005 -0.021
(0.020) (0.027) (0.034)

Note: Each row reports the results for a different ddpat variable. The coefficients shown are
for three dummies that measure the length of exposulegtd divorce during childhood. All

specifications are linear and include country and yeamaies and country-specific linear trends
in year of birth. One asterisk indicates significancnat90% confidence level, two indicate 95%

and three, 99%.
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Table 8. Health Results

(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

Men 1 2 3

1. Self-reported bad health

(binary) -0.019 *** - -0.018 *rx 0.004
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005)

2. Hospital stays (binary) -0.007 *x -0.007 *x 0
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

3. Ever a smoker (binary) -0.049 ***.0.049 *hk -0.049 *hk
(0.013) (0.013) (0.018)

4. Chronic illness (binary) -0.007 -0.006 0.002
(0.006) (0.006) (0.008)

5. Current health problem

(binary) -0.007 -0.006 0
(0.005) (0.005) (0.007)

6. Recent illness (binary) 0 0 0.006
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

Women 1 2 3

1. Self-reported bad health

(binary) -0.033 ok -0.032 *rx 0.007
(0.006) (0.006) (0.005)

2. Hospital stays (binary) 0.007 *x 0.006 *x 0.003
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004)

3. Ever a smoker (binary) 0.023 0.024 -0.013
(0.018) (0.018) (0.021)

4. Chronic illness (binary) -0.015 *x -0.015 *x 0.008
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

5. Current health problem

(binary) -0.018 ok -0.016 *rx 0.007
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

6. Recent illness (binary) .-007 * -0.008 *x 0.006
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Country fixed effects? Y Y Y

Country-specific trends? N Y N

Country-specific trends y.birth? N N Y

Note: Each row reports the results for a differenpetelent variable and 3 different
specifications. The coefficients shown are for “exposwrdegal divorce during childhood”
(binary). All specifications are linear. One asteristticates significance at the 90% confidence
level, two indicate 95% and three, 99%.
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Table 9. Health Results by Exposure
(ECHP, 1994-2001, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain)

lto4 5t0 8 9or+

Men years years years

1. Self-reported bad health

(binary) 0.003 0.005 0.003
(0.005) (0.006) (0.008)

2. Hospital stays (binary) 0 -0.004 -0.011 *
(0.004) (0.004) (0.006)

3. Ever a smoker (binary) -0.038 ** -0.097 *hk -0.116 *hk
(0.019) (0.016) (0.024)

4. Chronic illness (binary) 0.003 0.001 0.001
(0.009) (0.009) (0.012)

5. Current health problem

(binary) 0.001 -0.004 0.002
(0.007) (0.007) (0.010)

6. Recent illness (binary) 0.008 **-0.002 -0.001
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005)

Women

1. Self-reported bad health

(binary) 0.01 0.016 0.038
(0.006) (0.006) (0.009)

2. Hospital stays (binary) 0.005 0.008 * 0.021 Fhx
(0.004) (0.004) (0.007)

3. Ever a smoker (binary) -0.027 -0.018 -0.084 **
(0.022) (0.027) (0.037)

4. Chronic illness (binary) 0.012 0.015 * 0.041 rorx
(0.008) (0.008) (0.012)

5. Current health problem

(binary) 0.01 0.02 Frx 0.049 *rx
(0.006) (0.007) (0.011)

6. Recent illness (binary) 0.006 * 0.013 *hk 0.021 *hk
(0.004) (0.004) (0.007)

Note: Each row reports the results for a different ddpat variable. The coefficients shown are
for three dummies that measure the length of exposulegsd divorce during childhood. All
specifications are linear and include country and yeamdies and country-specific linear trends
in year of birth. One asterisk indicates significancé@td0% confidence level; two indicate 95%
and three, 99%.
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