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Changes in Marriage and Divorce
as Drivers of Employment and
Retirement of Older Women

Claudia Olivetti and Dana Rotz

4.1 Introduction

Employment and marital history are both important determinants of
labor force participation and financial security at later ages. But these out-
comes and their relationships vary significantly by gender, education, and
cohort. Understanding how employment and marital history impact later
life outcomes is particularly relevant for today’s older women who have
substantially higher labor force participation rates than past cohorts (cf.
Goldin and Katz, chapter 1, this volume, for evidence and discussion of
determinants).

Marital status and marital history both shape employment behavior at
later ages. Current marital status influences employment in the established
way. But marital history is also important, as past marriages and divorces
shape previous economic decisions and the processes of human and finan-
cial capital accumulation, and thus can have large impacts on a woman’s
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budget set and choices at later ages. In a life cycle perspective, the age at
which a woman experiences a divorce might matter because it could affect
the probability of remarriage and her ability to invest in human and finan-
cial capital. Increased divorce risk (from, for example, changes in the legal
environment) might also impact the work decisions of a married woman
through changes in household bargaining power and economic incentives
throughout married life. In the face of higher divorce risk, which increases
the probability of being in a low consumption state in the future, married
women have had an increased incentive to enhance their own earning poten-
tial through labor market experience, education, and/or occupational choice,
as a kind of self-insurance (Greene and Quester 1982; Johnson and Skinner
1986). Moreover, if divorce is more likely, women can anticipate spending
less of their adult life in marriage, thus reducing the returns from specializing
in home production (Stevenson 2007). Increases in divorce risk might also
affect married women’s propensity to save and accumulate financial capital
(Voena 2015).

The literature on retirement security has shown the importance of marital
history in determining later-life economic outcomes, focusing mostly on
women in the 1930 to 1949 birth cohorts (e.g., Couch et al. 2011; Holden
and Fontes 2009; Munnell 2004; Tamborini and Whitman 2007; Tamborini,
Tams, and Whitman 2009; Ulker 2009; Vespa and Painter 2011; Wilmoth
and Koso 2002; Zagorsky 2005; Zissimopoulos, Karney, and Rauer 2008).
The women in these cohorts had relatively low labor force attachment. Thus,
their financial positions at later ages are intimately linked to their husbands’
income and savings behaviors. We argue that these cohorts of women were
also likely to have been greatly disadvantaged by the (probably unexpected)
shift from consent to unilateral divorce that was associated with a large
temporary increase in divorce rates (Friedberg 1998; Wolfers 2006).

Economists have previously used the shift to unilateral divorce to study
the effects of divorce laws on the welfare of children (Gruber 2004), marital
conflict (Stevenson and Wolfers 2006), and women’s labor supply decisions
(Fernandez and Wong 2014b; Gray 1998; Peters 1986; Stevenson 2008).
Unilateral divorce may also have important effects on household savings and
investments. Stevenson (2007) evaluates the impact of divorce on marriage-
specific investment such as the purchase of a house, showing that unilateral
divorce tends to decrease such investments. Voena (2015) estimates the em-
pirical relationship between divorce, married women’s labor force participa-
tion, and household savings. Both papers show that property-division laws
mediate the impact of unilateral divorce on the intertemporal behavior of
married couples.

Changes in exposure to divorce risk across cohorts have also been shown
to impact investments. In particular, Fernandez and Wong (2014a) use a
dynamic quantitative approach to understand the differences in labor supply
and household savings between the 1935 and 1955 cohorts, demonstrat-
ing that increases in divorce risk explain a substantial component of the



Changes in Marriage and Divorce as Drivers of Employment 115

observed changes for both married and divorced women under the age of
sixty.

This chapter contributes to our understanding of women’s later-life
labor force participation (and the impacts of unilateral divorce) by using
the widespread changes in divorce laws occurring from the late 1960s to the
1980s as a quasi-experiment to assess the importance of marital history on
women’s outcomes between ages fifty and seventy-four. We first use data
from the 1986 to 2008 waves of the Survey of Income and Program Partici-
pation (SIPP) to document the relationships between current marital status,
past marital history, and current employment and retirement outcomes for
women age fifty to seventy-four, born 1911 to 1958. We then exploit varia-
tion in laws governing divorce across states and over time (capturing changes
in divorce risk) to identify the causal relationship between the age at divorce
and employment and retirement outcomes for older women.

We find that the spread of unilateral divorce was associated with cross-
cohort differences in the probability of divorce over the life cycle. We also
show that past divorce has long-run consequences for older women’s mari-
tal, work, and retirement decisions, above and beyond the impact of past
divorce on current marital status. For ever-divorced women, age at divorce
is also an important determinant of these outcomes. Finally, we show that
women who were exposed to unilateral divorce at later ages tended to get
divorced later in life (conditional on ever getting divorced).

In addition, women exposed to unilateral divorce laws at older ages exhibit
patterns of labor force participation and retirement later in life that differ by
their ex ante probability of divorce. We find that for women who were less
likely to expect a divorce (based on birth cohort, age at first marriage, educa-
tion, race, and urban status), exposure to unilateral divorce at a later age sig-
nificantly increases the probability of full-time employment later in life and
reduces the probability of having ever collected Social Security. For women
with a low likelihood of divorce, age of exposure to unilateral divorce does
not affect full-time employment, but is associated with an increased proba-
bility of having collected Social Security or retired. The pattern is stronger
for white women and women with some college or less. For college-educated
women, exposure to unilateral divorce at a later age increases the probability
of full-time employment, irrespective of the divorce risk.

In exploring the mechanisms for the observed patterns of labor force par-
ticipation, we find that, with the exception of women who were at low risk
of divorce, later exposure to unilateral divorce is associated with increases
in women’s educational attainment after marriage. Furthermore, for all
women, later exposure to unilateral divorce is associated with significantly
lower levels of retirement wealth, but a significantly higher probability of
having a 401(k) in one’s own name. However, both effects are significantly
larger for low-divorce-risk women than for high-divorce-risk women.

These findings are consistent with the literature suggesting that married
women might invest more in their human capital (job experience, education)
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asa precaution against divorce when divorce risk increases. Women who were
not likely to experience a divorce might have invested less in their own human
capital as a hedge against future divorce. When this group was exposed to
unilateral divorce later in life, and their divorce rate subsequently surged,
they might have had to work more postdivorce and later in life to make up
for lower earlier levels of human and financial capital accumulation.

4.2 Data

We used the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) to
explore the relationship between marital status and later-life labor force
participation, drawing data from the panels that began in 1986 to 1988,
1990 to 1993, 1996, 2001, 2004, and 2008. These data provide key demo-
graphic information; details on respondents’ current employment situations
and assets; and retrospective information about respondents’ educational
attainment (including the dates degrees were received), employment, and
marriages (including the year of marriage and the date and way a marriage
ended, if applicable).!

Although many possible measures of labor force participation are of
interest and provided in the SIPP, we focus our analysis on a variable indi-
cating whether a woman reported working full time at any point during her
participation in the survey. We treat women employed full time and part time
differently because part-time workers may be partially retired or could have
only a slight attachment to the labor force. Differently, we chose a broader
measure of full-time work (at any point in the SIPP panel, as opposed to a
single point in time) to capture all women who at any recent point had strong
attachment to the labor force. In any case, our results are largely robust to
using different measures of employment.

In most of the analysis, we restrict the sample to ever-married women
ages fifty to seventy-four. We further consider only women who provided
information allowing us to identify their race, state of birth, age at mar-
riage, marital status, employment status, urban location, and education at
the time of their first SIPP interview. We drop all observations for which the
status of a woman’s first marriage could not be identified. The final sample
contains 55,835 observations, including 38,313 never-divorced and 17,522
ever-divorced women.

Finally, while the sample sizes for all outcomes can vary due to item-
specific nonresponse and nonresponse to one or more of the interviews
throughout a SIPP panel, sample sizes also vary because of changes in

1. Kennedy and Ruggles (2014) argue that an increase in reporting errors in the retrospective
marital history across SIPP surveys might lead to undercounting of divorces, thus overstating
the decrease in divorce rates over the past few decades. That is, some of the women in our sample
might be incorrectly classified as never divorced. This potential misclassification, if anything,
might dampen the effect of marital history on current employment.
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the content of the SIPP across waves. Summary statistics for the different
samples are reported in appendix table 4A.1.

4.3 Changes in Divorce Rates by Age and Cohort

Divorce rates were particularly low in the 1950s and early 1960s. They
then rose sharply, doubling between the mid-1960s and the mid-1970s and
peaking in the early to mid-1980s. Starting in 2005, the crude divorce rate
has lingered around 3.6 divorces per thousand people—the lowest divorce
rate since 1970 (see figure 1 and related discussion in Stevenson and Wolfers
[2007]). Although the issue has been somewhat contentious, a consensus
has emerged in the economic literature that the shift from mutual consent
divorce to unilateral divorce caused a short-run increase in the divorce rate
(Friedberg 1998; Wolfers 2006).

Figure4.1 shows how women in our different cohorts experienced increases
in divorce rates at different points in the life cycle, as suggested by the relative
timing of unilateral divorce legislation (to which we will return below). The
figure describes the overall patterns in the share of women ever divorced
by age and cohort. The shares are computed as a percentage of all women
(panel A) and of ever-married women (panel B). The horizontal axis is age
and different lines correspond to different cohorts. The patterns are similar
for all women and ever-married women, with minor differences driven by the
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Fig. 4.1 Change in incidence of divorce, age profiles by cohort
Source: Women ages forty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 19862008 panels.
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Fig. 4.2 Age at divorce and current marital status (ever-divorced women)

Source: Ever-divorced women ages fifty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986—
2008 panels.

decline and postponement of marriage in the latest two cohorts. The graphs
show that women in later cohorts are more likely to have ever divorced their
spouses at any given age than women born in earlier cohorts.?

We also see that each cohort of interest exhibits a sharp increase in
divorce at a different age. For the 1950 to 1959 cohort, this surge in divorce
occurs prior to age forty and the share of women ever divorced is essentially
unchanged thereafter. For the next earliest cohort (women born 1940 to
1949), we see a sharp increase in divorce between age forty and forty-five. A
similar increase can be seen for women born between 1930 and 1939 around
age fifty and a smaller, albeit notable, increase in divorce can be found for
the 1920 to 1929 cohort around age sixty. Thus, the different cohorts exhib-
ited similar increases in divorce in calendar time, but the increase in divorce
occurred when the women were different ages.

Differences in age at divorce are notable for several reasons. Most promi-
nently, such differences can affect women’s marital status at later ages, as
shown in figure 4.2. For example, when observed in the SIPP between age
fifty and seventy-four, 58 percent of women who divorced before age thirty

2. By definition, the share of women ever divorced should not decrease by age, and any small
downward changes in figure 4.1 are the result of sampling error.
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were currently married and 32 percent were currently divorced. For women
who divorced in their forties, these proportions are reversed: 68 percent of
these women were currently divorced and only 28 percent were currently
married. Differences in age at divorce could also lead to changes in later-life
employment and retirement choices, either because of differences in current
marital status or for other reasons. The next section explores this possibility.

4.4 The Influence of Current and Past Marital Status on Later-Life
Outcomes

4.4.1 Descriptive Regressions

We use regression analysis to explore how both marital status and marital
history relate to several employment outcomes for our sample of interest.
Table 4.1 provides prima facie evidence that changes in patterns of marriage
and divorce over time may explain a small but nontrivial share of the rise in
later-life employment of women across birth cohorts.

The first column of table 4.1 contains coefficients from a regression pre-
dicting labor force participation for women age fifty to seventy-four by birth
cohort, including only age, state of birth, and cohort fixed effects. Column
(2) adds in controls for other demographic characteristics, including educa-
tion and race; columns (3) to (5) add in controls for marital history, includ-
ing current marital status, whether a woman was ever married, divorced,
or widowed, and age at first marriage and divorce for women who ever
marry or ever divorce, respectively. When marital history controls are added,
the increasing trend in employment across cohorts flattens somewhat, with
coefficients falling by about 10 percent. The effect of marital history on
employment is stronger for the cohorts of women born between 1930 and
1939, especially when labor force participation is measured at ages fifty to
fifty-nine or ages sixty to sixty-four (with coefficients dropping by about
20 percent and 15 percent, respectively, see results by age in appendix table
4A.2). As shown in figure 4.1, these are cohorts that experienced a surge in
divorce around age fifty.

In the remainder of this chapter, we focus on the impact of marital his-
tory and current marital status on later life outcomes, conditional on having
ever been married. Our main sample, therefore, is restricted to ever-married
women. Our baseline specification controls for birth year, state of birth, and
age fixed effects; age at marriage; and race, education, and urban location
at the time of interview.

The results in table 4.2 indicate that ignoring current marital status
(column [1]), ever-divorced women are 7 percentage points more likely to
have been employed full time at some point during their participation in the
SIPP, a difference equal to 22 percent of the mean employment rate. Results
are similar if one instead focuses on whether a woman divorced prior to



Table 4.1 Trends in employment for women ages fifty to seventy-four (all marital statuses)

Employed full time at any point in SIPP panel

1 (@) 3) “4) (5
Cohort (1920-1924
omitted)
1925-1929 0.0176%** 0.00573 0.00336 0.00228 0.00265
(0.00511) (0.00513) (0.00514) (0.00513) (0.00516)
1930-1934 0.0400%** 0.0209%** 0.0174%** 0.0144*** 0.0148***
(0.00536) (0.00539) (0.00540) (0.00539) (0.00542)
1935-1939 0.0990%** 0.0589%** 0.0499%** 0.0457*** 0.0466%**
(0.00575) (0.00577) (0.00579) (0.00578) (0.00581)
19401944 0.169%** 0.112%** 0.0975%** 0.0926%** 0.0935%**
(0.00655) (0.00677) (0.00682) (0.00681) (0.00683)
1945-1949 0.228*** 0.159%** 0.140%** 0.134%** 0.135%**
(0.00756) (0.00793) (0.00800) (0.00799) (0.00802)
1950-1954 0.268%** 0.192%%** 0.170%** 0.164%** 0.164%**
(0.00865) (0.00909) (0.00917) (0.00917) (0.00920)
Ever married —0.0787*** —-0.0136 —0.0290
(0.00895) (0.0579) (0.0599)
Ever divorced 0.0758%*** 0.0190*** —0.0313**
(0.00420) (0.00510) (0.0128)
Ever widowed 0.0278%** —0.00890 0.000610
(0.00447) (0.00905) (0.00983)
Currently married -0.0717 —0.0878
(0.0577) (0.0592)
Currently divorced 0.0628 0.0338
(0.0580) (0.0595)
Currently separated -0.0513 —-0.0675
(0.0596) (0.0611)
Currently widowed —0.00699 —-0.0303
(0.0583) (0.0598)
Ever married X age 0.00135%**
at first marriage (0.000342)
Ever divorced X age 0.00174%**
at first divorce (0.000371)
Other demographic No Yes Yes Yes Yes
controls
Observations 56,866 54,160 53,673 53,673 53,236
R-squared 0.20 0.23 0.24 0.24 0.24

Source: Women ages fifty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.

Notes: Ever married, ever divorced, and ever widowed are nonexclusive indicator variables. All currently
married, divorced, separated, and widowed individuals are also classified as ever married, all currently
divorced women are also classified as ever divorced, and all currently widowed women are also classified
as ever widowed. All columns control for age fixed effects. Columns (2) to (5) additionally control for race
(white, black, Hispanic, other race), education at interview (less than high school, high school, some
college, college or more), and urban location at interview. Omitted categories: never married and cohort
born 1920-1924. Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.

**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.

*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
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Table 4.2 Marital status and later-life employment—ever-married women

Employed at Employed full

any point in time in first
Employed full time at any point in panel panel panel month
(1) @ 3) @) 5)
Ever 0.0740%** 0.0202%** 0.0172%** 0.0159%**
divorced (0.00406) (0.00491) (0.00502) (0.00480)
Ever 0.0277%** —0.00590 —0.00826 —0.00479
widowed (0.00419) (0.00835) (0.00909) (0.00806)
Currently 0.126%** 0.0944*** 0.134%**
divorced (0.00671) (0.00653) (0.00674)
Currently 0.0586%** 0.0586%*** 0.0548%**
widowed (0.00893) (0.00988) (0.00858)
Currently 0.00793 —0.0368** 0.0162
separated (0.0166) (0.0166) (0.0161)
Divorced by 0.0762%***
fifty (0.00439)
Widowed by 0.0474%**
fifty (0.00701)
Age at 0.00194%** 0.00153%** 0.00213*** 0.000897*** 0.000788***
marriage (0.000315) (0.000315) (0.000352) (0.000328) (0.000305)
Observations 55,835 55,835 49,242 55,835 55,835
R-squared 0.260 0.266 0.252 0.289 0.213

Source: Ever-married women ages fifty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.

Notes: Ever divorced and ever widowed are nonexclusive indicator variables. All currently divorced
women are also classified as ever divorced and all currently widowed women are also classified as ever
widowed. Regressions also control for birth year, state of birth, age fixed effects, race (white, black, His-
panic, other race), education at interview (less than high school, high school, some college, college or
more), and urban location at interview. Omitted category for marital status is currently married. Robust
standard errors in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.

age fifty (column [3]). Including indicators for both current and past mari-
tal status in the regression (column [2]) reveals that both variables matter,
though a woman’s current marital status is a stronger predictor of current
behavior. In particular, women who have ever divorced are 2 percentage
points more likely than are other women to have worked during their SIPP
panel, conditional on current marital status. Women who were divorced
at the time they entered the SIPP panel were an additional 13 percentage
points more likely to have worked (in total, these women are 15 percentage
points, or 44 percent, more likely to have worked than a never-divorced,
currently married woman). This relationship holds if we instead consider
measures of any employment (both part time and full time, column [4]),
or full-time employment at a given point in time during the SIPP panel
(column [5]).
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Table 4.3

Marital status and later-life employment by demographic group
(ever-married women)

Employed full time at any point in panel

Some college

White Nonwhite College + or less 60-69
(1 (2) (3) ) (%)
Ever divorced 0.0206%** 0.0129 0.0221 0.0202%** 0.0172%*
(0.00567) (0.00989) (0.0135) (0.00526) (0.00739)
Ever widowed 0.00428 —0.0428%** —-0.0138 -0.00616 0.00587
(0.00940) (0.0180) (0.0278) (0.00874) (0.0115)
Currently 0.141%** 0.0903*** 0.143%** 0.121%** 0.132%**
divorced (0.00791) (0.0128) (0.0160) (0.00745) (0.0113)
Currently 0.0621%** 0.0584%** 0.0902%** 0.0539%** 0.0432%**
widowed (0.0102) (0.0187) (0.0305) (0.00932) (0.0125)
Currently 0.0204 0.000137 0.0854** 0.00173 0.0529*
separated (0.0269) (0.0212) (0.0429) (0.0178) (0.0278)
Age at marriage 0.00161*** 0.00147** —-0.000724 0.00202%*** 0.00215%**
(0.000376) (0.000577) (0.000781) (0.000344) (0.000484)
Observations 42,539 13,296 9,479 46,356 21,336
R-squared 0.267 0.272 0.275 0.248 0.124

Source: Ever-married women ages fifty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.

Notes: Ever divorced and ever widowed are nonexclusive indicator variables. All currently divorced
women are also classified as ever divorced and all currently widowed women are also classified as ever
widowed. Regressions also control for birth year, state of birth, age fixed effects, race if applicable (white,
black, Hispanic, other race), education at interview if applicable (less than high school, high school,
some college, college or more), and urban location at interview. Omitted category for marital status is
currently married. Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.

**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.

We additionally explored whether the relationship between employ-
ment and marital status varied for women in different demographic groups.
Focusing on full-time employment, we found the relationship was relatively
stable (see table 4.3). Coefficients on both ever divorced and current marital
status tend to be similar for both whites (column [1]) and nonwhites (column
[2]), although the relationship between ever divorced and employment is
statistically significant only among white women (see Lahey, chapter 3, this
volume, for an analysis of differences in employment of older women by
race). The relationships between the key independent variables and employ-
ment are also similar for women with a college education or more (column
[3]) and women with some college or less education (column [4], see Goldin
and Katz, chapter 1, this volume for details on overall differences by edu-
cation level). The exception is the coefficient for being currently separated,
which is 8 percentage points higher for women with college or more educa-
tion than for women with some college or less education. We also see similar
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patterns in the sample of women ages sixty to sixty-nine (column [5]) and
ever-married women of a broader age range (fifty to seventy-four; column
[4], table 4.1).

We further examined whether marital status was associated with differ-
ences in two key outcomes closely related to employment: whether a woman
classified herself as ever having retired from a job and whether a woman
collected Social Security (measured at any point in the STPP panel, see table
4.4)3

Overall, women who were ever divorced were about 2 percentage points
more likely to have collected Social Security than never-divorced women
(column [1]). Considering both ever having been through a divorce and cur-
rent marital status further suggests that the former is more important than
the latter (column [2]). The coefficient on the indicator for ever divorced
is statistically significant, while that on the indicator for currently being
divorced is not. This pattern could result because many women who were
ever divorced can collect Social Security based on their ex-spouses earnings,
making them more likely to collect Social Security overall.

A different pattern emerges when one focuses on the sample of women
who were older than sixty-two years, and thus eligible to collect Social Secu-
rity based on their own work history (column [3]). Within this group, the
coefficient on ever divorced is halved and current marital status is signifi-
cantly related to collection of Social Security. Specifically, conditional on
past marital status, currently divorced women are 3 percentage points less
likely to have collected Social Security than currently married women who
had previously divorced. This suggests that the relationship between marital
status and Social Security receipt may differ within populations with dif-
ferent Social Security eligibility.*

Past and present marital status appear to relate differently to the propen-
sity to consider oneself as having ever retired (columns [4] and [5]), a status
reported by 46 percent of all ever-married women. Ignoring the separate
effect of current marital status (column [4]), women who have ever been
through a divorce are about 1 percentage point less likely to have ever retired
than women who have not done so. But currently divorced women drive this
relationship. Indeed, conditional on past marital status, currently divorced
women are 8 percentage points less likely to have ever retired than other
women.

For ever-divorced women, the age at which a divorce occurred is also an
important predictor of later-life outcomes, even conditional on contem-
poraneous marital status. Table 4.5 reports regression results for our three

3. We classify a woman as having ever retired if at any point in the SIPP panel she reports that
she ever left a job for retirement. These women may have subsequently reentered the labor force.

4. See Maestas (chapter 2, this volume) for an analysis of Social Security eligibility on work
and (joint) retirement of older women. See lams and Tamborini (2012) for a study of the change
in marital history and women’s eligibility for Social Security marriage-based benefits at retire-
ment across cohorts and its contribution to racial inequality at older ages.
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outcomes within this sample. Women who divorced later are more likely to
be employed full time. In particular, when we include in our regression a
linear control for age at divorce, a ten-year increase in age at divorce is asso-
ciated with a 3 percentage points increase in the propensity of a woman to
work full time when observed between ages fifty and seventy-four (column
[1]). However, about half of this effect can be explained by the impact of age
at divorce on current marital status (column [2]).

Further, including controls for age at divorce in ten-year bins (column [3]),
we find that, compared to women who divorced before age thirty, women
who divorced in their thirties are 4 percentage points more likely to be
employed full time and women who divorced in their forties are 6 percent-
age points more likely to be employed full time. Women who divorced in their
fifties are the most likely to be working full time. These women are about
10 percentage points more likely than women who divorced before thirty to
work full time when observed in the SIPP. Women who divorced after age
fifty-nine are also about 6 percentage points more likely to work than those
who divorced before age thirty (however, our sample contains relatively few
women who divorced after age fifty-nine, so some caution should be taken
in interpreting this result).

Current marital status is an important factor for explaining these results
(column [4]). When controls for current status are added to the regression,
the coefficients for divorcing in one’s thirties, forties, or fifties decrease by
about one-quarter or one-half. The coefficient on divorce at age sixty or
older also decreases by an order of magnitude and becomes insignificant.
Conditional on current marital status, age at divorce is also negatively asso-
ciated with the probability a woman collects Social Security at any point in
the panel, though the size of the effect is relatively small (columns [3] and
[4]); however, once current marital status is accounted for, age at marriage
is not significantly related to the probability a woman has ever retired from
a job (column [5] and [6]).

Overall, these descriptive regressions demonstrate that both marital his-
tory and current marital status are important predictors of women’s later-
life employment behavior. Currently divorced women are about 38 percent
more likely to be working full time at ages fifty to seventy-four than currently
married women. But past marital status matters too. Women who have ever
divorced, regardless of current marital status, are about 6 percent more likely
than women who married but never divorced to be employed full time at later
ages. In addition, among women who have ever divorced, divorcing ten years
later is associated with a 5 percent increase in the probability of working
full time at these ages. These factors are also important to understanding
variation in receipt of Social Security and retirement.
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4.4.2 Changes in Divorce Legislation

The associations laid out in the previous section, no matter how interest-
ing, cannot be interpreted causally. To better understand how differences in
marital history can cause differences in later-life labor force participation,
we examine the relationship between divorce laws and our outcomes of
interest. Changes in these laws over time and across states provide a quasi-
experiment allowing us to measure plausibly exogenous variation in divorce
risk across the life cycle.

Divorce laws indicate the conditions under which a couple can divorce,
each spouse’s property rights over household assets, and guidelines for ali-
mony and child support. Prior to the 1960s, most states allowed divorce only
under mutual consent. Fault-based divorce law implied that divorce could
be granted only under specific circumstances (for example, adultery, cruelty,
or mental illness) and only under the consent of the party proved innocent
(Weitzman 1985). The late 1960s brought about the start of a shift in divorce
laws from mutual consent to unilateral consent and from fault to no-fault
grounds.’ Under no-fault divorce, a couple can simply agree that they cannot
stay married due to irreconcilable differences or “irretrievable breakdown.”
Though most states today have established no-fault, unilateral divorce laws,
laws differ based on separation requirements (which may range from none to
a one-year requirement) and on whether fault grounds shape the division of
assets and spousal support. These variations have caused a small amount of
variation in the definition of unilateral divorce in the literature.

We consider a state to have unilateral divorce if they allow no-fault mari-
tal dissolution and do not have a separation requirement. Spousal support
and property division can still be at-fault under our definition. This clas-
sification is very similar to others used in the literature (e.g., Gruber 2004;
Voena 2015; Wolfers 2006).° As a robustness check we use a second classifica-
tion that relaxes the no-separation requirement (that is, a state has unilateral
divorce if and only if no-fault divorce is allowed). Under the second defi-
nition, some states are classified as allowing unilateral divorce at an earlier
date and an additional eleven states are classified as ever allowing unilateral
divorce.” Our results are robust to using either of these definitions (but we
only report findings based on our preferred definition).

5. The late 1970s and 1980s also saw a shift in divorce laws that establish each spouse’s
property rights over household assets. It would also be interesting to investigate whether the
changing property division legislation had an independent impact on employment, but this is
beyond the scope of this chapter.

6. In some cases, there is a one-year discrepancy between our definition and others in the
literature. This is because we have chosen to classify a state as having unilateral divorce at the
time the law becomes effective (for example, in Arizona the law passed May 1973 but went into
effect on January 1974). (See our appendix for details.)

7. See appendix table 4A.3. We also include a third definition that classifies a state as uni-
lateral if alimony/assets are also assigned on no-fault grounds. (See our appendix for details.)
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Share of Women Exposed to
Unilateral Divorce at Age

—0— 1910-1919 —a— 1920-1929
—O—— 1930-1939 —e—— 1940-1949
—4&—— 1950-1959

Fig. 4.3 Exposure to unilateral divorce over the life cycle by cohort (all women)
Source: Women ages fifty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.

We use a woman’s state of birth to determine access to unilateral divorce.
Identification is thus necessarily limited to women born in states where there
was a change of legislation prior to the women’s SIPP interviews. Using
our preferred definition of unilateral divorce, the resulting sample contains
30,321 women (including 10,420 ever-divorced and 19,901 never-divorced
women).?

Our empirical strategy exploits cross-state, cross-cohort variation in
access to unilateral divorce to identify the (pseudo) causal relationship
between age at divorce and older women’s outcome. Two stylized facts sup-
port this strategy.

First, as shown in figure 4.3, exposure to unilateral divorce increased at
different times across cohorts. This figure plots the share of women in our
sample who were exposed to unilateral divorce at a given age, showing how
the legal changes affected different cohorts at different points over their
life cycles and complementing the evidence on divorce rates in figure 4.1.
Less than 10 percent of women born between 1910 and 1919 were exposed to
unilateral divorce before age fifty. But by age sixty, over 70 percent had been
exposed. Women in the 1920 to 1929 cohort experience minimal exposure
until age forty. But by age sixty, over 80 percent of women in this cohort

8. Our alternative definition of unilateral divorce yields a sample of 49,806 women (16,174
ever divorced and 33,632 never divorced).
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Fig. 4.4 Age at divorce and age unilateral divorce introduced (ever-divorced women)

Source: Ever-divorced women ages fifty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986—
2008 panels.

Notes: Age when unilateral divorce became available is determined based on state of birth.
Average age at divorce is computed conditional on having ever divorced. Women born in states
where unilateral divorce was never available are omitted from this analysis.

would have had access to unilateral divorce in their birth state. Similarly,
women in the 1930 to 1939 cohorts experience the shift in their thirties and
early forties and those born from 1940 to 1949 did so in their midtwenties
to midthirties. Of those in the most recent cohorts (born 1950 to 1959) 50
percent were exposed to unilateral divorce at age twenty.

Second, as shown in figure 4.4, there is a strong, positive correlation
between the age at which divorce became unilateral and age at divorce among
ever-divorced women. Thus, different cohorts exhibited similar increases in
both divorce risk and divorce in calendar time, but this increase occurred
when these women were at very different ages. We exploit this variation to
study the relationship between the age divorce risk increased (that is, when
unilateral divorce became available) and later outcomes.

4.4.3 A More Causal Empirical Specification

We use ordinary least squares (OLS) to explore the relationships of
interest. The general version of the estimating equation is

(1) Viea= @t M, +d,+oZ +3Age at Unilateral,, + &

ics®
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where y, , is the outcome of interest (e.g., age at divorce, full-time employ-
ment, Social Security, or retirement) for person i, born in state s and in
cohort ¢, and observed in the SIPP at age a; ¢, are state of birth dummies, 1,
are year of birth dummies, d, are current age dummies, and Z, are individual-
level covariates, including age at marriage or duration of marriage when
unilateral divorce was introduced in a woman’s birth state (depending on the
specification), race (if applicable), education at interview (if applicable), and
urban location at interview. Women born in states where unilateral divorce
was never available are omitted from this analysis.’

The coefficient of greatest interest is that on the variable representing age
when unilateral divorce became available determined based on state of birth,
9. This coefficient represents the (pseudo) causal effect of having one’s risk
of divorce increase one year later in life. An increase in divorce risk later in
life could lead to changes in outcomes for a number of reasons. The change
could affect age at divorce, current marital status, or choices during mar-
riage. It could also impact the process of marriage formation by altering
the reservation quality of matching; however, for 84 percent of women in
our sample, marriage occurred before the law change, likely making this last
mechanism less important.

The age at which unilateral divorce became available is associated with a
marginally significant increase in the probability that a woman has ever been
divorced, as shown in table 4.6.'° For the entirety of our sample, we find that
aten-year increase in age at the legalization of unilateral divorce is associated
with a 9 percentage point increase in the probability of ever divorcing.!' As
about 31 percent of our sample ever divorced, this is equivalent to a one-year
increase in age at the legalization of unilateral divorce leading to a 2.8 percent
increase in divorce. In column (2) we include controls for the age a woman
gained access to unilateral divorce in ten-year bins, instead of a single, linear
control. This reveals the relationship is highly nonlinear and likely driven
by the very early legalization of unilateral divorce in a small number of
states. People who were exposed to unilateral divorce in their thirties, forties,
or fifties have a 3 percentage point higher probability of having ever been
divorced relative to people who were exposed to unilateral divorce before age
thirty, though only the difference including women exposed in their thirties
is significant. Women who were only exposed to unilateral divorce after age
fifty-nine have a significant, 5 percentage point higher probability of being
ever divorced, compared to women exposed before age thirty.

9. We also omit nine women who were born in a state where unilateral divorce became avail-
able, but were interviewed for the SIPP prior to that law change. These women lived in the small
number of states that allowed unilateral divorce starting in 1987.

10. The overall pattern of these results is similar when the outcome of interest is an indicator
for having divorced by age fifty (see appendix table 4A.4).

11. The same results hold controlling for marriage duration, which is negatively correlated
with the probability of having ever divorced.
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This finding may seem counterintuitive since people who were older when
unilateral divorce was introduced are exposed to the increased divorce risk
for fewer years. But this positive age effect is consistent with theoretical and
empirical findings on the impact of unilateral divorce. As discussed in the
literature, the passage of unilateral divorce was associated with a “pipeline”
effect, causing marriages with the smallest surpluses to dissolve (Rasul 2006;
Wolfers 2006). Our findings are consistent with older couples being more
likely to have marriages characterized by very small surpluses because, for
example, they are more likely to have older children and reduced gains from
specialization. It is also possible that the shock introduced by the divorce
revolution might have been larger or more salient for individuals who were
socialized and lived most of their adult life in a conservative society where
marriages should be saved at all costs and divorce was stigmatized.

A similar relationship between age at exposure to unilateral divorce and
the probability of divorce holds for whites (column [3]) and women age sixty
to sixty-nine (column [5]) as that seen in the sample as a whole. However,
the relationship is not significant for nonwhites and is negative for women
with some college or lower levels of educational attainment, which might be
consistent with stricter or slower-moving societal norms for the less educated.
Differently, for college-educated women, age when unilateral divorce became
available is strongly associated with a higher probability of ever divorce.

Additionally, later exposure to unilateral divorce is associated with later
age at divorce for ever-divorced women (see table 4.7). For all such women,
a ten-year increase in age when unilateral divorce was first allowed is asso-
ciated with a 2.8 year delay in age at divorce (2.6 years controlling for age
at marriage). Looking at subgroups, we find a stronger association within
samples of white women, women with some college or less education, and
women age sixty to sixty-nine. For these samples, a ten-year increase in the
age at which unilateral divorce was introduced is associated with a four- to
five-year delay in age at divorce. Consistent with the results in the previous
table, we also find that age when unilateral divorce was implemented does
not correlate with age at divorce for nonwhite women.

Having established these associations, we investigate the impact of the
age when unilateral divorce was introduced on full-time employment later
in life in table 4.8. In addition to the entire population, we split the sample
based on an indicator of divorce risk. Specifically, we estimated a (probit)
regression predicting whether a woman ever divorced using birth cohort,
age at first marriage, education, race, and urban status at interview. We then
estimate each woman’s probability of divorce. Low-divorce-risk women are
defined as those in the lower quartile of the predicted probability distribu-
tion; high-divorce-risk women are defined as those in the upper quartile of
the predicted probability distribution.

We find that the association between later-life employment and the age
unilateral divorce was introduced varies substantially depending on the
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Table 4.8 Effect of age when unilateral divorce became available on later-life employment—
ever-married women

Employed full time at any point in panel

() @ 3) 4
All ever married
Age when unilateral divorce —0.00226 —0.00510 —-0.00110 —0.00541
introduced (0.00428) (0.00422) (0.00412) (0.00412)
Age at marriage 0.000492* 0.000953***
(0.000268) (0.000286)
Marriage duration when —0.000765%** —0.000160
unilateral divorce introduced (0.000153) (0.000144)
Control for current marital No Yes No Yes
status
Observations 30,370 30,370 30,370 30,370
R-squared 0.251 0.262 0.251 0.261
Low divorce risk
Age when unilateral divorce 0.106%*** 0.107*** 0.108%** 0.107%**
introduced (0.0263) (0.0264) (0.0262) (0.0263)
Age at marriage 0.000172 0.000493
(0.000679) (0.000653)
Marriage duration when —0.000767*** —0.000217
unilateral divorce introduced (0.000260) (0.000242)
Control for current marital No Yes No Yes
status
Observations 7,582 7,582 7,582 7,582
R-squared 0.246 0.256 0.247 0.256
High divorce risk
Age when unilateral divorce 0.00223 —0.00142 0.00177 —0.00299
introduced (0.00488) (0.00470) (0.00506) (0.00485)
Age at marriage 0.00943*** 0.0105%***
(0.00302) (0.00289)
Marriage duration when —0.00118 —0.000251
unilateral divorce introduced (0.000732) (0.000775)
Control for current marital No Yes No Yes
status
Observations 7,586 7,586 7,586 7,586
R-squared 0.139 0.150 0.138 0.148

Source: Ever-married women ages fifty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.
Notes: Age when unilateral divorce became available is determined based on state of birth. Regressions
also control for birth year, state of birth, age fixed effects, race (white, black, Hispanic, other race), edu-
cation at interview (less than high school, high school, some college, college or more), and urban location
at interview. Women born in states where unilateral divorce was never available are omitted from this
analysis. Standard errors clustered by state of birth are reported in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.

**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.

*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
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sample considered. For all ever-married women together (the first panel of
table 4.8) and high-divorce-risk women (third panel), full-time employment
in later life is not significantly affected by the age when unilateral divorce
became available. This pattern is consistent with a model in which women
who face a higher divorce risk respond by remaining employed during mar-
riage as a precaution, thus insuring themselves against a potential future loss
of income due to divorce (Johnson and Skinner 1986) and allowing them to
retire earlier. In this case, delays in the age of exposure to unilateral divorce
should have only small (or no) impacts on later-life work decisions.

The age when unilateral divorce became available has very different impli-
cations for low-divorce-risk women (the second panel). For this group, later
exposure to unilateral divorce is associated with higher full-time employ-
ment at age fifty to seventy-four. This is consistent with low-divorce-risk
women having to work remedially postdivorce and later in life if they are
exposed to an increase in divorce risk when they are older. In other words,
women facing a low divorce risk are less likely to have engaged in “precau-
tionary working.”

The size and significance of the coefficient is relatively consistent across
specifications and does not depend on whether we control for age at mar-
riage or the duration of marriage when unilateral divorce became available
or whether we control for current marital status. The estimates imply that
a ten-year delay in unilateral divorce legislation would be associated with a
decline in the probability of full-time employment by 10 percentage points.
Given that the fraction of women in our sample who were employed full
time increased from 28 to 49 percent between the 1930 to 1939 and 1940 to
1949 cohorts, this is a (possibly too) large effect.

Endogeneity bias may be responsible for some of the magnitude of the
effect. Although the age unilateral divorce was introduced is plausibly exog-
enous, the variable also likely affects some of the (endogenous) control vari-
ables—age at marriage, current marital status, education at interview—that
have been shown to be important in predicting divorce (Bac 2015; Rotz
2016). Moreover, other factors discussed in this volume and elsewhere (for
example, for financial literacy see Lusardi and Mitchell [2008] and chapter
6 in this volume, and for changes in the normal retirement age and delay
retirement credits, see Cribb, Emmerson, and Tetlow [2014] and Panis et al.
[2002]) are obviously also important determinants and potentially correlated
with both our key variables.

Looking at other outcomes of interest (table 4.9), we can see that for all
ever-married women, being older when unilateral divorce was introduced
is associated with a lower probability of being employed (either full time
or part time) at ages fifty to seventy-four. Additionally, a later age when
unilateral divorce was introduced is associated with an increase in both the
probability of having collected Social Security at any point in the panel or
having ever retired by the end of the panel. This relationship also holds for
the high-divorce-risk group. The results for low-divorce-risk, ever-married
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Table 4.9 Effect of age when unilateral divorce became available on later-life outcomes—

ever-married women

Collected
Social
Employed at Security at
any point in any point
panel in panel Ever retired
0] 2 (3
All
Age when unilateral divorce introduced —0.00877** 0.00820%** 0.0487%**
(0.00335) (0.00350) (0.00332)
Marriage duration when unilateral divorce —0.000715%** —5.14e-05 —0.000670***
introduced (0.000205) (0.000121) (0.000170)
Observations 30,370 30,370 30,370
R-squared 0.281 0.621 0.356
Low divorce risk
Age when unilateral divorce introduced 0.0617*** —0.0159%** —0.00851
(0.0156) (0.00514) (0.0162)
Marriage duration when unilateral divorce —0.00110%** 0.000114 —0.00148%**
introduced (0.000366) (0.000156) (0.000385)
Observations 7,582 7,582 7,582
R-squared 0.255 0.641 0.303
High divorce risk
Age when unilateral divorce introduced —0.00242 0.00991** 0.0475%**
(0.00471) (0.00464) (0.00473)
Marriage duration when unilateral divorce -9.11e-05 0.000216 0.00133**
introduced (0.000846) (0.000652) (0.000610)
Observations 7,586 7,586 7,586
R-squared 0.160 0.427 0.264

Source: Ever-married women ages sixty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 19862008 panels.
Notes: Age when unilateral divorce became available is determined based on state of birth. Regressions
also control for birth year, state of birth, age fixed effects, race (white, black, Hispanic, other race), edu-
cation at interview (less than high school, high school, some college, and college or more), and urban
location at interview. Women born in states where unilateral divorce was never available are omitted from

this analysis. Standard errors clustered by state of birth are reported in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.

women (second panel) show that being older at the introduction of unilat-
eral divorce is also associated with an increase in employment (full time or
part time) and with a lower probability of having collected Social Security

within this sample.

We further consider how our results for employment vary by education
and race in table 4.10. The patterns for white women and women with some
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Table 4.11 Potential mechanisms—ever-married women
Obtained additional Have IRA, Keogh, Total market value of
education after 401(k), 403(b), or thrift all retirement accounts
marriage plan in own name
1 2 (3)
All ever-married women
Age when 0.0284*** 0.0244*** —3,125%**
unilateral (0.00175) (0.00409) (459.5)
divorce
introduced
Observations 30,275 21,830 21,837
R-squared 0.608 0.230 0.063
Low divorce risk
Age when 0.00613 0.103*** —6,657**
unilateral (0.00892) (0.0179) (2,774)
divorce
introduced
Observations 7,569 5,346 5,351
R-squared 0.785 0.353 0.098
High divorce risk
Age when 0.0279*** 0.0269*** —4,354%%*
unilateral (0.00223) (0.00699) (662.3)
divorce
introduced
Observations 7,553 5,347 5,347
R-squared 0.454 0.128 0.048

Source: Ever-married women ages sixty to seventy-four at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.
Notes: Age when unilateral divorce became available is determined based on state of birth. Regressions
also control for birth year, state of birth, age fixed effects, race (white, black, Hispanic, other race), edu-
cation at interview (less than high school, high school, some college, and college or more), urban location
at interview, and age at marriage. Women born in states where unilateral divorce was never available are
omitted from this analysis. Standard errors clustered by state of birth are reported in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.

college or less educational attainment are similar to those in the overall
sample of ever-married women with one exception. For less educated,
high-divorce-risk women, older age when unilateral divorce was introduced
also decreases the probability of being employed full time. For nonwhite
and more educated women, a ten-year increase in the age when unilateral
divorce was introduced is associated with increases in full-time employment
of about 3 and 6 percentage points, respectively. For women ages sixty to
sixty-nine, the coefficient on age when unilateral divorce was introduced is

about 1 percentage point.
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Finally, table 4.11 investigates some of the potential mechanisms for the
relationship between age at exposure to unilateral divorce and labor force
participation. In the sample of all ever-married women, older age at the
introduction of unilateral divorce is associated with an increase in the proba-
bility of obtaining additional education after marriage and an increase in
the probability of having one’s own 401(k) or other retirement plan, but a
decrease in the balance of reported retirement accounts.'? The findings are
roughly similar within the low- and high-divorce-risk subsamples with one
exception. For women with low divorce risk, later exposure to the unilateral
laws does not affect the probability of having obtained additional education
after their first marriage started. This suggests that some of the observed
effects on labor force participation may be explained by changes in educa-
tion and savings; however, the pattern of results suggests that other forces
must also be at play.

4.5 Conclusions

Overall, we demonstrate that the spread of unilateral divorce was associ-
ated with cross-cohort differences in the probability of divorce over the life
cycle. We also show that past divorce has long-run consequences for older
women’s marital, work, and retirement decisions, above and beyond the
impact of past divorce on current marital status. For ever-divorced women,
the age at divorce is also an important determinant of these outcomes.
Finally, we show that women who were exposed to unilateral divorce at
later ages tended to get divorced later in life (conditional on ever getting
divorced). They also exhibit different patterns of labor force participation
and retirement at older ages.

For women with a low risk of divorce, an increase in divorce risk at a later
age significantly increases the probability of full-time employment later in
life (and reduces the probability of having ever collected Social Security).
Additionally, later exposure to unilateral divorce is associated with a signifi-
cantly lower level of retirement wealth. These findings suggest that ever-
divorced women are working longer remedially. When they unexpectedly
divorce at later ages, they are less likely to have engaged in precautionary
human capital investment and have to work longer to increase their assets
prior to retirement.

For all other women, a later exposure to divorce risk does not impact
full-time employment after age fifty, but is associated with investment in
education postmarriage. These women invest more in their own human
capital within marriage, and seem to be insured against increasing exogenous
divorce risk at later ages.

Our results suggest that changes in marital history and marital status,

12. However, see Bee and Mitchell (chapter 9, this volume) for a caution against drawing
conclusions based on this data.
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though not unilateral divorce law, can explain a nontrivial fraction of the
increase in women’s employment later in life. Controlling for age, race, edu-
cation, and urban location, we estimate that women born in the early 1950s
were about 19 percentage points more likely to be employed full time at ages
fifty to seventy-four, compared to women born in the 1920s, a difference
equal to more than half of the mean employment rate for women in this age
range. Changes in the share of women ever married, ever divorced, or ever
widowed explain about 11 percent of the difference. Likewise, changes in
marital history can explain 12 percent of the 4 percentage point difference
in later-life employment between cohorts born in the 1920s and 1930s and
16 percent of the 14 percentage point difference between cohorts born in the
1920s and 1940s. However, we find no evidence that the timing of the large-
scale introduction of unilateral divorce, which represents a substantial,
one-time increase in divorce risk, plays a major role in understanding the
increase in women’s employment for the population as a whole. There is no
statistically significant relationship between the timing of unilateral divorce
legislation and later-life employment, on average. This null effect, however,
masks substantial heterogeneity across women. We find that women facing
a relatively low risk of divorce, especially women with a college degree, were
more likely to work later in life if they were older when unilateral divorce
laws were passed. Conversely, women with less education were less likely to
work at ages fifty to seventy-four if they gained access to unilateral divorce
later in life.

Appendix

Timing of Divorce Law Reforms

Note that in the descriptions below, “fully unilateral” means meeting all
criteria, including no-fault alimony and having no separation requirement.
“Unilateral” means that the state was not no-fault for alimony and/or assets.

Alaska

Alaska became a no-fault state in 1935. Its first unilateral law was passed
in 1962 and went into effect in 1963. The state became no-fault for alimony
and asset division in 1974,

Alabama

Alabama became fully no-fault in 1971 (alimony and asset division
included).
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Arkansas

Became no-fault in 1937 with a three-year mutually agreed upon separa-
tion requirement, and unilateral divorce allowed in 1979. The unilateral
law had an eighteen-month separation requirement, and was no-fault for
alimony/asset division.
Arizona

Arizona became fully no-fault (alimony included) with a law passed in
1973, which was implemented beginning in 1974.
California

California passed a fully unilateral law (alimony included) in 1969, which
went into effect in 1970.
Colorado

Colorado introduced fully unilateral divorce with a law passed in 1971,
effective starting 1972.
Connecticut

Unilateral law passed in 1973 with no separation requirement.

Delaware

Unilateral with six-month separation requirement in 1968, where couples
also had to show that the marriage had been irretrievably broken for two
years prior to the divorce. Became no-fault for alimony in 1979 (passed 1978)
but still had a separation requirement.

District of Columbia

Unilateral law passed in 1977. There was a six-month separation require-
ment if mutually agreed upon or a twelve-month separation requirement
if contested.

Florida

Introduced unilateral divorce with no separation requirement in 1971.
Went no-fault for alimony in 1978.

Georgia
Introduced unilateral divorce with no separation requirement in 1973.

Hawaii

Introduced fully unilateral divorce in 1972.
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Iowa

Towa introduced unilateral divorce with no separation requirement in
1970, and without fault for alimony in 1972.
Idaho

Idaho introduced unilateral divorce with no separation requirement in
1971, and for alimony in 1990.
linois

Illinois became no-fault in 1984, with a law initially passed in 1983. The
state had a two-year separation requirement and was no-fault for alimony.
Indiana

Indiana introduced fully unilateral divorce in 1973.

Kansas

Kansas introduced unilateral divorce in 1969 and no-fault for alimony
in 1990.
Kentucky

Kentucky introduced unilateral divorce in 1972 and no-fault for alimony
in 1987.
Louisiana

We are omitting Louisiana. There was little reliable and consistent infor-
mation to be found on its historical divorce laws. This state allows covenant
marriages, which only allow mutual consent or fault-based divorce. This is
consistent with much of the literature.

Massachusetts

Massachusetts introduced unilateral divorce in 1975.

Maryland

Allowed divorce after a five-year separation in 1937, but was not unilat-
eral. This was shortened to three years in 1969. The state introduced unilat-
eral divorce with a two-year separation requirement in 1983.
Maine

Introduced unilateral divorce in 1973, and added no-fault alimony in
1985.
Michigan

Introduced unilateral divorce with no separation requirement in 1972.
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Minnesota

Introduced fully unilateral divorce in 1974.

Missouri

Introduced unilateral divorce in 1973.
Mississippi

Mississippi added no-fault provisions to its grounds for divorce in 1976,
but did not allow unilateral divorce. This was expanded upon in 1978 by
adding no-fault alimony, but the state remains non-unilateral.
Montana

Montana added no-fault provisions to its allowed grounds for divorce
in 1973. Tt introduced fully unilateral divorce, no-fault alimony included,
in 1975.
North Carolina

We omit North Carolina. This state only allowed divorce on grounds of
separation (originally ten years, shortened to one year in 1965) and adultery,
and not on other traditional grounds such as cruelty, neglect to provide, and
desertion.

North Dakota

North Dakota introduced fully unilateral divorce in 1971.

Nebraska

Nebraska introduced fully unilateral divorce in 1972.

New Hampshire

New Hampshire introduced unilateral divorce in 1971.

New Jersey

New Jersey introduced unilateral divorce in 1971 with an eighteen-month
separation requirement.
New Mexico

New Mexico became no-fault in 1933, and unilateral in 1973. The state
then became no-fault for alimony in 1976.
Nevada

Nevada had loose divorce laws preceding the no-fault revolution, but was
not fully unilateral until 1973.
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New York

New York is a fault state for divorce. Reforms in 1966 and 1967 only served
to expand the list of allowed fault grounds for divorce.
Ohio

Ohio introduced unilateral divorce with a one-year separation require-
ment in 1974.
Oklahoma

Oklahoma was a unilateral state as early as 1953, and became no-fault
for alimony in 1975.
Oregon

Oregon introduced fully unilateral divorce in 1973.

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania introduced unilateral divorce with some noteworthy restric-
tions in 1980. There was a three-year separation requirement, and if the
divorce was contested, the court had to rule the marriage was broken in
order for the divorce to be completed immediately. If the court did not rule
that the marriage was broken, the judge had the authority to assign counsel-
ing before effectively ending the marriage. In practice, this appears to have
allowed unilateral divorce.

Rhode Island

Rhode Island introduced unilateral divorce in 1976.

South Carolina

South Carolina introduced unilateral divorce with a three-year separation
requirement in 1969. This requirement was shortened to one year in 1979.

South Dakota

South Dakota introduced unilateral divorce in 1985.

Tennessee

Tennessee introduced unilateral divorce in 1977 with a separation require-
ment that varied upon whether the couple had children (minimum two
years).

Texas

Texas introduced unilateral divorce in 1970.
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Utah

Utah introduced unilateral divorce in 1987.
Virginia

Virginia introduced unilateral divorce in 1960 with a varying separation
requirement (minimum six months).
Vermont

Vermont introduced unilateral divorce in 1969 with a six-month separa-
tion requirement.
Washington

Washington introduced fully unilateral divorce in 1973.

Wisconsin

Wisconsin introduced unilateral divorce with a one-year separation
requirement in 1978.
West Virginia

West Virginia introduced unilateral divorce with a two-year separation
requirement in 1977, which has since been reduced to one year.
Wyoming

Wyoming introduced unilateral divorce in 1977.
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Table 4A.2A Trends in women’s employment by age—women ages fifty to fifty-nine

Employed full time at any point in SIPP panel

() @) 3) “)
Cohort (omit 1920-1924)
1925-1929 0.0703*
(0.0416)
1930-1934 0.104** 0.0258 0.0184 0.00537
(0.0408) (0.0178) (0.0180) (0.0181)
1935-1939 0.191%** 0.0787%** 0.0629%** 0.0459**
(0.0410) (0.0178) (0.0180) (0.0181)
1940-1944 0.288*** 0.149%*** 0.127*** 0.109%**
(0.0408) (0.0180) (0.0183) (0.0184)
1945-1949 0.328%** 0.177%** 0.149%** 0.132%%**
(0.0408) (0.0177) (0.0180) (0.0180)
1950-1954 0.361%** 0.201%*** 0.172%** 0.155%**
(0.0410) (0.0180) (0.0183) (0.0184)
Ever married —0.0871%** 0.0174
(0.0128) (0.0994)
Ever divorced 0.0895%** —0.0588%**
(0.00651) (0.0202)
Ever widowed 0.0242%** —-0.0108
(0.0101) (0.0188)
Currently married —-0.135
(0.0981)
Currently divorced —0.00849
(0.0984)
Currently separated -0.128
(0.100)
Currently widowed —0.0504
(0.0995)
Ever married X age at first 0.000974
marriage (0.000596)
Ever divorced X age at first 0.00297***
divorce (0.000591)
Demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
Observations 27,763 25,891 25,594 25,397
R-squared 0.054 0.077 0.084 0.092

Source: Women ages fifty to fifty-nine at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.

Notes: Ever married, ever divorced, and ever widowed are nonexclusive indicator variables. All currently
married, divorced, separated, and widowed individuals are also classified as ever married, all currently
divorced women are also classified as ever divorced, and all currently widowed women are also classified
as ever widowed. All columns control for age fixed effects. Columns (2) to (4) additionally control for race
(white, black, Hispanic, other race), education at interview (less than high school, high school, some
college, college or more), and urban location at interview. Omitted categories: never married and cohort

born 1920-1924. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.
**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.
*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.



Table 4A.2B Trends in women’s employment by age—women ages sixty to sixty-four

Employed full time at any point in SIPP panel

() @ 3) )
Cohort (omit 1920-1924)
1925-1929 0.0341*** 0.0274* 0.0164 0.00210
(0.0115) (0.0140) (0.0143) (0.0144)
1930-1934 0.0938*** 0.0717%** 0.0605%** 0.0424%**
(0.0131) (0.0159) (0.0162) (0.0163)
1935-1939 0.145%** 0.111%** 0.0933%** 0.0799%**
(0.0142) (0.0170) (0.0173) (0.0174)
1940-1944 0.167*** 0.128*** 0.107*** 0.0912%**
(0.0128) (0.0155) (0.0159) (0.0160)
1945-1949 0.216%** 0.166*** 0.144%** 0.128%**
(0.0149) (0.0177) (0.0180) (0.0182)
1950-1954
Ever married —0.0877*** —0.0268
(0.0217) (0.147)
Ever divorced 0.0705%*** —0.0715%*
(0.00942) (0.0283)
Ever widowed 0.0261%** 0.00439
(0.0104) (0.0205)
Currently married -0.120
(0.145)
Currently divorced 0.0251
(0.146)
Currently separated -0.0784
(0.148)
Currently widowed —0.0644
(0.146)
Ever married X age at first 0.00228***
marriage (0.000755)
Ever divorced X age at first 0.00245%**
divorce (0.000834)
Demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
Observations 12,686 11,854 11,755 11,665
R-squared 0.052 0.070 0.076 0.087

Source: Women ages sixty to sixty-four at first interview in the SIPP, 19862008 panels.

Notes: Ever married, ever divorced, and ever widowed are nonexclusive indicator variables. All currently
married, divorced, separated, and widowed individuals are also classified as ever married, all currently
divorced women are also classified as ever divorced, and all currently widowed women are also classified
as ever widowed. All columns control for age fixed effects. Columns (2) to (4) additionally control for race
(white, black, Hispanic, other race), education at interview (less than high school, high school, some
college, college or more), and urban location at interview. Omitted categories: never married and cohort
born 1920-1924. Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.

**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.

*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.



Table 4A.2C Trends in women’s employment by age—women ages sixty-five to sixty-nine

Employed full time at any point in SIPP panel

() @ 3 )
Cohort (omit 1920-1924)
1925-1929 0.0330%** 0.0259%*** 0.0232%** 0.0235%**
(0.00754) (0.00767) (0.00768) (0.00769)
1930-1934 0.0620%** 0.0494%** 0.0455%** 0.0447%**
(0.00905) (0.00976) (0.00974) (0.00973)
1935-1939 0.0897*** 0.0752%** 0.0682%** 0.0662%**
(0.00881) (0.00892) (0.00885) (0.00889)
1940-1944 0.106*** 0.0858%** 0.0766%** 0.0772%**
(0.0110) (0.0113) (0.0114) (0.0114)
1945-1949
1950-1954
Ever married —0.0676%** —-0.124
(0.0183) (0.105)
Ever divorced 0.0688*** 0.0258
(0.00802) (0.0250)
Ever widowed 0.0226%** 0.0132
(0.00675) (0.0147)
Currently married 0.0179
(0.104)
Currently divorced 0.118
(0.105)
Currently separated 0.0733
(0.111)
Currently widowed 0.0438
(0.105)
Ever married X age at first 0.00144**
marriage (0.000605)
Ever divorced X age at first 0.000140
divorce (0.000741)
Demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
Observations 10,057 10,055 9,978 9,895
R-squared 0.021 0.030 0.040 0.047

Source: Women ages sixty-five to sixty-nine at first interview in the SIPP, 1986-2008 panels.

Notes: Ever married, ever divorced, and ever widowed are nonexclusive indicator variables. All currently
married, divorced, separated, and widowed individuals are also classified as ever married, all currently
divorced women are also classified as ever divorced, and all currently widowed women are also classified
as ever widowed. All columns control for age fixed effects. Columns (2) to (4) additionally control for race
(white, black, Hispanic, other race), education at interview (less than high school, high school, some
college, college or more), and urban location at interview. Omitted categories: never married and cohort
born 1920-1924. Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***Significant at the 1 percent level, two-tailed test.

**Significant at the 5 percent level, two-tailed test.

*Significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
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