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1. Introduction

“My administration will give unprecedented supptot strengthening marriages. Many good
programs help couples who want to get married éadrearried.” (President Bush, 2002)

Recent presidential political pressure and fundiag been directed toward increasing the
quality and stability of married life. (Presidenagh, 2003 and 2005) Simultaneously states have
introduced bills which attempt to restrict the dis® laws (Americans for Divorce Reform, 2008;
Lyman, 2005), and there is a growing trend that divorce shoeldharder to obtain (GSS, 1974-
1998).2 Marriage and divorce decisions affect everyoned aecent movements towards
strengthening the family are contrary to the trefdhe 1970s and the “no-fault revolution”.
During the “no-fault revolution” many states libkzad their divorce laws by changing how to
obtain a divorce as well as changing property ggigon divorce. States replaced fault grounds
with no-fault grounds and included unilateral do®mvhile prohibiting fault to be considered in
property settlements. Unilateral divorce allows speuse to file for divorce regardless of their
spouse’s consent, while no-fault grounds allow @pb®to split regardless of marital misconduct
or fault. Using state level divorce rate data, aesle has found that divorce liberalization has
effectively increased the divorce rate. The pditipressure and proposed bills are based on the
assumption that easier divorce laws have increttsegrevalence of divorce. | reexamine that
supposition and find little evidence supporting liearresearch; rather | find that divorce
liberalization has no constant effect or immedgffect on the divorce rate and only affects the
long-term divorce rate.

This paper uses an independent examination of diabece laws to discern the effect of
divorce reforms. Previous studies have often fedusn one specific divorce reform, either the
means of which to obtain a divorce or propertylsetent. My independent examination of state
divorce laws indicates that divorce reform cannotuaately be captured by either of these
measures separately or by any single variable. pajper provides a detailed classification of

reforms based on state level divorce laws, revgdhe complexity and problems of analyzing a

! Advocates of strengthening the divorce law ardua teverting to stricter divorce laws will decredke
divorce rate by increasing the quality of marriage.

2 Similarly there is a trend in the percent of G&Spondents who believe divorce law should not ggt a
easier.



single divorce reform variable. Using this broadatorce reform classification, a reconciliation
of contradicting prior empirical results is possibll use state level divorce rates from 1940-2005
to estimate the effects of various divorce reforaniables. Previous studies using state divorce
rates failed to account for the data’s error stireetin their analysis, and came to incorrect
conclusions. When an appropriate estimator is ,uséidd that none of the divorce reforms
estimates has a statistically significant constafiect on divorce rates. Using a flexible
specification, there is weak statistical evideria tlivorce reform altered the marriage market in
such a way to greatly increase the long-term divoate.

| use a model to examine how each divorce reforfiecef individuals’ marriage
decisions, which is important given the complexatydivorce law liberalizations. Mazzocco
(2007) models household decisions without commitnoemwith ex-ante full efficiency. | build
on this framework to predict the effects of divoredgorm on the probability of divorce. This
model not only motivates an empirical examinatiomng broader divorce reform classification,
but also allows for economic insight into a ratibmalividual’s choice and how divorce law
reform affects those decisions.

The remainder of this paper is structured as faloWhe next section is a brief literature
review of relevant studies. The third section detéie liberalization of divorce laws in the
United States and the divorce reform classificatiosed in this analysis. | explain the model in
the forth section and data in the fifth. The sig#ttion contains the empirical methodology and
replications of other studies. The results sectraudes estimates from the general divorce
reform classification and a robustness check of risilts with respect to specific no-fault

divorce classifications and with respect to mogelcsfication.
2. Literature Review

There remains an ever growing literature invesiigathe effects of unilateral and no-
fault divorce laws analyzing the liberalizationd¥orce laws that swept through the U.S. nearly

four decades ago. Contrary to the stated goals/ofak liberalization advocates (Wardle, 1991),

3 Fella et.al. (2004) and Chiappori et.al. (200Bpoitetically examine the effects of divorce law refoon
divorce. Chiappori et.al. (2007) conclude that dieolaw will affect divorce even in the presencedrahsferrable
utility, but with ambiguous predictions due to chary marginal rates of substitution between public private
goods. Fella et.al. (2004) argue that divorcasilmes may be inefficient when transferrable wtilg present only
at separation, arguing that social norms and natrdé law increased divorce. | use a model witingferrable
utility at separation and within marriage.



empirical studies have generally concluded thabrdi® liberalization has either had no effect
(Peters, 1986; Gray, 1998; Ellman and Lohr, 1998)has effectively increased divorces
(Friedberg, 1998; Allen, 1992; Kidd, 1995). The miagde and duration of any effects on
divorces is still debatable, and the long-term iggilons of such changes may be negative rather
than positive (Wolfers, 2006).

An early visual examination of state-level divordetween 1943 and 1979 by Sepler
(1981) indicated that a specific form of no-faultatce, that of irreconcilable differences, had
no effect on divorce rates in 87% of the reformtdes’ Sepler also concludes that there were
no spillover effects from adopting no-fault divorapon neighboring states. Peters (1986) uses
1975-1978 marital information from a 1979 Currenp&lation Survey to investigate the impact
of divorce reform on divorce. Her analysis conchidleat unilateral irreconcilable differences
divorce grounds has no effect on the probabilityiebrce but did lower the average financial
settlement received by women upon divotédlen (1992) points out that separation period is
another form of no-fault divorce and should betideld in the analysfsWhen this distinction is
accounted for, a positive effect of unilateral aoif divorce was found on the probability of
divorce when no regional control variables werduded. Peters (1992) questions the use of
regional controls and finds no effect of divorctoren on 1970 and 1980 state-level divorce rates.

Friedberg (1998) uses state level divorce ratespamel techniques to separate out the
confounding regional effects of Peters and Allenedberg classified both forms of no-fault
grounds as mentioned by Peters and Allen but carated the analysis to divorce reform which

simultaneously allowed unilateral divorce and nokfgroperty divisior. Her results indicate

* Irreconcilable differences is defined and explditeter in the data section. For now it sufficektow
irreconcilable differences is a no-fault divorcegnd. In the divorce classification section thdtofes | create a
divorce variabldrreconcilable Differencesvhich is comparable to Sepler’s divorce law of iag, but differs due
to state law coding differences which are notethinAppendix.

® Unilateral irreconcilable differences divorce ldsvthe combination of the specific no-fault divarce
irreconcilable differences and unilateral divortater, | explain that unilateral divorce can only allowed under
no-fault divorce, and as such create a divorce Vawable Irreconcilable Differences< Unilateral which is
comparable to Peters’ divorce law of interest. Oagein my variable is not completely similar to st law of
interest as my annual coding of state laws vartedan the Appendix.

® Separation period is the other specific form offaalt divorce besides irreconcilable differences.
Included in my analysis is Separation Periodlivorce variable. Like the other divorce classifions my coding
differs slightly from those found in the literatsrdue to discrepancies in the annual coding o stavs.

" Friedberg examines the total effects of unilateiabrce, allowing for different no-fault groundadano-
fault property settlements. The main effect offaokt divorce is ignored in this specification, trat only the
distinction betweerseparation Periodand Irreconcilable Differencess identified. Although not complete in the
divorce reform classification, Friedberg providhae best analysis to date on the complexity of a@i@ageform to the
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that divorce reform statistically significantly m@ased the divorce rate, and that the change to
unilateral divorce laws accounted for 16% of tlee iin the divorce rates since the 1960s.

Wolfers (2006) reexamines Friedberg’s results,ifigdhe estimates very sensitive to the
inclusion of state specific trends. Friedberg asgtiat inclusion of a state specific trend better
captures pre-existing divorce propensities as aglthanging state level demographics. Wolfers
includes prior years of state divorce rates topiueel dataset to better estimate the state specific
divorce propensities prior to divorce reform. Ugen flexible form specification that allows for
immediate and long-term effects to be parsed, tieran immediate statistically significant
increase in divorce rates as a result of adoptmdanlt unilateral property division. However,
this increase is short-lived and after a decadesthastically significant effect is no longer
present. After 15 years Wolfers finds evidence tdreg-term decrease in the divorce rate due to
the divorce reform.

The results across studies differ due to diffedBwnorce reform definitions and different
data source¥ There are generally two avenues which have beeth tosclassify divorce reform,
either along the grounds for divorce (Allen 1992tdPs 1986; Peters 1992; Sepler 1981) or
along property division (Friedberg 1998; Brinig aBdckley 1998; Wolfers 2006). Even within
studies classifying divorce reform by available ugrds, there is disagreement on the correct
classification (Peters 1986; Allen 1992). Unlikeeyious studies, my divorce liberalization
classification takes into account the complex stmgcof divorce law reform. To this extent |
attempt to disentangle the effects of no-faultlataral, and property settlements which have
previously been lumped together. This broad clesgibn of divorce reform variables helps to
clarify the mixed results existing in the literagur

Different data sources have yielded contradictiagineates with positive and no effect
estimates from cross sectional state data andithdil’data and positive and negative long-term
effects from a panel of state data. Peters (198Bn (1992), and Sepler (1981) use cross
sectional individual divorce data. This data suuetallows researchers to account for individual
specific characteristics, but location effects laaed to control for due to smaller sample sizes
and time effects are not identified with a singless-section of data. Friedberg (1998) and

best of my knowledge. My paper differs not onlythie divorce classification, but also examinesithmediate and
long-term impacts of divorce reform.
8 This is based largely on the estimates providest Ia the paper.



Wolfers (2006) use a panel of state divorce ratesxamine the effects of divorce law changes.
Ideally a panel with individual specific characstiés could be used to answer this question, but
the use of such a dataset has its limitationsimapplication? | examine an extended panel of
state level divorce rates in this paper, using eg@ge data rather than individual data. Since | use
similar data as Friedberg and Wolfers | replicdteirt studies and highlight the source of
disagreement in our estimates. | discuss the liroita of the dataset in section five. | find that
divorce reform has no overall statistically sigcafint constant effect on the divorce rate but
increases the divorce rate in the long-term oncapnopriate estimator that correctly captures

the autocorrelation in the error terms is used.
3. Divorce Law Liberalization

Divorce law liberalization and reform has been htigal hotbed of interest and as such a
plethora of studies exist examining the impactiebate reform on divorce. Yet the definition of
divorce reform varies from study to study. To drecthe muddled classifications, | conducted
independent divorce liberalization research by ewarg the historical divorce statutes and
session law changes for all fifty states and thstrit of Columbia® From this research and
prior classifications, three general changes irom® law happened: a change in the available
grounds under which to file, a change in the splocsiasent required for filing, and whether a
court can consider fault in property dissolution.

Dichotomous divorce reform variables are createckézh state-year in the sample based
on these changes in divorce law. The divorce resoane coded annually according to effective
date of the laws. If the effective date of theodoe law proceeded July'then that year is the

° Both the PSID and NLSY would be candidate indigidievel datasets; however many states reformed
their divorce laws prior to 1968. The PSID and NU$ave data available from 1968; however 19 of tates had
already adopted no-fault grounds for divorce ibefore 1968. By using state divorce rates rathem thdividuals’
marital histories, | gain additional divorce refoinfiormation and identification from 12 additiorsthtes as seen in
Figure 1. If | am to use these data sets | wouldbeoable to identify the effects of divorce refofon individuals
residing in these states. In addition, 22 moréestadopted no-fault grounds for divorce by 19%éyiding few
years to observe individuals prior to divorce rafor

191 use the classifications found in Allen (1992)n&an and Lohr (1998), Friedberg (1998), Gruber0@)
Peters (1986), Rasul (2004), and Wolfers (2006}taging points for my research. | then verifieut ecross-
checked their classifications with the historicalodce statutes. Discrepancies were found aclesslassifications
even after accounting for naming conventions affféréint meanings. Most of these differences were wuthe
exact timing of the law changes. The above meatiodiassifications are contained in Appendix alenty my
classification for cross reference and as evideridbe variation in divorce reform classification®Voflers finds
that the divorce reform coding variations havédittffect on the robustness of his estimates. Kewashis is using
a single divorce reform variable which | show isimappropriate specification.



first year of that divorce reform. However, if taffective date of the divorce law occurred after

July ' my coding of the divorce law is represented byfdlewing year*
3.1. Divorce Reform Classification

The first change in divorce law is a change inatailable grounds under which a couple
may file for divorce, from fault to no-fault grousidWith no-fault divorce grounds couples may
be granted a divorce even when no traditional féwas been committed in the marriage.
Traditional fault grounds for divorce include a@uit, cruelty, desertion, habitual drug addiction,
incarceration, or insanity. No-fault grounds of réconcilable differences,” “irretrievably
broken,” or “incompatibility” are often the grountitsought of and associated with the “No-Fault
Revolution”. These grounds only require that tharrage be perceived finished by the couple.
Another no-fault ground for divorce is one requiria separation period; in which the couple
may file for divorce if spouses have been “livirgparate and apart” or have had a “voluntary
separation” for a specified time period. The geheoafault divorce reform variable that will be

used later in the paper is defined as follows.

No-Fault Grounds for divorce include some form of no-faliltorce. This classification
takes a value of unity when no-fault divorce isser@ and zero if all grounds for divorce
are fault based.

To check the robustness of my estimates on thergledde-Fault variable and to reconcile with
previous papers, | splflo-Faultinto two specific forms of no-fault divorce whidtave been
delineated in the past literatue.

Irreconcilable Differences Takes a value of unity if “irreconcilable differees,”

“irretrievably broken,” or “incompatibility” no-fali grounds for divorce are available
and zero otherwise.

Separation PeriodGrounds for divorce include “living separate amart” or “voluntary
separation” for a specified time period, and takesalue of unity if true and zero
otherwise.

' When the effective date was not available the @mirdate was used. Lastly, if the approval date wa
also not available the consensus divorce reform datong other papers was used.

2 These distinctions were made by Peters (1992)Adleth (1992) and are generally accepted as two
different grounds for divorce which possibly haviéfedent effects on individuals. Separation periody require
additional time once the decision to divorce haanbmade, where as irreconcilable differences candtantaneous.
This delineation of specific no-fault grounds i$felient from Ellman and Lohr, who split the specifirounds into
those with a separation period or incompatibilitgl dhose with irreconcilable differences or irretably broken.
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These two specific no-fault classifications are maittually exclusive, as the presence of one
does not imply the absence of the otHer.

Peters (1986, 1992) and Allen (1992) disagreed batveonstituted no-fault divorce
based on the above specific classification. Thegsults were sensitive to this specification.
Rather than ignoring this distinction which hasrbdene by previous studies, this delineation of
the general no-fault divorce into these two speaifo-fault divorce classifications serves to
check the robustness of the general no-fault desatassification. In addition, | can examine
whether the specific no-fault classifications affedividuals’ divorce decisions differently and
test if the estimated effects are similar.

The second general change in divorce law is a eghanthe spousal consent required for
filing, from mutual consent to unilateral. Estabhsent of unilateral divorce allows for a spouse
to seek divorce regardless of their spouses’ désiremain married. This is quite opposite of the
historical requirement of mutual conséht.define unilateral as follows.

Unilateral: Divorce may be initiated on no-fault grounds lither spouse regardless of

consent. It takes a value of unity in state-yearsvhich divorce can be unilaterally
initiated and zero otherwise.

By definition, unilateral divorce can only existtivino-fault grounds. In order for divorce to
occur under fault based divorce one spouse mus ablegedly committed fault, then and only
then could the “innocent” spouse file for divortder fault divorce, divorce is only achievable
under the actions of both spouses and requiresanatansent. The action of one spouse can
prevent divorceé® The introduction ofNo-Fault allowed Unilateral to exist, and divorce is no
longer preventable by any one spouse. A state whadinilateral divorce is predicated by

having No-Fault divorce, but not vice versa. As sudbnilateral effects are in addition thlo-

3 For example, the Nevada statute states, “Divammm the bonds of matrimony may be obtained for any
of the following causes: ... (2) When the husband aifgé have lived separate and apart for 1 year auth
cohabitation the court may, in its discretion, gran absolute decree of divorce at the suit ofeeigmarty. (3)
Incompatibility.” Nev. Rev. Stat. § 125.100 (2001).

14| define mutual consent as the alternative toateitl divorce. Mutual consent is sometimes expfici
required in the divorce law, but sometimes implaghsent exists if fault grounds are the only meétbbdivorce.

15 For example, the Texas statute states “The coayt gnant a divorce in favor of one spouse if theeot
spouse has committed adultery.” Tex. Fam. Code 86003 (2005).



Fault effects. Studies which examine only unilateralodoe are treating fault and no-fault
grounds similarf®

States adoptedUnilateral divorce in addition to a specific no-fault grounolit not
necessarily to all no-fault groundsin order to examine the additional effects of atgtal, if
any, to the specific no-fault grounds, | also digsthe availability of unilateral divorce under
each of the specific no-fault grounds. If unilatetavorce is available under either specific no-
fault ground, thetunilateral is equal to one. However the opposite does niok, lagUnilateral
does not inform whether divorce can be obtainedaterally underrreconcilable Differences
Separation Periodor both*®

In the event that an amicable divorce propertystbw could not be achieved, the court
must divide the marital property. Historically fawas considered by the court in this property
division decision. The third general change inodie law pertains to the division of property,
specifically that courts may not take into consadien fault with respect to the division of
property. Even though the property division mayd&g&ched outside of the court, knowing that
fault cannot be considered by the court if so ndeftects the bargaining process. | define this
change in divorce law as follows.

Property If courts are asked to divide marital propergullt is not to be considered. It

takes a value of unity in state-years in which #imve statement is true and zero
otherwise.

States which adoptdéropertydid so after first adoptinijo-Fault In this mannerPropertyis
similar toUnilateral in that any effects are in addition to the effaftdlo-Fault*®

Studies which examine only the effectsRybbperty or Unilateral ignore the effects of
No-fault and also ignore the other divorce classificatio®ther studies fail to address this
divorce liberalization complexity and are likelyabed due to omitted variables. If all three of
these divorce reforms were perfectly collinear,¢heice of which variable to examine would be

16 As will be seen in the results section, a popartativeighted OLS estimate for no-fault is positivela
statistically significant. Thus many of the prawostudies have biased results due to omittedhlasaln addition,
the interpretation of the unilateral divorce refovariable in these studies is not with respect twual consent fault
based divorce.

Y This distinction will be discussed in the nextt&st

18 The specific grounds ®Mo-Faultinteracted with unilateral are not mutually exohes

9 Al states which adopte®roperty actually adoptedJnilateral at the same time aso-Fault with the
exception of South Dakota. This distinction in thea is important for the interpretation of tperty effects in
the results section, as they will explained asathditional effects on top do-Fault Unilateralrather than onlyNo-
Fault.



trivial as only the joint effect is identifiabledowever, the next section describes the adoption of
state divorce law reforms which do not perfectlincae. Thus the timing allows the individual

divorce reform effects to be identified.
3.2. State Level Divorce Reforms

All fifty states and the District of Columbia hamdoptedNo-Faultdivorce?® Forty states
adoptedIrreconcilable Differencesand twenty-seven adopteSeparation Period* Graph 1
shows a historical perspective of whea-Faultdivorce was adopted across states. Rhode Island
first introducedNo-Faultdivorce withSeparation Periodjrounds in 1896 and was the only state
until 1931 when Nevada and North Carolina ad8egaration Periogjrounds for divorce. New
Mexico was the first to addreconcilable Differenceslivorce grounds in 1933. Gradually more
states adopteNo-Faultdivorce, with six total changes in the thirtiesptm the forties, five in
the fifties, nine in the sixties, twenty-five inelseventies, and the remaining three in the eghtie
In 1986 South Dakota became the last to adlapfault divorce. The large number of states
that changed divorce laws in the seventies isnafeto as the “no-fault” revolution even though
it is clear that the change to no-fault groundgatbwell before then.

Forty-six states adoptednilateral divorce. Although all states have adopted-Fault
divorce and most adoptednilateral divorce, there are states which adopted these aivor
reforms in different years or have failed to adOptlateral divorce at all. It is important to note
these differences in years of divorce reform adwpaind whethetnilateral was adopted, as
these differences provide the statistical iderdtfmn integral to my analysis. If all states were t
have simultaneously adoptétb-FaultandUnilateral | would not be able to separately identify
these effects and instead only be able to fingdim effect ofNo-FaultandUnilateral.

Thirty-one states also adopt&toperty As noted above the adoption Bfoperty is
precluded by having no-fault grounds, and thusepres ofPropertyis in addition toNo-Fault
Of the states witlProperty, thirty adopted itin addition toNo-Fault and Unilateral divorce.
Only South Dakota adopteBroperty in addition toNo-Fault but yet maintained a mutual

2 Once no-fault grounds were added to state stathtss were not later removed. The lone caveat is
Minnesota which switched specific no-fault groun8gparation Periodvas removed in 1974 arideconcilable
Differencesvas added in the same year.

L Fifteen states permit both types of no-fault degrthey are Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, Ohio, PennsylvaRide Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, West Vérgind
Wisconsin. Minnesota is the only state that hadh hypes of no-fault divorce but not simultaneously.
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consent requirement for divorce. As was the caidle Mo-Fault and Unilateral the variation
across states in all three divorce reform varialdggramount for statistical identification.

Table 1 provides a frequency of state level chamgesy divorce reform classifications.
Forty-two states changed their divorce law fromtfsmNo-Faultwhile simultaneously changing
from mutual consent ttnilateral. The remaining nine states changed from faulNteFault
while leaving their mutual consent requirement ¢hfaOf these nine states four later adopted
Unilateral divorce.?® With regards to the specific no-fault grounds; rtyetwo states
simultaneously adoptddreconcilable DifferenceandUnilateral, seventeen adopt&kparation
Period and Unilateral together, and three states allowddilateral with both Irreconcilable

DifferencesandSeparation Periogimultaneously.
4. Model

In this section | explain a model capturing how theee general divorce law reforms
affect individuals’ decisions to divorce. | do restimate the model in the empirical section, yet
this model provides motivation for an examinatidreach divorce reform and provides insight
into how divorce law changes affect individual’sgons. This model is based on Mazzocco’s
(2007) household commitment mod&s.

Assume that there is a continuum of risk adverskviduals, who have finite life and
meet a potential spouse at an exogenous rate eaicld fif single. Individuals behave rationally,
have full information and have transferrable uéBt After each period’s marriage decision
individuals receive a wage shock, thus marriagdasasts will take into consideration wage
uncertainty?® Individuals will marry if and only if the expectealue of getting married exceeds
that of remaining single. The decision to obtaiivarce depends on the value of each spouse’s

outside option relative to that within marriaffeHousehold’s decisions are assumed to be

22 Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii, MississipfNew York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South
Dakota, and Texas are the nine states which adogiddult divorce independent of unilateral divarce

% Hawaii, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Texaghardour states which later adopted unilateral digo
after already having no-fault divorce for at lease year.

24 Mazzocco models the household with either ex-dmilleefficiency or no commitment. Ex-ante full
efficiency is not required to modélnilateral divorce law change. Ex-ante full efficiency isotstrong of
commitment level, as it possibly has spouses eg-emtnmitting to stay married even if both spousastva divorce
ex-post.

% shocks in wages are assumed to be mean zeroemtital for everyone.

% Mazzocco, Ruiz, and Yamaguchi (2007) describeothiside option as being the expected value of éutur
marriages over the remainder of one’s life.
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governed by partial commitment or by no commitm&¥ith partial commitment, the couple can
obtain a divorce if and only if both spouses degirdo so. With no commitment either couple
can initiate a divorce. With partial commitment gpes cannot change their bargaining position
during the duration of the marriage. Rather thgéiaing process occurs at the time of marriage,
and since divorce is only available with both sgsusonsent neither spouse has the ability to
change the bargaining position. On the other hahdjouseholds are governed by no
commitment, spouses’ bargaining positions withia tousehold can vary across periods and
during the length of the marriage. The bargainpogition within marriage depends on the
current situation rather than that which existedhat time of marriage. After laying out the
model mathematically, | will describe how the refsraffect spouse’s outside options, the value
of marriage and ultimately the decision to divouseng this model.

First examine the household’s problem governedatigd commitment for husbandH)
and wife ). Both individuals are assumed to be utility maiziens over a general consumption
good ¢€), leisure (), savings ) and a marriage specific public godq)( Each individual has a
time endowment each peridd The price of the consumption good is normalizedne, the
price of the public goodpf, the gross return on saving®),(and the labor market wage)(are
exogenously determined. For each time petidde household maximization problem can be

written as follows?’

max HUyy €y ol Q)W U €y ol 10Q))

Ch 156, lH b St th}tDT

St GytC t RQ* 8= (T- )W, t (T Lw,+ Rs, O 1
ss= 0

EY [ Uy (Guo by o Q)] B (U (G b0 Q) ]2 My + My,

The above social planner problem is an equivalenséhold maximization problem arising from
each spouse’s individual utility maximization prefl. The Pareto weightgy and uy are

determined at the time of marriage and are theltreafusome bargaining process. This
household’'s decision is governed by partial comraitmand there is no renegotiation of the
Pareto weights as long as one individual wishesetoain married. The last constraint is the
divorce decision for the household. The couple wiitain a divorce if and only if the outside

%" The problem assumes that neither individual isst period\. In the event of divorce the savings is split
equally among the spouses.
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option for each individual\, is greater than the expected value of marriapes i equivalent
to the sum of the outside options being less tharvalue of marriage to each memffer.

Once partial commitment is relaxed the householdsd® process is modeled with no
commitment. This model is similar to that abovelwiiwo differences. First, individual marriage
constraints exist rather than the joint householdstraint. For each spouse the expected value
of remaining married must be at least as largha®utside optiof’ Second, the Pareto weights
can vary during the marriage. If one spouse warmliv@ce there must be a renegotiation of the
relative bargaining power in the household forieariage to survive. It is optimal for a change
in the Pareto weights to occur if marital surpluses to divide. However it is possible that even
with new Pareto weights that the value of marriggyéess than the outside option for both
individuals and the household will obtain a divords individuals are risk adverse, knowing the
Pareto weights and marital division for the dunated the marriage is a good thing. Knowing
the household division allows each individual frgomarding against a change in the bargaining
position within the marriage. With changing bargagnpositions, individuals will consume less
and save more once the bargaining position withan household is allowed to vary with no
commitment. As such the gains from marriage aratgrewith partial commitment than with no
commitment.

The divorce decision depends on the value of ngeriglative to the joint value of the
outside options. These values depend on the cuarehipredicted marriage market, household
characteristics, divorce law, and possibly maneofhctors. Rather than estimating the model, |
assume the state divorce rate is linear with rasfmeobservables. Even without a complete
estimation of the model, this model motivates timpigical examination of each divorce reform
and provides a framework with which to understareeffects of the divorce reforms.

To predict the effects of divorce reform, consither case of two married individuals that
in subsequent periods must make a decision to remairied or to obtain a divorce. In addition

assume at the time of marriage that divorce is @nigilable under fault grounds. This model

| assume that there is transferrable utility amepguses. If one spouse desires a divorce andttiee
does not, the marriage will remain if there exastsansfer from the spouse desiring to remain mdmwhich makes
both spouses happier within marriage than singleus the joint outside option is the relevant corigoa for being
single rather than within marriage.

% The assumption of transferrable utility within mage and at separation allows for efficient
marriage/divorce decisions both with the partiahogitment and no commitment models.

%0 Second-order effects are and the effect due tpePtp are ambiguous as a result of not estimatieg t
entire marriage market model.
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predicts that divorce reforms including both noHfamounds and unilateral divorce will increase
divorce, while the effect of the change in propettgsolution is ambiguous. This is quite a
different prediction for unilateral divorce thanathof the Coase argument which has been
applied in previous studies. As argued by Beckeal €1977), Peters (1986) and undoubtedly
others, if bargaining amongst spouses is efficilkah the right to petition for divorce is useless
and the Coase Theorem predicts no change in divadnea states reform their divorce laws from

mutual consent to unilaterd.
4.1. Model predictions oNo-Fault

When individuals obtain a divorce they not only ché@ pay the nominal court costs, they
also incur a social cost.In order to petition for divorce under fault graisnat least one
individual in the marriage “allegedly” committedetideed worthy of divorce. The traditional
fault grounds for divorce included adultery, cryelidesertion, habitual drug addiction,
incarceration, or insanity. Each of these grourmisdivorce are thought of as wrong or bad
offenses, and divorcees incur a cost from beingnted’ or ‘labeled’ with such actions. With
no-fault divorce grounds, neither spouse is reguicebe branded with such allegations and the
social cost of divorce decreaséd&Jnder no-fault divorce individuals can avoid alfaground,
thus avoiding the social costs associated witiN@-fault divorce requires nothing more than
both spouses wanting to be single, which was ayreadequirement under fault divorce. This
does not necessarily remove all social costs assutivith divorce, as there may still remain a
stigma with divorce. Society may now give probdia$ to the potential divorce ground, even
though no-fault divorce is cited. However, as tloeigehold has full information, they know if
the imposed social cost caused by the ambiguityoeflault divorce exceeds the costs of citing
fault or not. If it is efficient to do so, the cdaepwill cite either the no-fault grounds or the ltau
grounds. Similarly, if it is efficient for one inddual to bear the majority of the social burden
and cost of divorce themselves (as would likely geap under fault divorce), with full
information the couple will create a contract theftects this efficiency gain when it is time for

31 By that same argument, the Coase Theorem wouldigirao change in divorce as a result of the
Property reform either. Chiappori et.al. (2007) reexamihe validity of the Coase theorem within this specif
application, finding that in general it does noplgo the effects of divorce reform.

32 \Weitzman (1985) argues that there is a high lef/sbcial cost under fault divorce.

3 Even with no-fault grounds, fault may be allegedt®e reason for divorce but is not necessary.
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divorce. An example of this is to obtain a no-fadiltorce, but have the one individual claim to
be the source of marital problems.

The household decisions are still governed by glacbmmitment even after the advent
of no-fault grounds. The reduction in divorce sdsas two effects on the outside option values
for each spouse. The first-order effect is an imtiatte increase in the outside option value for at
least one spouse, as now there is no social cdsaofrom divorce. With locally non-satiated
utility functions, the outside option under no-fadivorce will be strictly larger than the outside
option under fault divorce. The increase in attiease individual's outside option increase the
likelihood for divorce as it reduces the preexigtsurplus to marriage under the old divorce law,
and as such this model predicts an increase irraBvdue to no-fault divorce laws. A second-
order effect changes the outside options by affgdthe value of all potential future marriages.
Although it is plausible for the divorce reform fnofault to no-fault to have no effect on the
value of being single, it is possible that the eabf being single in that period would differ
slightly due to an increase in marital gains asged with the meeting of any future potential
spous€’ Based on the first-order effect no-fault divogrteunds will increase the probability of

divorce for any couple as a result of the reductibdivorce costs.
4.2. Model predictions oUnilateral

Under mutual consent the household decision is feddey partial commitment, but the
introduction of unilateral divorce removes any coitnment as either spouse may now obtain a
divorce. In addition to making decisions withoutnuoaitment, with unilateral divorce the
household bargaining power can vary each time geflibe marital surplus allowing for an ever
changing bargaining power is lower than that urgdetial commitment. Under no commitment
individuals face more risk than under partial comnmeint. In addition to the normal risk of
divorce and wage uncertainty faced by the couplth mo commitment each spouse also faces
the possibility of a renegotiation of bargainingygs and marital income. As such, risk-averse
individuals will choose to save more in the no cdtmment model than in with partial
commitment. This will decrease the gains from mage for the current marriage as well as all

future marriages.

% This paper does not provide a complete model efrtfarriage market, and as such is a simplifying
assumption that the second-order effect is nedéicalnd left for future research. This is likelyhold true, as each
single individual in expectation only has a proliatic chance of meeting a potential spouse they thould marry.
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First consider how the change in marital gains tfee current marriage impacts the
divorce decision. The differences between the m@iasitirplus of these two models can be seen
graphically in Figure 2. The household’s no connmeiht Pareto frontier is dominated by that of
the partial commitment model. As the Pareto frastithat of the no commitment (unilateral
divorce) is less than that under partial commitm@matual consent divorce); divorce is more
likely to occur with unilateral divorce. Considée hypothetical combinations of outside option
on the graph, the couple will remain married uratial commitment for all combinations, but
under no commitment the combinationMf,* and My? will obtain a divorce® As the lack of
commitment shifts in the Pareto frontier for thaubehold, the surplus of marriage is reduced
holding the outside option constant.

By changing from mutual consent to unilateral dogrthe marital gains for all future
marriages also change and have a second-ordet effébe outside options. If the gains from
future marriages decrease, it is likely that thésioke options will decreas8As the outside
options decrease the probability of divorce fallsus, the two effects of changing to unilateral
divorce from mutual consent move in opposing diogxt. Change in future marital gains is only
has a probabilistic effect on outside options whesdhe change in the current marital gains is
deterministic. The decrease in outside optionsheila second-order effect on the probability of
divorce. Thus the change from mutual consent tlatenal divorce will increase the probability

of divorce.
4.3. Model predictions oProperty

The model predictions on the previous two divoreéorms are fairly well defined
because of changes in the cost of divorce and mnatment. The reduction in divorce cost
attributable to no-fault divorce grounds increaseth spouses’ outside option values, and leads
to an increase in the probability of divorce. Withilateral divorce the household decision
process is changes from partial to no commitmeducing the value within current marriages
and also increasing the probability of divorce. d&thinately, the model does not have a clear

prediction on the probability of divorce due to ngas in property rights attributed Rooperty:.

% For simplicity this figure expresses the curreaitre reservation values and Pareto frontiers.
% The outside option depends on the probability ekting an individual, the probability of meeting an
individual that is of marriage quality, and the qaete marriage market both under the old and nearde regimes.
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This model is useful to think about such a problénot, without additional assumptions
on the outside options and the value of the prgpgesinsfer to each individual the model offers
no clear prediction. The change in property righilsimmediately effect the outside options for
each individual. An increase in one spouse’s datgption is at the expense of the other
spouse’s outside option resulting from the chamgenarital property rights. The change in
martial property rights does not leave the jointsae option unchanged, as the reallocation of
marital property will have differing effects on thaility levels of the spouses. Even with
transferrable utility, the joint outside option wal will change fromProperty. Without a
complete modeling of the outside options and theriage market, the effects &froperty are

ambiguous.
5. Data

| use state level divorce rates (DR) expressecemapnum thousand populations as the
dependent variable in this analysis. | use divaates for all 50 states and the District of
Columbia for the years of 1940 through 2005. Thédwal Center for Health Statistics and state
agencies gather the divorce rate data, which grerted in the Vital Statistics of the United
States. The Vital Statistics Division of the Cenfitst collected divorce statistics in 1940. This
was quickly shut down due to WWII. In 1944 theleclion of these statistics resumed, and in
1946 duties were transferred to the Public HeakhviSe. In 1958 divorce registration areas
were established to promote regular, timely, araligte reporting. Prior to the creation of these
areas, divorce rate data is only available fromesstates’

| include the available divorce rate data priod858, as | believe the benefit outweighs
the cost. Between 1940 and 1958 there are 298 g&atr combinations with missing divorce
rate data, and as such nearly one third of aléstaar combinations during that time period are
missing. The frequency of missing data is mucth&igetween 1940 and 1958 than the rest of
the sample. Even after the creation of the divoeggstration areas, the panel data remains

unbalanced due to reporting inconsistencies thétigherified the robustness of the estimates to

3" Due to this reason Wolfers (2006) use 1956 sterek rates as the first year of data rather tH@s8.
In 1956 and 1957 there were only 6 and 7 missirggdations respectively, prior to which time atsked2 states
were missing data in each year. Friedberg (19983 1968 as the first year of data.

%There are 410 missing state year observations theeentire time frame, with 111 occurring in oreaft
1958. After 1958 the missing data is concentratexbtly in a few states, with California (15), Indéa (21),
Louisiana (40), New Mexico (9) and Oklahoma (5)ngethe only states with more than 3 years of misdita each.
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the inclusion of the 1940-1958 data by performingirailar analysis once those years were
omitted®® By including the available divorce rate data ptio 1958, pre-reform divorce rate
observations exist for Delaware (1957), New Hames(1i957), Oklahoma (1953), Texas (1953),
Utah (1943) and Vermont (194%).1 include state effects in my analysis. As sthehstatistical
identification of the divorce reform variables isilp possible in states with pre-reform
observation! The inclusion of the extended dataset even witlgh frequency of missing data
is important for the additional identification.

As noted earlier in the divorce classification gagtidentification of the effects of each
divorce law reform is possible only because soma¢estadoptedNo-Fault and Unilateral in
different years. In order to split the effecthd-Fault from Unilateral, states in which the fault
to no-fault and mutual consent to unilateral diereforms occur simultaneously are grouped
differently from states in which the reforms oceuatrseparately. Only the joint effect Nb-
Fault and Unilateral is identified in states which adopted no-fault doe grounds at the same
time as unilateral divorce, and as such this coetbieffect is accounted for in tiéo-Fault
Unilateral (NFU) variable. States which adopt&b-Fault and Unilateral in different years
allow me to identify these effects separately.hiese stateNo-Fault Only(NFO) andUnilateral
Only (UO) are the two divorce reform variables. These Wéem are constructed from my
divorce classification and allow me to attribute #ffects, if any, to the specific divorce reform
or only to the combinatioff. Propertyis the last divorce reform variable included ie #nalysis.

| use state level demographic characteristics d#iadal controls to capture differences
in general demographic divorce propensities, viarain marriage market conditions as well as

levels of conservatism. Census state level datlade racial composition (Percentage White,

However, missing data is spread more evenly a¢hesgears as 1991-1992 and 1994-2005 are the ealss with
more than 3 states missing data.

39 A complete detailing of the robustness analysisdiided in the results section.

0 Of the six states in which pre-divorce reform oliagions could exist after 1940 but before 1958y on
Oklahoma (4 of 14 exist) and Texas (10 of 14 exast) missing any of these pre-reform divorce rétseovations.
Without pre-reform observations, identificationtbé divorce reform variables is not possible irsthetates once a
state effect is included. As such, this is evidetiat use of the extended sample does add tdé¢héfication.

*1f there were no pre-reform observations, the tamtseffect of the divorce reform variable and shate
effects would be perfectly collinear.

*2 These variables are constructed for identificaimmposes. If | instead puto-Fault and Unilateral
classifications in the model, my estimatedNaof-Faultwould pick up the average dfo-Fault Onlystates andNo-
Fault Unilateral States, whileUnilateral would pick up the marginal effect Mo-Fault Unilateral states and
Unilateral Only states. Because most of the states fall undeNth€ault Unilateralcategory, | would incorrectly
be attributing the entire effect do-Fault This is a not an issue if only the overall effeas of interest, however
the marginal contributions of each divorce refosnmiportant and should be examined.
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Black, Indian, and Asian), percent living in an ambarea, the male to female ratio, percent with
a high school education, and age composition (Rerceder 18 and over 65). State level
unemployment rates and female labor force partipaates are available from the Bureau of
Labor Statistic§®> Popular votes by state are available online émhePresidential electioAtlas

of U.S. Presidential Election&eip 2008) provides state level popular votes pactent voting
democrat. In addition, | measure the percent gotiemocrat relative to the US averdge.

Summary statistics are contained in Table 2.

6. Estimation

6.1. Replication of Friedberg

Friedberg uses a panel of state level divorce fabes 1968-1988 to estimate the effects

of unilateral divorce reform. Friedberg estimates following statistical equation.
Divorce Ratg, = 8+ 3, Unilaterak 5, S+ 3, F [, Strend L 2

S

Friedberg’s estimates indicate that unilateral eases the divorce rate by 16% using a linear
population weighted OLS estimator. The state lireeat quadratic trends are included to capture
trends in state-level characteristics that infleedivorce®

In addition to the broader divorce reform classifion that | utilize in this paper, my
analysis differs from Friedberg by using data frd@#0-2005, the use of additional state level
control variables rather than state trends, and Iti@acount for the error structure in the data.
The first column of table 3 contains Friedberg'slateral estimate® | replicate Friedberg's
specification on the extended dataset, with adafi@ontrols, and on the extended dataset with
additional controls in columns 2, 3, and 4 respetyi All of the unilateral estimates contained

3] use census estimates when available, from eitnéine or through the Statistical Abstracts to the
United States. When no reported estimates weliéabig | use a linear interpolation.

“4| use linear interpolations for both percent vgtiemocrat and restrict it to be between 0 andhigwis
binding for Washington DC extrapolations. The patosting democrat relative to the US average bebneach
four year presidential election is then based ontdd& popular and democratic votes. | extrapolateAlaska and
Hawaii even though they were not states at thenpdégi of my sample. The results are robust togktsapolation.

*5 Friedberg also included dichotomous coding bremiables to capture changes in state coding pesctic
My replication indicated that the estimates areusblio the inclusion or exclusion of these addalowvariables,
although the inclusion of these coding break védembdoes increase the coefficient estimate.

*6 My replication of Friedberg’s specification yietla unilateral estimate of 0.431 and a standat efr
0.05. This estimate is indistinguishable from &bierg’s reported estimate contained in the top fitsz column. |
use Friedberg’s unilateral classification in thbléa which is a combination dfnilateral andNo-Faultas | have
defined the divorce reform variables.
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in table 3 are similar to Friedberg’'s estimate. eTiise of additional data and additional

covariates do not change Friedberg’s results.
6.2. Replication of Wolfers

Wolfers (2006) broadens Friedberg’'s panel dataseto66-1988, adding an additional
twelve years of data. Rather than estimating ateon effect of divorce reform, Wolfers allows
for a flexible form specification which allows tleéfects of divorce reform to vary depending on

time” Wolfers preferred specification is as follows.

Divorce Ratg, = Z,Bk Unilateral divorce has been ineaff for k periods,

k=1
B+ LS+ BT+ L. Strend y,

Wolfers results are quite interesting for two reasolirst, the estimated positive effect of
divorce reform is statistically significant but gregxists for the first eight years, and second the
long-term effect of divorce reform is found to begative and significant. The long-term effects
are fragile however, and the estimates are not tabushanges in the specificati&hSimilar to
Friedberg, Wolfers uses a linear population weigl2é& estimator.

| utilize a broader divorce reform classificatiam this paper. In addition my analysis
differs from Wolfers by using data from 1940-20@%cluding state level characteristics rather
than state trends, and account for the error strean the data. Wolfer's unilateral estimates
allow for a flexible divorce reform effect and arluded in the first column of table*3. |
estimate Wolfer's specification with the longer datia with additional controls, and on the
longer dataset with additional controls in columns32and 4 respectively. With the flexible
specification the immediate effects are robusthi® longer sample and additional covariates,
having increased the divorce rate for at leastfits® eight years after adoption. However,

inclusion of additional covariates or extending geenple attenuates the long-term estim#tes.

“" Wolfers replicates Friedberg’s constant effectodie reform estimates. The extended dataset from
1940-2005 and Wolfers extension do not affect Frégd’s estimates. The replication of Friedberghi@ previous
section closely replicates the constant divorcermefeffects reported by Wolfers.

*8 The inclusion of state trends changed the longrtestimates greatly. | do a sensitivity analysithw
regards to state trends later, finding that lireead quadratic trends do not affect my estimates.

9 An exact replication of Wolfer's results is possilas a result of Justin’s generosity in sharirgyduide
and data. | use Wolfer’s unilateral classificatiartable 4, which is the combination bhilateral, No-Fault and
Propertyas | have defined the divorce reform variables.

0 Accounting for robust standard errors in the atitspecification also yields estimates that are not
statistically significant.
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Wolfers finds that his estimates are robust toaeditional years of data from 1988-1998, yet |
find that the estimates are not robust to includimyre data prior to 1958° Using the above
specification | find positive ‘unilateral’ estimatefor all 2 year intervals and a statistically
significant long term effect once the extended derapd additional covariates are includéd.

6.3. Empirical Methodology

The statistical equation utilizes the panel striectof the data and estimates the overall
effect of each divorce reform variable on the stetel divorce rate[¥R) using a random effects
GLS estimator. Since identification of the two gml divorce reforms comes from states
adoptingNo-FaultandUnilateral separately, | include the three possible genexairde reforms
No-Fault Unilateral (NFU), No-Fault Only(NFO) andUnilateral Only (UO) to disentangle the
effects of these reform®roperty (P) is included and represents the effect of notvafig fault
to be considered in separation of property in amdito the effect of no-fault grounds and
unilateral divorce. State level control variablEsare included to capture differences attributable
to changes in state demographics, marriage madketitoons, the economy, and conservatism
over time. Along with the divorce reform variableglastate specific time varying controls, time

(t) fixed effectsT and stateg) random effects.
DR, = Byey NFU+ B (o NFO+ B, UOH B P+ B, X, + B, T+ & 4

| test for autocorrelation using a Cochrane-Ordwdst on the OLS residuals from the
above specification. The data violates the assimphat the error term in equation 4 is
independent and identically distributed acrossestand time. The estimate for first order
autocorrelation is equal to 0.89, implying exisew serial correlatior’ | also test and find no
evidence of higher levels of autocorrelation. Usthg test procedure described by Burke,
Godfrey, and Tremayne (1990) | fail to reject thél hypothesis of an AR(1) process compared

to the alternative of a MA(1) process. In additionallowing for autocorrelation, 1 model the

*1 The additional years not only provide more datéhwihich to fit state trends and controls, addingren
years of data allows more states to add informatavard the identification of the divorce refornriadbles. This
point is elaborated more in the robustness anadygisection.

*2| find the long-term estimates are highly sensitiilsing Wolfer’s specification, consistent with \iéo$
robustness checks. This is a concern to the lomg-t@plications of those estimates. Once | accdonthe error
structure and a richer divorce reform classificatidind the estimates are not sensitive to thesads, and instead
are very robust to the sample period, covariatas.even state trends.

> There was no evidence of cointegration acrosestasing the Kao (1999) Dickey-Fuller test. The
standard error on the autocorrelation term is etu@l02.
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error term to include a random state effect. | dwbie bias found by Nickell (1981) associated
with the use of fixed effects and an AR(1) procedsessing random effec®.Thus the error
term for the GLS estimator has the following struefuwheref is a state random error
component assumed to be independent of other @rmponents anelis i.i.d. across states and
time.

es,t:Hs+pest—1+£sl 5

Failing to account for autocorrelation usually gelsmaller than appropriate standard errors,
often resulting in statistically significant resulteven when they may not exidt.The
autocorrelation in the error term not only has imgat statistical features, but also has an
economic interpretation. Once all observables haenkaccounted for, an idiosyncratic shock
affecting the divorce rate may not only have efantthat year but also persist in future years.
This persistence can be thought of as an informatibme delay due associated with a shift in
the social norm, often slow to take place and téikes.

Divorce reform may not have a constant effect oiraet as divorce reform will affect
already married couples differently than those Whntarry after the reform. To allow for any
generic shaped effect of the divorce reform vaaapl separate the divorce reform variables
(NFU, NFO, UO, and P) into 2-year incrementd.his combines the effects of each divorce
reform over the first and second years into onenasé, the third and fourth years into another
and so forth until 15 years or mor@Divorce reforms affect the immediate utility fronamage
as well as the outside options. Divorce reform edemsdor the first two-year interval is the
effect of divorce reform on the stock of marriediinduals. The stock of married individuals
prior to divorce reform was the group of interesttl® model predictions. Interpretation of

longer time period estimates must take into accehanges in the marriage process as Well.

> The Breusch and Pagan (1979) LM test and Hausipegifiation tests reject the use of fixed effects
compared to random effects in the basic specificatvithout an AR(1) error component at 0.000 levdlhe
Hausman specification test fails to reject thatabeariance structure is similar with state randeffects or state
fixed effects with an AR(1) component.

%5 Autocorrelation is often an indication of omittedriables. | test for this by including state sfiec
trends. Even with state specific trends, autodation exists. Even though Friedberg and Wolfegua for state
trends to capture omitted variables, the presefiaatocorrelation persists even with their inclusio

*%| ran specifications allowing for different yeargpings of the divorce reform variables, includimg,
two, three, and four year groups as well as differmimber of periods. The results were robushase model
specifications and as such the model specificatias chosen to be consistent with the existingditee.

" This paper does not estimate a complete marri@gkanand that task remains as future research.

22



The same error structure is used in the flexibkcsgation as described for the constant effect

equation.
7 7 7 7
DRs,t = ZﬁNFU,i NFUi,s,t + ZIBNFOJ NFOl,s,t+ Zﬁuo,i UQ,s,t+ ZIBP,i I:i),s,t 6
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
+/8xxs,t + ﬂtTt + est
7. Results

Divorce reform estimates from equations 4 and 6cargained in table 5. The constant
effect estimates using equation 4 are in the topabtable 5, while the flexible form estimates
from equation 6 are below. The constant reform esBs) contrary to common belief and
previously reported results, indicate that divorerm has no statistically significant effect on
state level divorce rates. These estimates areistenswith the predictions of the model and
have the expected sign even though they are nuststally significant. No-Fault Unilateral
increased the divorce rate by 0.48 in states whidpi@d no-fault grounds and unilateral divorce
at the same time. This estimate represents abd%®@ increase in the divorce rate, which is
nearly identical to Friedberg’s point estimate kuthout the statistical significancélo-Fault
Only and Unilateral Only estimates are positive in states which adoptedetdesrce reforms
separately, but these estimates are not statigtis@nificant. The constant effect &froperty,
which is in addition to the effect &fo-Faultand most often in addition tdnilateral as well is
negative but not statistically significant. Thealodivorce reform estimated effect for a state
which changed tdo-fault UnilateralPropertyfrom mutual consent fault based divorce is 0.149
(a 3.4% increase), but is not statistically sigmafit.

The magnitudes and sign ®&o-Fault and Unilateral constant effectestimates are
consistent with previous findings but there is nalemce that any of these constant effects are
statistically significant. In addition, even thduthe estimates are not statistically significant,
using the broader divorce reform classificationicates that the marginal impact Bfopertyis
likely negative. This is completely contrary tdiestes from studies examining the impact of

divorce reform as defined by no-fault propertylsetent®

%8 Studies examining only the effects of no-fault lateiral property have positive estimates or lack
statistical significance. Wolfers is the only papdich finds a negative effect. These studiesroaavoid omitted
variable bias without using the broader divorcemsf classification estimates.
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The flexible form divorce reform estimates fromtistitcal equation 6 are contained in
the second row of table 5. Using the flexible speatfon | find similar findings to the constant
effects as most two-year interval estimates areséinee sign as the constant effect estimates but
not statistically significant. The majority dfo-Fault Only Unilateral Only and No-Fault
Unilateral estimates are positive and not statistically igamt. There are no immediate effects
of No-Fault or Unilateral on the divorce rate, evidenced by both the snaittpestimates and
lack of statistically significance in the first twear interval point estimates. Similarly, there is
no immediate effect dPropertyon the divorce rate.

Contrary to the immediate effects and the first tw@as interval estimates, the last two-
year interval divorce reforms estimates are lamg statistically significant. These statistically
significant estimates indicate that divorce refdras impacted the marriage market and not only
the stock of married people at the time of refociranging the frequency of divorce in the long-
term. TheNo-Fault Unilateralpoint estimate indicates a 75% increase in therdes/rate after
15 years as a result of the simultaneous adopfiorodault and unilateral divorcg.No-Fault
Only and Unilateral Only estimates for states which adopted no-fault anthtenal divorce in
different years are similar to the combindlb-Fault Unilateral estimates for states which
adopted the two divorce reforms simultaneod8iyhe long-term estimates for no-fault and
unilateral divorce reform are large in magnituderethough the estimates are not statistically
significant. The additional effect &fropertyis negative and statistically significant. Comghare
to no-fault unilateral divorce, a state which latgtopts no-fault property settlement would
experience nearly a 50% decrease in the divoreeaftgr 15 years. Compared to fault divorce,
the effect of changing to no-fault unilateral diwerwith no-fault property settlement after 15
years is the combination dfo-Fault UnilateralandProperty. The combined estimate is 1.464
with a standard error of 0.844, a statistically gigant increase of 34% in the divorce réfe.
From this specification | am unable to distingwehether no-fault divorce grounds or unilateral

divorce is driving the overall increase. The estasaare imprecisely measured, and it is

9 The point estimate is evaluated at the mean ofi#it for predictive power.

€9 fail to reject that each two year interval comdtions ofNo-Fault OnlyandUnilateral Onlyis equal to
No-Fault Unilateralusing a joint Wald. The test statistic Witbf@) is 0.50.

%1 Only South Dakota allows for no-fault propertytlhent without unilateral divorce. All other stat
which allow for no-fault property settlement alsavk unilateral divorce.

2 The combined effect dflo-Fault Unilateraland Propertyfor 15+ years is statistically significant at the
10% level.
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impossible to gain any useful information about teé&tive importance of the two general
divorce reforms in states which adopted them seglgrit

Each divorce reform has a long-term effect on tiverde rate, even though there is no
constant effect or immediate effeétdt is likely that the divorce reforms not only efted the
long-term divorce rate but also the marriage rat stability within new marriages. Rasul (2006)
discusses how divorce reform may affect not onlyrttegried stock but also the newly married
couples and have differing effects in the short mamsus the long run. | do not address
estimation of a long-term marriage market nor bsé& model to predict such outcomes.

7.1. Specific divorce reform

| find no evidence of a constant effect of eithee No-fault or the Unilateral divorce
reform. Nonetheless, | check if there are any comstéfects of the specific no-fault divorce
reforms® This analysis will serve two purposes. First, péstature has differed on the
definition of ‘no-fault’ and as a result found cbating evidence to the effects of ‘no-fault’ on
the probability of divorce. Peters (1986) and Al[@892) differ in their classification of their
‘no-fault’ divorce reform variable. Allen arguedathseparation period is another form of no-
fault divorce, and should be included in the défmi of one single dichotomous variable. This
is the first study to test whether the types of awltf divorce differ, specifically whether
Separation Perioddiffers from Irreconcilable Differences Second, examiningeparation
Period and Irreconcilable Differenceseparately will ensure that the general divorcermefo
estimates are not subject to misspecification anited variable bias.

In order to differentiate the specific no-fault dice reform effects from the interaction
of the specific no-fault reform and unilateral kate variables similar to that for the general
divorce reform. Thus, | create a variable to cepthe effects of changing to that specific no-
fault ground separate frotdnilateral, the effect olUnilateral in addition to the specific no-fault

ground, and the joint effect of the specific noHalivorce ground andJnilateral. When the

83| fail to reject the joint null hypothesis of dllnilateral estimates being zero across all time periods,
which is consistent with a 100% relative importaimretheNo-Fault divorce reform. Similarly, | fail to reject a
joint Wald test of allNo-Fault variables across all time periods indicating a %0flative importance due to
Unilateral divorce reform is consistent.

®In the robustness analysis | found statisticaignificant long-term estimates fddo-Fault Only and
Unilateral Onlyin addition toNo-Fault UnilateralandProperty.

% |deally, | would be able to test the flexible fospecification for the specific no-fault divorceognds.
However, due to extremely small sample sizes fecbncilable differences, Separation Period, arcctimbination
this is not possible using state level data.
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specific no-fault grounds are usBid-Fault Onlyis decomposed intlsreconcilable Differences
Only, Separation Period Onlygnd Irreconcilable Differences / Separation Period. Utéeal
Only is separated into the effects in addition to egmcific no-fault ground® Similarly No-
Fault Unilateral is divided into Irreconcilable Differences Unilateral, Separation et
Unilateral, andlrreconcilable Differences / Separation Peribahilateral.

Specific no-fault divorce reform estimates can benfl in Table 6, where | used the
specification of equation 4 with the general noffaualriables being replaced with the specific
no-fault divorce variables. None of these speciftefault grounds estimates are statistically
significant®” There is no evidence that the different formsnoffault divorce have different
effects on divorce rates. Peter's ‘no-fault’ vakehbs most similar to thdrreconcilable
Differences Unilateralvariable in this study, where as Allen’s argues tloe inclusion of
Separation Period Unilaterahto one dichotomous ‘no-fault’ variable. The gsdtes in table 6
support Peters’ positive estimates which are ndtstitally significant but contradict Allen’s

estimates which were larger and statistically $icgmit compared to Pete??.
7.2. Robustness Analysis

Replicating Friedberg and Wolfers highlights thexaern for estimate robustnéSsall
of the statistically significant constant effectiemtes of earlier studies disappear once a general
divorce classification and the error structure It tlata are accounted for. The robustness of
these estimates which lack statistical significaand of the statistically significant long-term
estimates remains in question. In order to chkakrmy estimates reported in table 5 are robust,
| vary the specification to include state year di€nto omit the additional control variables, and
the years in the sample.

® There are no states that adoptéddilateral divorce in addition to bothSeparation Periodand
Irreconcilable Differencegrounds.

7| conducted a robustness analysis on the spewmfiault grounds to ensure that this result wasomby
attributable to the specification choice. Nonetloé specific divorce reform estimates were sigaift from
specifications that included; state trends but owtrol variables, state trends and control varigbde neither state
trends nor control variables.

% Friedberg finds that Unilateral defined as SepamaPeriod no-fault grounds has a smaller effeanth
Unilateral defined by other no-fault grounds. Blderg finds that both of these classifications positive and
statistically significant using a population weigbt.S estimator. | did not further explore Allen'ssults, as the
major difference between this study and Peterstiethe data. Peters/Allen use individual CP% dwtile | use
state divorce rates.

%9 find Wolfers’ estimates highly sensitive to tsample period as well as the inclusion of additiona
covariates. Wolfers admits the sensitivity of twen estimates as well as Friedberg’s.
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Table 7 contains constant effect estimates foigdreeral divorce reform variables once |
allow for different state level trends with and with@ualditional control variables. | allow for a
state specific linear trend, quadratic trend, amoictrends. Each column has different levels of
state trends included. To ensure that the estimatesnot only robust to the inclusion of
additional state control variables, they are orditted estimates are included in the second row
of the table while still allowing for the differengvels of state specific trenés.None of the

constant effect estimates are statistically sigaift’*

Past studies have found a positive and
statistically significant effect from a variety dichotomous divorce reform variables. | do not
find any evidence of divorce reform having a constffect on divorce rates; furthermore these
estimates are not sensitive to the inclusion déstantrols or trends.

Varying the years of data used in the analysis obstige source of identification for the
divorce reform variables. To illustrate this, coles the general divorce specification in
equation 4 and the impact of New Mexico’s chang&ldeFault Unilateraldivorce in 1933. A
state effect is perfectly collinear with the divoregorm variables over the entire sample, and as
such both are not identified within New Mexico alo@ensider Vermont, which changedNo-
Fault Unilateral divorce in 1941. Because there is one pre-divoebarm observation, the state
effect and the divorce reform effect are statiffijcaentifiable, but the state effect is based on
only one observation. In addition, the marginahtabution of Vermont to the divorce reform
effect is based on this one observation. Thesestates illustrate the problems of not using all
the available data, in that pre-divorce reform okestons are needed in order for that state to
contribute to the divorce reform estimates andrtitge pre-reform observations available the
better the average for the state prior to divorerm.’”® If | ignore a decade’s worth of

information and only include data from 1950-2005aJand Vermont will not contribute any to

Ovear fixed effects and state random effects warduded in all specification allowing for an AR(1)
process error term. All 2,956 observations werel disem all years, 1940-2005.

™ also test the robustness of the flexible divoreferm estimates, allowing for the varying statntls
with and without additional controls similar to laly. Similar estimates exist with and without i&iddal controls
and also allowing for state linear trends. The pear interval point estimates fdtroperty are positive and
statistically significant from 3 years until 10 yeafter the reform if quadratic or cubic year ttemare included, and
the long-term effects are attenuated for Property.

"2 This argument is valid once the effects due tootiher controls have been eliminated, thus stdéeteis
the average of the unexplained portion remainimgHe state.
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the identification of the divorce reform variablesd other states will have fewer pre-reform
observationg?

To check the robustness of the results in table rBarginally reduced the sample by
incrementally eliminating a decade’s worth of dafable 8 contains the flexible divorce reform
estimate&' once the sample has been reduced to the years19863° More of the flexible
form estimates from the smaller sample are stadilyi significant. In addition taNo-Fault
Unilateral and Property, No-Fault Only and No-Fault Unilateral each have statistically
significant long-term estimates. These estimatesstatistically significant after 7 years. The
additional estimated effects #froperty are negative and statistically significant for ledwo
year period seven years after divorce. None ofdikierce reform estimates are statistically
significant in the first years after the reformaffeming that the effects of the divorce reforne ar
not immediately felt on the stock of already matriedividuals. Rather divorce reform affects
the marriage market and long-term divorce propgnsiEstimates from the smaller sample
indicate that the additional effects &froperty completely negate the increase in divorce
associated witiNo-Fault Unilateral The estimates from the short sample reaffirmfihgings
in table 5, but the magnitudes of the long-terne&# depend on the years of data used in the

analysis’®
8. Conclusion

| use a broader classification of divorce law refobesed on statutory divorce law
changes. Examining divorce liberalization effectthaut first addressing the complexity of the
divorce laws reform yields problems with the estimafiéhis misclassification of divorce reform

led to a variety of contradicting results in pagtrature. Without controlling for a complete

3 Utah and Vermont are the only two states that gedriheir divorce laws between 1940 and 1950.

™ also tested the robustness for different ye&mata for the constant effect specification. Norfiehe
estimates without state trends or with linear teemere statistically significant for sub samplesluding only the
years 1950-1995 or 1960-1985. Property was statilst significant and positive with quadratic andbic trends
for the smaller samples. While state trends maptura changes in unobserved state characteristies,
interpretation and predictive value of such treislsveak. Thus | do not put any credence in thesalts with
guadratic or cubic trends.

5 Although the estimates did not vary much, the lteswere most sensitive to the removal of the first
twenty years of data irregardless of the endingpoil960-1985 was arbitrarily chosen, as the edémfrom this
sample closely resembled those from the 1960-1865.860-2005 samples.

® There is no reason to believe that states whicipted No-Fault, Unilateral, or Property in latease
would experience a different effect from thoseestavhich reformed their divorce laws earlier. Aststhere is no
reason to omit information from the analysis ane e smaller sample.
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divorce reform classification the estimates aresdwband interpretation of these estimates must
be modified. In particular, ‘unilateral’ estimatesich do not control foPropertyandNo-Fault

will incorrectly attribute the additional affect nb-fault property settlement to unilateral divorce.
In addition, the ‘unilateral’ estimates are compate any divorce ground’ Due to the high
correlation ofNo-Fault and Unilateral, the Unilateral estimate will be bias upwards due to
additional uncontrolletNo-Faulteffect.

Unlike earlier studies which categorized and groupearce reform into only one
variable of interest, | model and estimate theaff@f no-fault grounds, unilateral divorce, and
unilateral no-fault property division. My analysisaggests that these divorce law liberalizations
have no immediate effect on the divorce rate bwehang-term effects. My constant effect
estimates contradict earlier studies using the sdate which found a statistically significant
increase in the divorce rate as a result of divoeterm. | replicate those studies and find that
not only did they suffer from a complete divorcéoren classification, they also failed to use of
an appropriate estimator which takes into considerathe autocorrelation in the error term
structure.

My flexible form estimates build on Wolfers (200@sults. | find there is evidence that
divorce reform affects the long-term divorce rdiet find no evidence of an immediate impact.
Estimates reveal there is a long-term increaseviorces even when unilateral no-fault property
settlement is considered. The flexible divorcenef estimates reveal the long-term implications
for different combinations of divorce reform. Evdrough the short-term and immediate effect
estimates are not statistically significant, thedelgrovides insight into how rational individuals

are affected by divorce reform.

" When ‘unilateral’ divorce reform is thought of thsatus quo comparison is almost implicitly or
explicitly fault based divorce. As this paper t&Em®wn, that is not accurate without accountingefach divorce
reform.
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10. Appendix

The following list includes the divorce reform cldgstion for each state as well as the
District of Columbia. The source contains a year e@mapter number, house bill number, or other
alternative equivalent. The approval date and #@ffedate are listed for the source bill, as these
were the basis and often source of differences dingo If there are multiple changes with
different references, the sources, approval dadesl effective dates are in the order of
Irreconcilable Differencesind thenSeparation PeriodFor space purposes includibigpilateral
indicates the interaction with the previously mem¢id no-fault variable. The second column
contains the classifications found in Ellman andil{1998), Friedberg 1998), Gruber (2004),
Peters (1986), Rasul (2006), and Wolfers (2006).

Alabama
Source: 1971 No.2272 Property 1963
Approval Date: 10/1/1971 Other Classifications
Effective Date: 10/1/1971 Ellman and Lohr: 1971
No-Fault 1972 Friedberg: 1971
includingUnilateral: 1972 GruberNo-Fault 1971
Irreconcilable Differences 1972 GruberUnilateral: 1971
includingUnilateral: 1972 Peters: pre-1978
Separation Period 1972 Rasul 1971
includingUnilateral: 1972 Wolfers 1971
Alaska
Source: 1962 No.101 Property 1963
Approval Date: 4/12/1962 Other Classifications
Effective Date: 1/1/1963 Ellman and Lohr: 1974
No-Fault 1963 Friedberg: pre-1968
includingUnilateral: 1963 GruberNo-Fault 1935
Irreconcilable Differences 1963 GruberUnilateral: 1935
includingUnilateral: 1963 Peters: pre-1978
Separation Period none Rasul 1968
includingUnilateral: none Wolfers 1935
Arizona
Source: 1973 No.132 Property 1974
Approval Date: 5/145/1973 Other Classifications
Effective Date: 8/8/1973 Ellman and Lohr: 1973
No-Fault 1974 Friedberg: 1973
includingUnilateral: 1974 GruberNo-Fault 1931
Irreconcilable Differences 1974 GruberUnilateral: 1973
includingUnilateral: 1974 Peters: pre-1978
Separation Period none Rasul 1973
includingUnilateral: none Wolfers 1973
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Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Arkansas

1937 No.167 Property. none
5/1/1937 Other Classifications
5/1/1937 Ellman and Lohr: 1979

1937 Friedberg: none
1937 GruberNo-Fault 1937
none GruberUnilateral: none
none Peters: none
1937 Rasul none
1937 Wolfers none
California
1969 No0.1608 Property 1970
9/4/1969 Other Classifications
1/1/1970 Ellman and Lohr: 1969
1970 Friedberg: 1970
1970 GruberNo-Fault 1970
1970 GruberUnilateral: 1970
1970 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1970
none Wolfers 1970
Colorado

1971 No.130 Property. 1972
6/2/1971 Other Classifications
1/1/1972 Ellman and Lohr: 1971

1972 Friedberg: 1971
1972 GruberNo-Fault 1972
1972 GruberUnilateral: 1972
1972 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1971
none Wolfers 1971
Connecticut
1973 No.73-373 Property 1973
5/29/1973 Other Classifications
1973 Ellman and Lohr: 1973
1973 Friedberg: 1973
1973 GruberNo-Fault 1973
1973 GruberUnilateral: 1973
1973 Peters: pre-1978
1973 Rasul 1973
Wolfers 1973
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Delaware

Source: 1974 No0.350; 1952 No.27 Property. none
Approval Date: 6/4/1974, 4/3/1957 Other Classifications
Effective Date: 7/3/1974; unknown Ellman and Lohr: 1974
No-Fault 1957 Friedberg: none
includingUnilateral: none GruberNo-Fault 1957
Irreconcilable Differences 1975 GruberUnilateral: 1968
includingUnilateral: none Peters: none
Separation Period 1957 Rasul none
includingUnilateral: none Wolfers none
District of Columbia
Source: 1965 No0.89-217 Property. none
No-Fault 1966 Other Classifications
includingUnilateral: none Ellman and Lohr: none
Irreconcilable Differences none Friedberg: none
includingUnilateral: none GruberNo-Fault 1966
Separation Period 1966 GruberUnilateral: none
includingUnilateral: none Peters: none
Rasul none
Wolfers none
Florida
Source: 1971 No.71 Property. 1972
Approval Date: 6/22/1971 Other Classifications
Effective Date: 7/1/1971 Ellman and Lohr: 1971
No-Fault 1972 Friedberg: 1971
includingUnilateral: 1972 GruberNo-Fault 1971
Irreconcilable Differences 1972 GruberUnilateral: 1971
includingUnilateral: 1972 Peters: pre-1978
Separation Period none Rasul 1971
includingUnilateral: none Wolfers 1971
Georgia
Source: 1973 No.276 Property 1973
Approval Date: 4/13/1973 Other Classifications
No-Fault 1973 Ellman and Lohr: 1973
includingUnilateral: 1973 Friedberg: 1973
Irreconcilable Differences 1973 GruberNo-Fault 1973
includingUnilateral: 1973 GruberUnilateral: 1973
Separation Period none Peters: pre-1978
includingUnilateral: none Rasul 1973
Wolfers 1973
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Hawalii

Source: 1973 No.211; 1965 No.52 Property. 1974
Approval Date: 5/31/1973; 5/8/1965 Other Classifications
Effective Date: 7/1/1973; 5/8/1965 Ellman and Lohr: 1932
No-Fault 1965 Friedberg: 1973
includingUnilateral: 1974 GruberNo-Fault 1965
Irreconcilable Differences 1974 GruberUnilateral: 1972
includingUnilateral: 1974 Peters: pre-1978
Separation Period 1965 Rasul 1973
includingUnilateral: none Wolfers 1973
Idaho
Source: 1971 No.20 Property. 1971
Approval Date: 2/13/1971 Other Classifications
No-Fault 1971 Ellman and Lohr: 1931
includingUnilateral: 1971 Friedberg: 1971
Irreconcilable Differences 1971 GruberNo-Fault 1945
includingUnilateral: 1971 GruberUnilateral: 1971
Separation Period none Peters: pre-1978
includingUnilateral: none Rasul 1971
Wolfers 1971
[linois
Source: 1983 N0.83-954 Property. none
Effective Date: 7/1/1984 Other Classifications
No-Fault 1984 Ellman and Lohr: 1983
includingUnilateral: 1984 Friedberg: 1984
Irreconcilable Differences none GruberNo-Fault 1984
includingUnilateral: none GruberUnilateral: none
Separation Period 1984 Peters: none
includingUnilateral: 1984 Rasul none
Wolfers none
Indiana
Source: 1973 No.297 Property 1974
Approval Date: 9/1/1973 Other Classifications
No-Fault 1974 Ellman and Lohr: 1973
includingUnilateral: 1974 Friedberg: 1973
Irreconcilable Differences 1974 GruberNo-Fault 1973
includingUnilateral: 1974 GruberUnilateral: 1973
Separation Period none Peters: pre-1978
includingUnilateral: none Rasul 1973
Wolfers 1973
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Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

lowa

1970 No.1266 Property. 1971
3/20/1970 Other Classifications
7/1/1970 Ellman and Lohr: 1970
1971 Friedberg: 1970
1971 GruberNo-Fault 1970
1971 GruberUnilateral: 1970
1971 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1970
none Wolfers 1970
Kansas
1969 No.286 Property 1970
4/18/1969 Other Classifications
7/1/1969 Ellman and Lohr: 1969
1970 Friedberg: 1969
1970 GruberNo-Fault 1969
1970 GruberUnilateral: 1969
1970 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1969
none Wolfers 1969
Kentucky
1972 No.182 Property. 1972
3/25/1972 Other Classifications
6/16/1972 Ellman and Lohr: 1972
1972 Friedberg: 1972
1972 GruberNo-Fault 1962
1972 GruberUnilateral: 1972
1972 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1972
none Wolfers 1972
L ouisiana
1960 No.31 Property none
1/1/1961 Other Classifications
1961 Ellman and Lohr: 1965
1961 Friedberg: pre-1968
none GruberNo-Fault 1916
none GruberUnilateral: none
1961 Peters: none
1961 Rasul none
Wolfers none
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Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Maine

1973 No0.532 Property. 1974
10/3/1973 Other Classifications
10/3/1973 Ellman and Lohr: 1973

1974 Friedberg: 1973

1974 GruberNo-Fault 1973

1974 GruberUnilateral: 1973

1974 Peters: pre-1978

none Rasul 1973

none Wolfers 1973
Maryland

1937 No0.396 Property none

4/26/1937 Other Classifications
6/1/1937 Ellman and Lohr: 1937
1937 Friedberg: pre-1968
1937 GruberNo-Fault 1969
none GruberUnilateral: none
none Peters: none
1937 Rasul none
1937 Wolfers none
M assachusetts
1975 No.698 Property. 1976
11/19/1975 Other Classifications
11/19/1975 Ellman and Lohr: 1975
1976 Friedberg: 1975
1976 GruberNo-Fault 1975
1976 GruberUnilateral: 1975
1976 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1975
none Wolfers 1975
Michigan
1971 No.75 Property 1972
7/29/1971 Other Classifications
1/1/1972 Ellman and Lohr: 1971
1972 Friedberg: 1972
1972 GruberNo-Fault 1972
1972 GruberUnilateral: 1972
1972 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1972
none Wolfers 1972
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Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:
No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:
Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period

Minnesota ¢

1974 No.107; 1935 No0.295

Property 1974
3/14/1974; 4/25/1935 Other Classifications
3/30/1974; unknown Ellman and Lohr: 1974
1935 Friedberg: 1974
1935 GruberNo-Fault 1933
1974 GruberUnilateral: 1974
1974 Peters: pre-1978
1935 Rasul 1974
1935 Wolfers 1974
?Irreconcilable DifferenceseplacedSeparation Periodjrounds for divorce.
Mississippi
1976 No.451 Property. none
5/20/1976 Other Classifications
7/1/1976 Ellman and Lohr: 1976
1977 Friedberg: none
none GruberNo-Fault 1978
1977 GruberUnilateral: none
none Peters: none
none Rasul none
none Wolfers none
Missouri
1973 No.315 Property none
8/6/1973 Other Classifications
1/1/1974 Ellman and Lohr: 1973
1974 Friedberg: 1973
1974 GruberNo-Fault 1974
1974 GruberUnilateral: none
1974 Peters: none
none Rasul none
none Wolfers none
Montana
1975 No.536 Property. 1976
5/6/1975 Other Classifications
1/1/1976 Ellman and Lohr: 1975
1976 Friedberg: 1975
1976 GruberNo-Fault 1973
1976 GruberUnilateral: 1973
1976 Peters: pre-1978
1976 Rasul 1975
1976 Wolfers 1975

includingUnilateral:
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Source:
Approval Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:
No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:
Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:
No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:
Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Nebraska

1972 No.820

4/8/1972
1972
1972
1972
1972
none
none

Nevada

1967 N0.278; 1931 No.111
4/15/1967; 3/23/1931
Unknown; 3/23/1931

1931
1931
1967
1967
1931
1931

Property. 1972
Other Classifications
Ellman and Lohr: 1972
Friedberg: 1972
GruberNo-Fault 1972
GruberUnilateral: 1972
Peters: pre-1978
Rasul 1972
Wolfers 1972
Property 1967
Other Classifications
Ellman and Lohr: 1931
Friedberg: 1973
GruberNo-Fault 1931
GruberUnilateral: 1967
Peters: pre-1978
Rasul 1973
Wolfers 1973

New Hampshire

1971 No.445; 1957 No.67 Property. 1972
6/30/1971; unknown Other Classifications
8/29/1971; unknown Ellman and Lohr: 1971

1957 Friedberg: 1971
1957 GruberNo-Fault 1971
1972 GruberUnilateral: 1971
1972 Peters: pre-1978
1957 Rasul 1971
1957 Wolfers 1971
New Jer sey
1971 No.212 Property none
6/14/1971 Other Classifications
9/13/1971 Ellman and Lohr: 1971
1972 Friedberg: 1971
1972 GruberNo-Fault 1971
1972 GruberUnilateral: none
1972 Peters: none
none Rasul none
none Wolfers none
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Source:
Approval Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

New Mexico

1933 No.54 Property. 1933
3/3/1933 Other Classifications
1933 Ellman and Lohr: 1973
1933 Friedberg: 1973
1933 GruberNo-Fault 1933
1933 GruberUnilateral: 1933
none Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1973
Wolfers 1973
New York
1966 No.254 Property none
4/27/1966 Other Classifications
9/1/1967 Ellman and Lohr: 1966
1968 Friedberg: none
none GruberNo-Fault 1967
none GruberUnilateral: none
none Peters: none
1968 Rasul none
none Wolfers none

North Carolina

1931 No.72
4/4/1931
4/4/1931

1931
1931
none
none
1931
1931

Property. none
Other Classifications
Ellman and Lohr: 1931
Friedberg: pre-1968
GruberNo-Fault 1910
GruberUnilateral: none
Peters: none
Rasul none
Wolfers none

North Dakota

1971 No.149
4/8/1971

1971

1971

1971

1971

none

none

Property 1971
Other Classifications
Ellman and Lohr: 1971
Friedberg: 1971
GruberNo-Fault 1971
GruberUnilateral: 1971
Peters: pre-1978
Rasul 1971
Wolfers 1971
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Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:
No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:
Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:
No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:
Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Ohio

1989 No0.129; 1974 No.233
5/26/1989; 6/24/1974

4/2/1980; 2/12/1988
7/1/1980; 2/12/1988

1981
1988
1981
none
1988
1988

Property. none
Other Classifications

8/25/1989; 9/23/1974 Ellman and Lohr: 1974
1975 Friedberg: 1974

1975 GruberNo-Fault 1974

1990 GruberUnilateral: none
none Peters: none

1975 Rasul none

1975 Wolfers none

Oklahoma
1953 No.22 Property 1953
5/25/1953 Other Classifications

6/6/1953 Ellman and Lohr: 1953
1953 Friedberg: pre-1968

1953 GruberNo-Fault 1953

1953 GruberUnilateral: 1953
1953 Peters: pre-1978

none Rasul 1968

none Wolfers 1953

Oregon
1971 No.280 Property. 1972
714/1971 Other Classifications

10/11971 Ellman and Lohr: 1971
1972 Friedberg: 1973

1972 GruberNo-Fault 1971

1972 GruberUnilateral: 1971
1972 Peters: pre-1978

none Rasul 1973

none Wolfers 1973

Pennsylvania
1980 No.26; 1988 No0.26 Property none

Other Classifications

Ellman and Lohr: 1980
Friedberg: 1980
GruberNo-Fault 1980
GruberUnilateral: none
Peters: none
Rasul none
Wolfers none
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Source:
Effective Date:
No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:
Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Rhode I sland

1975 N0.287; G.L. 1896 No0.195
5/22/1975; Unknown

1896
1975
1975
1975
1896
none

Property. 1975
Other Classifications
Ellman and Lohr: 1975
Friedberg: 1976
GruberNo-Fault 1910
GruberUnilateral: 1975
Peters: pre-1978
Rasul 1976
Wolfers 1976

South Carolina

1969 No.170 Property none
5/2/1969 Other Classifications
5/2/1969 Ellman and Lohr: 1969

1969 Friedberg: 1969
1969 GruberNo-Fault 1969
none GruberUnilateral: none
none Peters: none
1969 Rasul none
1969 Wolfers none
South Dakota

1985 No.207 Property. 1985

1985 Other Classifications
none Ellman and Lohr: 1985
1985 Friedberg: 1985
none GruberNo-Fault 1985
none GruberUnilateral: 1985
none Peters: none
Rasul 1985
Wolfers 1985
Tennessee
1977 No.107 Property none
4/28/1977 Other Classifications
4/28/1977 Ellman and Lohr: 1977
1977 Friedberg: none
1977 GruberNo-Fault 1963
1977 GruberUnilateral: none
none Peters: none
1977 Rasul none
1977 Wolfers none
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Texas

Source: 1969 No0.888; 1953 No0.91 Property. 1970
Approval Date: 5/14/1969; unknown Other Classifications
Effective Date: 1/1/1970; 5/1/1953 Ellman and Lohr: 1969
No-Fault 1953 Friedberg: 1974
includingUnilateral: 1970 GruberNo-Fault 1910
Irreconcilable Differences 1970 GruberUnilateral: 1970
includingUnilateral: 1970 Peters: pre-1978
Separation Period 1953 Rasul 1974
includingUnilateral: none Wolfers 1974
Utah
Source: 1987 N0.106; 1943 No.46 Property none
Approval Date: 3/16/ 1987, 2/24/1943 Other Classifications
Effective Date: 4/27/1987; 5/11/1943 Ellman and Lohr: 1987
No-Fault 1943 Friedberg: pre-1968
includingUnilateral: 1943 GruberNo-Fault 1943
Irreconcilable Differences 1987 GruberUnilateral: 1987
includingUnilateral: 1987 Peters: none
Separation Period 1943 Rasul none
includingUnilateral: 1943 Wolfers none
Vermont
Source: 1941 No.43 Property. none
Approval Date: 3/20/1941 Other Classifications
No-Fault 1941 Ellman and Lohr: 1941
includingUnilateral: 1941 Friedberg: pre-1968
Irreconcilable Differences none GruberNo-Fault 1969
includingUnilateral: none GruberUnilateral: none
Separation Period 1941 Peters: none
includingUnilateral: 1941 Rasul none
Wolfers none
Virginia
Source: 1960 No.108 Property none
Approval Date: 2/29/1960 Other Classifications
No-Fault 1960 Ellman and Lohr: 1960
includingUnilateral: 1960 Friedberg: pre-1968
Irreconcilable Differences none GruberNo-Fault 1960
includingUnilateral: none GruberUnilateral: none
Separation Period 1960 Peters: none
includingUnilateral: 1960 Rasul none
Wolfers none
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Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:
No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:
Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Source:
Approval Date:
Effective Date:

No-Fault
includingUnilateral:
Irreconcilable Differences
includingUnilateral:

Separation Period
includingUnilateral:

Washington

1973 No.157 Property. 1973
5/24/1973 Other Classifications
5/25/1973 Ellman and Lohr: 1973

1973 Friedberg: 1973
1973 GruberNo-Fault 1921
1973 GruberUnilateral: 1973
1973 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1973
none Wolfers 1973
West Virginia
1977 No.84; 1969 No.49 Property none
4/9/1977; 3/6/1969 Other Classifications
717/1977; 4/1/1969 Ellman and Lohr: 1977
1969 Friedberg: pre-1968
1969 GruberNo-Fault 1969
1978 GruberUnilateral: none
1978 Peters: none
1969 Rasul none
1969 Wolfers none
Wisconsin
1977 No.105 Property. none
10/21/1977 Other Classifications
2/1/1978 Ellman and Lohr: 1977
1978 Friedberg: 1977
1978 GruberNo-Fault 1977
1978 GruberUnilateral: 1978
none Peters: none
1978 Rasul none
1978 Wolfers none
Wyoming
1977 No.152 Property 1977
3/4/1977 Other Classifications
3/4/1977 Ellman and Lohr: 1977
1977 Friedberg: 1977
1977 GruberNo-Fault 1910
1977 GruberUnilateral: 1977
1977 Peters: pre-1978
none Rasul 1977
none Wolfers 1977
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Table 1: Frequencies of Divorce Reforms acroseStat

General Divorce Refor
fault-based / mutual consentNwo-Fault/ Unilateral
- Propertyadded simultaneously

fault-based / mtual consent tiNc-Fault/ mutual consel

No-Fault/ mutual consent thlo-Fault/ Unilateral

Specific Divorce Reform
fault-based / mutual consentlteeconcilable DifferencegUnilateral
- added simultaneously &eparation Period Unilateral
fault-based / mutual consentSeparation Perio/ Unilateral
- added simultaneously Irreconcilable Difference / mutual conse!
- added simultaneously Irreconcilable Difference/ Unilateral

fault-based / mutual consentltoeconcilable Difference$ mutual consent
fault-based / mutual consent$eparation Period mutual consent

Irreconcilable Difference / Unilateral added tcSeparation Perio/ mutual conser
Separation Period Unilateraladded tdrreconcilable Differenceg mutual consent

Other Divorce Reforms
Irreconcilable Difference$ mutual consent added &eparation Period mutual consent

Irreconcilable Difference / mutual consent added Separation Perio/ Unilateral

Irreconcilable Differences Unilateral added tdSeparation Period Unilateral
- Propertyadded simultaneously

Irreconcilable Difference / Unilateral replacesSeparation Perio/ Unilateral
- Propertyadded simultaneously

Coun
42
27

25

20

1
1
4
3
1

1

Note Changes represent state level divorce law chanfessuch, states are capable of being

included in more than one category and the totesdwt need to add up to 51.
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Table 2: Summary Statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
No-Fault Only 0.12 0.32 0.00 1.00
Unilateral Only 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
No-Fault Unilateral 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00
Property 0.34 0.47 0.00 1.00
Divorce Rate DR) per thousand 4.34 5.46 0.40"Y 136.40
State Population (millions) 4.01 4.30 0.11 30.00
Male to Female Ratio 0.98 0.05 0.86 1.44
Percent Urban 0.65 0.17 0.09 1.00
Percent with High School Education 0.59 0.20 0.15 .930
Percent White 0.85 0.14 0.06 1.00
Percent Black 0.10 0.12 0.00 0.71
Percent Asian 0.02 0.06 0.00 0.62
Percent Indian 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.38
Percent Under 18 0.31 0.05 0.03 0.46
Percent Over 65 0.10 0.03 0.02 0.28
Female Labor Force Participation Rate 0.47 0.13 701 0.71
Unemployment Rate 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.18
Percent voting Democrat 0.46 0.11 0.00 1.00
Percent voting Democrat relative to US -0.00 0.10 0.6% 0.52
Year 1974.32 18.21  1940.00 2005.00

Note There are 2,956 observatiorisThe only state-year combinations with a divorce
rate higher than 12 are each year prior to 1988evada.
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Table 3: Replication of Friedberg

Friedberg Extended Sampl

Specification Friedberg  Extended Sample ) ]
w/covariates w/covariates
Unilatera 0.447*** 0.493*** 0.388*** 0.542%**
(0.050 (0.089 (0.079 (0.091
Year: 196¢-198¢ 194(-200¢ 196¢€-198¢ 194(-200¢
Additional State Contro No No Yes Yes
N 104z 295¢ 1042 295¢

Notes Estimated using state population weights anddbBeeg’s ‘unilateral’ classification. Standard
errors are in parenthesis. *, **, and *** indicateat the estimate is significant at the 10%, 5%, B
level respectively. Huber-White robust standardrsrare included in the last three columns.
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Table 4: Replication of Wolfers

Extended SampIeWWOIfers Extended Sampl

Specification Wolfers . ]
/covariates w/covariates

Years after divorce refor

First 2 year 0.3424*** 0.4345*** 0.3072* 0.45&7***
(0.062 (0.157 (0.129 (0.159
34 0.3193*** 0.4378*** 0.2903*** 0.4817***
(0.070 (0.106 (0.081 (0.106
5-6 0.3005*** 0.4458*** 0.2886*** 0.4881***
(0.077 (0.103 (0.083 (0.101
7-8 0.3220*** 0.4948*** 0.3301*** 0.5418***
(0.084 (0.107) (0.091 (0.106
9-1C 0.081: 0.2728*** 0.108:¢ 0.3392***
(0.092 (0.098 (0.090 (0.098
11-12 -0.102¢ 0.132¢ -0.054: 0.2163*
(0.099 (0.105 (0.109 (0.109
13-14 -0.2021° 0.05¢ -0.117¢ 0.16:
(0.107 (0.109 (0.110 (0.113
Year 15 onwarc -0.2103° 0.09¢ -0.012° 0.2087"
(0.119 (0.122 (0.132 (0.117
Year: 195¢€-198¢ 194(-200& 195¢€-198¢ 194(-200&
Additional State Contro No No Yes Yes
N 1631 295¢ 1631 295¢

Notes Estimated using state population weights and ®&/slfunilateral’ classification. Standard errors
are in parenthesis. *, **, and *** indicate thatetlestimate is significant at the 10%, 5%, and 19élle

respectively. Huber-White robust standard erroesraecluded in the last three columns.
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Table 5: Divorce Reform Estimates for 1940-2005 Slam
Nc-Fault Only  Unilateral Only Nc-Fault Unilateral Property

Constant Effe( 0.231: 0.392« 0.483¢ -0.334:
(0.583 (0.854 (0.398 (0.444

Years after divorce refor

First 2 year 0.15¢ -0.011 0.171 0.10¢
(0.619 (0.896 (0.414 (0.468

34 0.317 0.14¢ 0.12: 0.32¢
(0.815 (1.198 (0.553 (0.624

5-6 0.43¢ 0.421 0.45¢ 0.181
(0.935 (1.394 (0.635 (0.717

7-8 0.92( 0.53¢ 0.741 -0.17¢
(2.019 (1.527 (0.694 (0.778

9-1C 1.15¢ 1.04¢ 1.197 -0.62:
(1.081 (1.624 (0.740 (0.817

11-12 1.16: 1.38: 1.4606° -0.81¢
(1.121 (1.695 (0.778 (0.842

13-14 1.55¢ 2.12¢ 2.6936*** -1.6974**
(1.147 (1.742 (0.806 (0.851

Year 15 onwarc 1.79¢ 2.74] 3.6017*** -2.1375*
(1.155 (1.764 (0.825 (0.849

R?within 0.18:

R*betweel 0.18¢

R?overal 0.18¢

o (state specific variatio 2.50¢

o, (unobserved variatio 1.61:

p 0.90:

N 295¢

Notes Standard errors are in parenthesis. Each regresd¢so included demographic controls, state
and year effects. *, ** and *** indicate that tlestimate is significant at the 10%, 5%, and 1%llev
respectively. Measures of residuals are from tivalfle form regression. The residual measures were
very similar for the constant effect specification.



Table 6: Specific Divorce Reform Estimates

Divorce reform variabl

Nc-Fault Only
Irreconcilable Difference 0.39:
(1.176
Separation Perio 0.261
(1.113
Irreconcilable Differences / Separation Per 0.63
(1.541
Unilateral Only
In addition talrreconcilable Difference -0.07¢
(2.959
In addition tocSeparation Perio -0.77:
(2.204
Nc-Fault Unilateral
Irreconcilable Differences Unilater 0.45¢
(0.853
Separation Period Unilater 0.03-
(0.536
Irreconcilakle Differences / Separation Period Unilate -0.04¢
(0.771
Property -0.30¢
(0.822

Notes There are 2,956 observations used in the regresSiate level cohtrols,
year fixed effects, and state effects were includetie regression.



Table 7: General Divorce Reform Estimates includbtgte Specific Trends

No Linear Quadratic Cubic

Divorce reform variable State Trends State Trends State Trends State Trends

State Control Variables Includ

Nc-Fault Only 0.231: 0.015: -0.423° -0.607:
(0.587%) (0.577 (0.518 (0.540
Unilateral Only 0.392¢ 0.166¢ -0.135¢ -0.338t¢
(0.854 (0.867 (0.841 (0.905
No-Fault Unilatera 0.483¢ 0.200¢ 0.155: 0.130:
(0.398 (0.393 (0.354 (0.368
Property -0.334: -0.083¢ 0.307: 0.348:
(0.444 (0.449 (0.407 (0.435
State Control Variables Omitt
Nc-Fault Only 0.137: 0.034¢ -0.377¢ -0.44¢
(0.585 (0.578 (0.508 (0.529
Unilateral Only 0.150¢ -0.058¢ -0.408¢ -0.541
(0.856 (0.863 (0.826 (0.902
Nao-Fault Unilateral 0.471¢ 0.165¢ 0.069: 0.060:s
(0.401 (0.395 (0.355 (0.372
Property -0.287: -0.03 0.554: 0.680:
(0.447 (0.451 (0.404 (0.434

Notes Standard errors are in parenthesis. *, **, and fidicate that the estimate is
significant at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respebtivEhere are 2,956 observations used
in the regression. Year and state effects aredeclun each regression.



Table 8: Flexible Divorce Reform Estimates for 19885 Sample
Years after divorce refor Nag-Fault Only Unilateral Only Nc-Fault Unilateral Property

First 2 year 0.028¢ -0.071¢ 0.102¢ 0.062"
(0.190 (0.304 (0.137 (0.148
3-4 0.079 0.035: 0.020 0.163¢
(0.266 (0.408 (0.186 (0.201
5-6 0.092: 0.267 0.202; 0.036¢
(0.306 (0.476 (0.216 (0.235
7-8 0.5777" 0.540: 0.6011* -0.5489**
(0.345) (0.523 (0.239 (0.258
9-10 0.6342’ 1.2693* 1.0219%** ~1.1124%%
(0.373 (0.565 (0.261 (0.278
11-12 0.543 1.631 7% 1.1598% -1.3387%+*
(0.403 (0.604 (0.281 (0.298
13-14 0.7584’ 1.4923* 1.3190% -1.481 7%
(0.427 (0.740 (0.314 (0.331
Year 15 onwarc 0.9188* 1.4880" 1.4987*+ -1.4190%
(0.447 (0.846 (0.347 (0.381

Notes Standard errors are in parenthesis. *, **, antliffdicate that the estimate is significant at the
10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively. 1,296 obsesuatiare used. State level demographic controls,
state and year effects are included.
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Figure 1:Total Number of States wito-Fault Divorce
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Figure 2: Household Models Pareto Frontiers
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