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| ntroducti on

I n 1Wi2r9,i nia Woolf wrota womame of bkbde &asndps
must have money and Fa orno oanm oefc olneormiccwmper spec
for producti endawmenrdthe®minr evvem [Elnadyiwme nftiselrd p
womends economic independence,wedlhlebei reghgi ne
Inequality in incomeaananwtraitmt em@dasvmeonmeanr o
otumulehitsadvant ages, espedaican denddr tghoedyismayg et i

unbal anced endowment smetaon sa np eurnpeevteuna tpil ragy i gnegn d €

the I ife cycle.
Negative event s, or i n economi c-exiegtmsngnegean
i nequality in personal endowments for women,

to a higher risk of poverty.

This dissertation is about the mechanisms t
shock experienced in the I|ifetime. Separatio
as evbhbiamsrease gender | nhbqufediceutsye d Foenw -tshteu dri G
separation intrahousehold inequality in det ¢
di vpyeitent r ahous e htod kde skreoglgeu ailn teengendering di s

dynamics betweefOQGelemni amlralr Whbliledd)i.ssert ati on c
filling the gap in the |literature by studyi n
and earnings for sepambhéteddi wgmen 8ahd &mepal ys

i ntrahousehold inequality between former par

All the three chapieme pampebs,radd had et amey
firsthabBaptewore introductory nature and rel.
central hypothesis commoni nequinti tfihe af tcehrarpa

separati on aaxi sdisiprageiind ibeps pabousehol d distrib
i ncome and earnings between men and women. U
the Household FioanGSer aey nCeReE&&#H)mpatnid 2017, 1

'This dissertation uses daFiandamoen Ctomes uBwit @ ®)Ns tSeum vidyu

publ i sthieet | aned amde mmatyiy®mmos correspond to results or

M ¢



provides a comparsaépaeabivemnvoewcomepPoish a ge

European countri es: France, I taly, Ger many a
Thfei ndrienvgegaider ed patterns in the aftermath o
experiencing |l osses in both householyal ismcome

show that separ agredawemelhoeserimnitousehol d |
compared to separated men in all countries.
Overall, t h ersees up rtesl ismuipnpaorrite st ehpea rhaytpiod rh eisn tsr a |
i nequality in tetmoof@Ql peri-&ib#$ @ &clnhcaensgoepse sith hous
i ncomeA speci fic ifsgmati nwgo mweorr tvwsariho phemgghoenra |I's hian
during the relationship t e mnsdeptaor aetxipoen iheonucsee hpo
in all countries.

Addi tional findings draw attention to the r«
marri age. planr tpnaerrtsihciuplsarar e froormatgg mieard epuapll
under the separreagtiinoben doifs pdrag/pelrotowyer i ntr ahous
under the community regi me.

The

perspective for Europe, using the unique sou

h apctoenrterss bud t he exi stinag dampearaatuirvwe blyon

weal th data f orByE uerxoppl eca nt icrmoguetdihtie gea,ss.dasn @it @ Sti me
thethalte speti fratinoaralt al properglyag@mas & abrl o/p

in -peparation outcomes for men and women.

The secomdbech dgedysoanrd pt ibwe uasn anlgy seicsonomet ri c
hypothesis emerged in the firstpopamtsenr.y Sm

mat chi ngswietchh hde g @ B c e rieng rdei(sfidfe eperrame £t @b ., 19
causally identify outcomes for separated ver

Theri nairings t o tvhael irdoaltee fmlepyae dt beyoruppweéet hinre qu al
shapingdigiefnedrepra-s epati @ati on houtskho|l gdummeoerees
were coonstwobobheptde inequality in terms ,0f per
and per solnml omweadctdmp aruarttihveer ana,mosie vwirt hitir
chapmershogatks I mpact of sepaeanabbnowati espe
omarital property regime and marital status.
Theesabn&inndm cati ons ftrham tah es elpiatreartatonr epen al
for womeal | countr iTeey edxcowbpée alnpd&plee ai. s t ha

of sepvaaraitesonwi t hprsdee ad a ¢ rceoeu paviet hiinrequal i ty
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i di ng har moé osrezveédu ai longf eoa mbahiododm i ncome and

t he s e ctohnidnignhveepstt enrg,a ttalses a | i mpraeat nbhgse|
tories in the bButermatbcmwmseshreipadgs ot ac
our supply choices at (Thhe immati ein hiyype t dire
rris that earningseprapecboria@asraheusase
h mar knat gihertremlse vef | abour supply ineq

contjhuerxgpematwidrh mar it al pr olpheer tsya nmee g i

c
b
e

| abour supply, both in terms of | abour ma
e
n
n

[ ation of psco+da@imdteateinte ared raekisfsfi orne rad
here to obtain unbiased cau.sallheefafneacltyss i

ied out wusing the | ongitudinal component

HFCS) for France BbFetbween wagBu#dasen2BRCA has

rmation on the institutional and | egal a

Theesadtle the findings from the previous <ch

confirmed mphat bhe separation on earnisgs f
gendered, the | at peseepasr atoiuonnd itnot rdaehpoeunsde hoonl d
ear nbuwmtgwaolrska ndnhokres.i ncome, however, earning
for men andtibebmeant t er experiencing an increa
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frequentl vy, no change. This gender asymmet
earners and raises questions t.hat find only
The analysis also shows that t hes daddalenicmp
instituti ®nabohetita@ane@ositive I mpact on earn
previouslyndeseplpla¢s on regi me and who were
partneWwhsehni pnsor eevet uyti onalrechart@®ctact edloiws & ho
i nequealssthywt heaebbkpatiasbfsamonger for wemen af
household inequalitynbamethWesprendauy oel pti a
Thmaicontri butthiomad ptfent hteoi st hteh el iltiéneka twete e r ocavu
effects of sepadatbioun omard@&heibethapbothr b bes
addi teivdrmdalmcbow the interplay -theudsvelnl drien egt
and institutionall/l egal arrangements regul at

separation takes place.






Chapter 1

|l ntrahousehold i nequality as driwv

i nsights from HFCS data in four <c

1. 1l ntroduction

I ntrahousehold inequality is a key dimensior
al ., 2015) . Di fferences in individual i ncom

i mpact economics outcomes of womkw €e€rRpEBODWEN:/

|l arge and persistent | osses of i ncome and ¢
underlined by the |literature (AndreC et al .,
2017; Aassve et al.,2@@d?2; a%modlkc Matnual . 20099
i ncreases gender inequality.

The aim of this chapter is undeeptantiong gbhb
i nequal ities in household income. The main h
i nequalities in househol d i ncdomev ein oiyls ¢pireefgt
di fferences in intrahousehold distribution c
wo men.

Using data from the | ongitudinal component
Survey (HFCS) in 2014 and 2017, this -chapte
separation outcomes in a gender perGepamtniyv e

and Spain.

The results highlight the existence of gende
t hat separated i ndividual s tend to experier
di ssolution, with separated wotme ns exgreati eech cm
al | countries. This resul't hol ds both consi
transfers. Similarly, separated househol d e
countries, except i n Geenmtmadiys p |Howse veerre atsesrp alr
financial wealth compared to separated men i

Furthermore, the resul t-sepairpgptoirdan tihret rhayhlpou she

in term of personal i ncome may drives the c

HN



partner with t hseeplacovadri omh gprea sofnapr @ ncome t e

poseparation household i ncome, regardl ess of
while the evidence for Spain apmagartsheweaael.atl
owned more than the 60% of personal i n<ome,

separation household income in al/l countries

shows that partner shi pesqutad nd htamm bear mormagegen
i ncome in al/l countries. Similarly, in Franc
regi me show | ower |l evel s of i ntrahousehol d

community of property.

This chapter contributes to the I|literature g
Europe, using the unique source of data that
European countries. Thi s i ntreoduoks bhe dcb
institutional settings of mar it al property

separation outcomes for men and women.

1. 2lntrahousehold inequality as driver
framework and related | i terature

1. 2Theoretical framewor k

I ntrahousehold inequality is a key dimensior

(Gehringer et al., 2015) since household is
and women, both in marital anwecehabdiffngr e¢mt
how postul ated by wunitary household model s (
a unique decision maker with wunitary ration
determinedobygl witéal at i(Masalsieps amfd Bo wevm , 198 (
Horney, 1981, Lundberg and Poll ak, 1994) , W
weal t h, wages, human <capital and distributi
I ntrahousehold inelquaatitgns nsuksmantoifall ynade

and accumul ation of wealth (Browning et al

separation and divorce, the existence of as\)
Ver meul en 20y00du earteoo luwpit tgleildni f f er ences 1 n pr e
(Chi appori and Meghir, 2015) . According to

HP



power within the household stem from gender
children caregiver, women have | ower potent.
and the possibility of job teketebasnedd famcer ¢
productivity. Moreover, institutions on the
for mer partner s elasst edelgdoldasi Eamilcyan exacer

parti |l ar, pr op dritvyarlcleogchat tsi oinmpoafc t h opuosseth o | d

O o
c

di vorce | aws provide a-coiupi er taicecrumuh athonc @:

|l abour supply of women (Voena, 2015).

1. 2R8Il ated | iterature

The decline in household income for women a
empititefdat waes et al . 2015; Leopold 2018; |
Damme et) .alThi2090®ecl i ne undermines the econo
their ri s(kAaosfs vpeo veetr tthdhgaitaZnguect of di vemce or
household income for women have be&moolbsetr ve
al ., 1999, Di Pr @tna r &rCd eNktuMidkn uy2s0,D @2 BGQHla)u.s er e f
A pafr titihteer at ure under |l i ned nt hatc otnmee orbesaes ovresd
i's due to gender i netgoadehgerieeces oifn nmahrea nldal it asupre
mot h e (Bhoonondet et al . 2021) Mo tame rOssomtmaein geptl aayl .s,h
decline in housefWoddeiCneomal in BEdRéke Aadssr®dO0
Bol | and Sehdl | arBihachliS.et( al ., 1999

| nt r ahous e hwotl enrsiovimengeutadlss rtlyr at es of empl oy ment
di fferences in the | abour market, unequal ti
The degree of household specialization, whic
within the couple pe#gdre tec osemacatoiudrc,omesf |
(Bi anch;i , Bdmrmat Bt adbury 283d&Eokat st uUZ0@23 show
uneaqduiaslt r ofe@rnomgs between partners before t
outcomes f or dtihsep |l maretdnedreswh®&rcometi et abMt onoR
Manus and DiPrete, 2001; Endewel d et stahe, 20
same result definingadg hetkatoand mi « t hae eiprecamea
wel fare (Hogendoorn, 2022)



Anot her strand of ctohheabl it i.&g@ duuanan m & opecguds toon

e X p ermoednecrea tceo npoasrseeds t o marri ed women (Avell a
Low, 2012; BonnTlehti setc aanl .l2e0 2dlye t o t he fact 1
di vision of paid | abour (Tach and Eads, 2015

1. 3Data and definition of measur es

1.3Data and choice of the analytical sampl e

The analysis was conducted wusing the | ongitu
wave (2017) of the Eurosystem Household Fina
by the European Centr al Bank ( EaECmBt)e Hhrehri so nsiuz

data on income and wealth for 22 cometands i
weal th are provided at the household | evel,
the individual. The data structure allows to
Countries included in this analysis are fou
choice of these countries i s based-obhsthaAnr
i ssue common in studies basedebnatitvotced. o
arises from the inability to follow individu
For this reason, it may concern more separat

Di Prete, 2001; Jenkrienssent20i0Om )t heen afbd lilnogwitnog bwe

The HFCS contains multiple imputed microdat .
solve possible preploame ohatteaeamisenin prese
especially wealth (HFCN, 2016 ; 2020us.esMudl t i

i mplicates for each observation. This implie

5 implicates, hence 5 different datasets. Fr
data while Germany and Swaioaodotrieprebentets

first 9 mplicate.

The sample consists of panel individuals fro
I construct a unique panel identifier for t

combination of household and p&reeltiodsent iTthie

2The other implicates show similar results, descripti

HT



proceed constructing a partner identifier f
I denti fier IS not provided in the original
exploiting information providedi donys htitpe wi & rhi
househol ddéd reference person and the marital
This passage all ows me to construct a coupl e
The event of i nterest i's separation, namel \y
Separation can be considered the actuédl poin
The exact moment of the separation iyseanmrost di
span between the two waves, but it can be ir
variables of individuals in thhe uswoagwawes .fo
scheme.

Let us assume that separation occurred at ti

t-1 . For the baseline, al |l the individuals w
married, in a consensual uneomnwas ahseohalbl o
survey was selected. Let wus define as ti me
separation. For this period al/l the individ
experienced a spbibetweengthbettwbrebsgeaed p
This means that a sufficient condition for
followed in the next wave. These two groups
respectively.

Il ndividuals observed in the panel therefore
i ndividual s whol wende ame coamptlienwmaustly observ
sufficient condition for sampdret ceorns tirsu cftad Inlg:
the next wave. Given the problem of panel at
the observation of both partners would have
Jenkins, 1999; Jenkins, 2008).

Further more, all -8tbhevaisn ;siediedcu aelds dagpedclkDunt
i mpact of separation across cohorts. The 1|it
more detri mental for ol der, isncdicwi dueaelys hlaoteh |
to resort to the | abour-i mdouketdt eoooomecwbshbct
SAccording to Aassve et al. (2007), separation is asso:!

HY



et al ., 2009) , and wealt h, since they tend

2022

The
wWo me
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anal ytical sample sizes obtained thus I
n) for France, 4392 individuals (2205 me
1 men and 2060 women) for Ger mamyneaand 47
Spai n. The dissolution rate is found hi

tries (Germany and Spain approxi mately 3

1. 3Definition of measur es
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has

ome variabl e

out come vari abanengiasb srse proe sad nteeqdu i bvya | ti teee d
ehold si zemowsifngedt ekgqguOE@Dence scal e, de
ces of Consumer -ERurriocseasatbhy albuwr a sotpa ta n(dH Ib@F
di stribution (OECD, 2013).

over, I construct a measure of househol
ul ates household income excluding regul a
|l ied by the welfare, but Tymemt!| bdeef irte
ate transfers. This measure has been use
S household income is composed by -the su
oyment ), rent al i ncome, income from fin
al and private transfers andcomeodees  ron
w me to control for the redistribution e
measure can be i mprecise with respect t

i dering higher qui ntoiWleevserqgf It haem ii md emes s

ct of a dissolution on household i ncome
di stribution i.¢e. i ndi vi dumélsatwdhad s et humg o
i mpact ocoomisncgh efnreo o otmgpoxaarteid t o hi gher | e\

, the equival ence scanhoediufsieedd aosn eb etnhcahtmaar
ousehold components equal to 1 for the f
d. However, the choice wifndg het amdianvdd emnfc

been found to be sensitive to the equiva
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Br¢ggmann & Kreyenfeld 2023). I n the sensiti
to check the robustness of the choice of t he

Explanatory variabl es
l ncome and wealth measures

To have a more comprehensive picture of t h

standards, | also used or construct some mea
Private transfers are defined by yearly inc
compul sory and voluntary alimonies and chil d
Social transfers are gross income from regul
the year and they include family, children,
by the welfare. Bot h pri watld zaendd asnodc ideelf |tartae
household i ncomes.

Unempl oyment benetumtisvcdval thempl oyment ber
They are included as income component is the

pre and post dissolution.

Wealth is defined by total household assets
tot al household | iabilities, i . e. net weal tftf

household main resident, est headmpledyf meenstt alt wes, i

and of financi al assets (deposits, meeual fu
empl oyment business, money owned, voluntary
of liabilitiescoécbatataraktedepd or no

Net wealth is further divided in net housing
and unsecured debts) and net financial weal't
excludingmiprewnsi bhe t ot al oud clt laamtde ma!l iod e ch oaur
l'iabi Il ities. Al l these measures have been
di saggregation enables to study the 1 mpact o

negative shock dvueddtidai an,di $sdlnuwtliudre.d lan ca:
homeowners to con¢tAnoolt hfeorr nheoaussuirneg rsetlaattuesd. t o

analysis is the possibility that the househo

“ln particular, homeownership thbemeowakus.1l for homeo

on
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S been highlighted as i<obhetetgegdeeawehl!| na
al. 2015), helping women in accumulating

rsonal i ncome and womendés share of i ncome

e main set of explanatory variabl es- measul

paration | evels. Peasogabssntomal i pedebnatk
di vi dual | ewvdla,t elr om Ireelpd wrc e ment i ncomes
nsions) . Both private and welfare transfer
ntrol for indamoudmias wshamekerorfedi,heand t he

mput ation of personatief noedef oEathosgsiade
rkelt ated | abour i ncomenpflroyradempl. ®@y md otr d
the | abour market. Bot hcondad uatesl haaedb?@:

stribution aardc @ ewil tat eat h enr amacrmetdar y measu

i ng the definition of individual measures
tect -tbepWwetpon intrahousehold) relative d
t ween partners for eachmeasgpltes Shecwbmaak

e couplebs income (or earnings), as foll ow

O£ NG | Q8 @& Q&I ¢ Q¢ Qi
i 0@ Q¢ OoNCM | £QE dvd QI & Q§ Qi

€ a&d il Q

e share of the couplebdbs income (earnings)
oups. The first group of women have a sh:
come(earnings) than their part mer4d.0% haen ds 60
dicating a relative parity within the coup

60% higher than their male counterparts.

i's classification roughly correspwndeet o n

del , dual ear nerwimorderl moade lf ,e mmad £p éateiawde |l vy
i's share is not defined if both members of

cdeomographic variabl es
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raphic and soci al heterogeneity.

Iy, I defined a set of measure regardi
i's a categori s@lpavarni aml enabadad ot at ve

ey come from an unr egli sureiremd @mrarda nlee gsali

riage.
e is the only country in the study that
e, thus, only for this country, I def i n

n by the former coulpdeeduon nignftdremat ipan

ata about the | egal arrangements define
It is defined only for married indivioc
't r egpamvet neor 4 thiep®t hiem France this is tfF
sed on the idea that the opportunity <co
ations of assets is negative émsuntdetse
resources separated at no cost. Therefo

tion. (Fr®meaux and Leturcq, 2018; Frab
assed in two cateywoof egpropemptay.atAadaddi taina
s before separation is categorized in |

i stered partnerships.

ver, a set of demographic characteri st

(dummyage (continuous and categomyhedper miod

child
wi t h

ren within the housebbkpgdolhebahgireg wodea

children (dummy), repartnering (dummy) .

(dummylve been constructed exploiting the i

depen

Anot h
attai

empl o

dent children and the -moiBetoéduBvakeam

er set of controls -mamketr nathuanammemtp.i t
ned education (3l ScCatDe gsotrpilnedsp Mm@ nz at e g uis e
yed, unempl oyed,, moett i(demeimigedrapoaf Wo

experfemmcti nuoue) spen(tcoint iamadonwg eolkbl vy wor ki n

(cont

iIhraweu v)een considered.



1.

4AUnderstanding i1 ndividual paths by g

Tabl e.d Apmdendi x A. 1 provide main descriptive

compar ianngd fiproesdt ment descriptive statistics |

t wo -ssaunbpl es of treated and contr ol i ndi vidual
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come and wealth components
all countries separated individuals exper

France (Table 1.1a), the average equival.
mpl e and for conti Awheirse s piatt 2@ea feala s mmdld (v i
o experienced a coupleds breakup between 2
erage equivalized household income differs
di vidual s. bldd weveerr t htehd wpdmwedemedt i pet hedQp

similar pattern is found in Spain (Tabl e
come increased by about 18% for al/l sampl e
iven by continuously partneredehkhpesebpntdd
crease in their eg®i%yalciomeadr etdruetasthnadhmdt igredc
i ch wi demxddttimeg pdrief f erence between the two
ables 1.1c and 1. 1b, n & €@e chtoiuvseelhyo)l ,d tihnec oa
| atively stable over time for all sampl e ¢
owed a higher average i ncomet rceoantpraernetd pteor
wever, -imnedthme mpto sgireau posd , e X pheersieenced a | arg
conk. 3% in Gk3Wwainy khndl vy)

al | countries, i ncome before social trans
at of household income after soci al transf
rger average difference béeewesnchalséehahdf
eated household (917.29 on average) compar
e-tpeat ment petredt mémt ther ipod,t the wel f ar e
come increasedornoavdmodde grtolue si, nbrueagse was
ntrol group (1215.91 and 567.2, respective

s similar across both groups before the e

The average increase corresponds to 7.3% between 201

mean gross income in the Euro Ar-&Rasfué¢aesdfoowom bhyrt hédeE

00
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ile it slightly increased for the sampl e ¢
d 718.08 for control). The average wel fare
me for all groups -“tneatmégt tleweweairt ,r oil n gtr |
erage a higher contribution compared to th
creased for all groups between the two wayv
come before sociedlatti vahyfetablemaveedti me
72 in the second period).
i vate transfers increased over time in Fra
ich had a | ower | evel -tofedtrmerstf epear iond ,a vex
rgest i ncraaesad memtt per posdltueTHhHios trhees uflatct ma
ansfers includsupapombonipay mamtds .c hsil mi | ar | \
perienced an increase in average private t
e treated group- r edanitomha vhearda gae hoifg hperri vpartee t
e whole and control sampl es, experienced a
e -tproesatt me n't peri od. I n Germany and Spain,
ansfers detctoreasleld gveupsiime Ger many, excep:
hi gher average amount of transfers in bott
crease in average transfers over time comp
e average amount of social transfers incre
al |l countriesrediomenterpei nod het pe etreated
ansfers compared to the comtrwhilgeoiup inhal
wer | evettseattmenthepenoisdtd, the average amoul
r the control sample in all countries. Con
oup decreasedgceptafbrcbuanhcees
rsonal i ncome of individuals increased oVEeE
able in Germany and Italy, for the whole a
ow | ower |l evel s of personal einoomeoli nghou
ntrast, in Italy, treated individuals show
Germany and Spain, treated group show a h
oups before the oenvaelnti.n cNoenveeritreaerl eesssse d pfears
ance, Iltaly and Spain, while it decreased



The distribution of earnings followed a sli
i ncome. Across the whole sample, a smal/l i nc
the two waves, while a moderatel decTkhaset wat
often driven by the sample of treated indiuvi

crease in their average earnings in France

-~

spectively) whil ee tdheecyr eeaxspeed? i3 ent 8B6dr .naaThsyie z(e a
mpl e experienced an increase in average ea
t a decr eads.el 7i%) Genddm@ bny .I(tTahley p(er cent age c¢ch
r treateddgtouponbmphrgroup, for both posi
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average, in all countries under analysi s,
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S

-

om unempl oyment before the separation. Ave

5

France and Italy for the wholteraamwalse fam
treated individual s, whose benefits decreas
many of them entered the | abour market after

experienced a reducti bet waemnemel dt wmemtaviesn

sample experienced a | arger decrease compare
The distribution of net wealth slightly incr
whole sampl e ®HoweaVvér cowmadlrtileswas unequally ¢
subampl es of separated and partnered individ

i ndi vi dual s owned al most hal f t he -twreed tt rhe notf
perimomd, t i s gap wi-tdeea@tdmeinnt tpheer i past Mor eovVe
i ndi vidual s increased their net weal th over

further decrease2baf7tle®) .t hAe ssaempdraat ipoant tema w

treated group had in initial period al most h
a deci18a9d)(foll owing the separation. Il n co
average wealth over ti nmd t(h+t 2wa.s6 0a)l.s oT hoeb sienrivteic
both groups experienced a slight i ncrease i
treated, r estprecdtimeerdty )parni pdb.stConversely in |
for all groupandiwiduhasepaeaxpttedenci-2§. 22uor e

compared to their-3p8i7tm)ered counterparts (

ENet weal th remained stable in EuroRaseht acfoem tbae t

wayve.
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When analysing the effects of a dissolution,
weal th may drive the behaviour of tot al ne:
components of wealth, namely housing and fin
Housing wealth represents the primary compon
Spain I n France, housing wealth foll owed th
across waves for the whol e atnrde atoend rsod mplaenp | T
di stribution of housing wealth was wunequal a
of the untreated housing wealth. In ITtaly, t
and the average hotosiaygl wgabupsdetiowased, th
the treat2®) grlompcdgntrast, i n Germany all gr
wealth across waves and the initial gap betw
Spai n, gteheweaavletrha i ncreased over time for the
weal th of the untreated group while the tre
separation period.

Financi al wealth is the most wunequally distr
countries there exists a substanti al I ni ti é
separated and those who remai nuend reartterde rge d.up
countries, except for Germany. Besides, the
an increase of financi al resources for the
treated group in Fldgnde,r IGealmanyand Svmasi no.bs
increase of financial wealth for al/l groups.
empirical evidence that suggests a wealth p
decline iemlhdugqiBogtwen and Lersh, 2020; Lin
2022) .

On average, continuously partnered individua
separated individual s,-skepthaitmnomhe@eirmiotdisali na
I n Ger many, both groups hadgpesi md| amhpéecaemt
treat ment period the untreated group had | o
Conversely in Italy, a higher percentage of

the-tpeat ment peri @aboultt alexehaednonttaratance

hence

the comparison over time was not possi



Homeowner ship rate is higher for continuous
ountries. Over time, the rate increased (Fr
for the control group and demaemnsdds{ &bhbhace$
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he treated group.

di vi dual and demographic characteristics

e degree of marital specialization within
e shares of women's income and edammriangne.ntT
riod, since they referreedcataedcgumlugs .hakc rha
ares of personal i ncome and earnings for w
France, the average womend6s income share
e treated group shows a higher share of 41
e two groups, with treated éeéndiovsduvalt® ¢
rners model. This finding is confirmed als
p across groups. A | ower average share of
0%), with a slighedygrhogmer33Ih)ar eEdromi ndhe

stributed acr-»6%) .grAlulpsc umloaud 306 nGEeleemany

emasidn ner mo d e |

l ian women exhibit the | owest average i

pectively). However, there exists a si ze:

a
S
eated group had an average i ncomeheshaoret rodl
oup had an average income share of 25% and
upl es also were closer to the male breadwi
oup belonged on averagentoscomopgdké. cAosemi.l
und in Spain, where the average income sha
% for the treated group. Bat wmeargtsn ewres ,e vmotr
erage earning share in the control group o
so Spain exhibits a dual scheme within the
the control groupakaenbbeadwisocenrnt mddevli t wt
e tgrereated wer e closer t o t he dwealpaerat nen

trahousehold inequality.

st i ndividual s i n al | countries were marrtr

ance, 98% in Italy, 94% in Germany, and 95¢
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Mo

curred in marriages rather than unregister
% in France, 81% in Italy, 79 % in Ger many
l'y in France was it possible to observe t
e data showsndhat daal 80%eoné& in a partners
gi me while 79.20% opted for community of

di viduals that opted for separation of prc
e copupol g

terms of demographic characteristics, t h
eated sampidC,yeadar sarommunavelrbage. This trend
ai n, while in Germany the awmetage (&Fe ladcfHh
ntrol group and 55.62 for the treated grou
cur -liinf eminkcverthel ess the share of O6grey di
reover, the treated group shows a higher p
| ower percentage in |Italy and Spain. This

affect the proportion of men be Wwoemakumwh©Jae

Je

I n
s a
h a
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Th
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nkins, 1999; Jenkins 2008).

France, Italy, and Spain, the average num
mpl e in both periods compared to the contr
d a | ower average number of <children.

eated individuals had higher |l evel s of e d
rmany when compared to control sampl e.

e proportion of employed individuals in Fr
e control samples, whereas the proportion
oup, which had the higher pea ospaome itorne nod veans
Il taly where | abour mar ket attachment slig
unempl oyed ort people outside the | about
oportion of employelkdeinhdeati eddagsowpsi hilgbe
Germany, the proportion of employed indiyv
oportion of employed individuals was highe
ain, thef pegroploogtedni ndi viduals decreased o
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contr ol group. However, the proportion of em

t

a

| owe

exp
t he
con

not

e

t

year

hter epaotsmient peri od.

ver age, in France individuals have 27. 1¢
r years (21.36) for the treated group d
rience was 31 years for bowhstB8.@boleaa
treated group. I'n Italy, the average wo
rol group to 24.63 years for the treated
avail able in Sptaa nf,rdmetrled 02@1 7 elwygvegt od
S spent in employment are 28.53 for the

Wor king hours per weekFwaeaneesi wmik&r aacaoves ag

33 hours per week. However, while they remai
and control groups, sSkewnr dtnicacreapedi adc ftdre
experienced a brewakupbsEheedama Geemany, whe
control samples worked slightly more than 3
i ndividuals increased their hours from 33.60
wor ki ng hodursst arbeeneaionveer ti me for all groups
hi gher average of around 38 hours in both pe
working hours for all groups in Spainalwas ar
decreased their hours in the following perioa
stable across periods.

Rate of retirement was higher in all countri
treated which is composed by younger individ
in France, |l taly and Spain while in Germany
I n France, individuals with a migration back
i n Germany and I|Italy, the figures were 10% a
are similar across groups in EBrageaenaty Gear v
sample in terms of individuals with migratio
and 12% in the treated sample. No data on mi

Measures regarding the proportion of custodi

cal cul at ee efparmr athenp eetri od. On average, Cus:
the treated group, whi c h, as opr awipewndleyn t n athi
Specifically, the proportion of custodial pa

o o



i n Germany and 50% in Spain. Finally, the ra
hi gher in Spain and Italy (58% and 47% respe
and 29% respectively).

1. 5Postparation gendered differences

I n this section, | provide a descriptive ana
by gender. The aim is to understand what hap

on their gender.

Tabl esl broades genderterde asttmants tpecrsi cod hyhec @

I n all countries, separatsepawa@amemnhawvyailvawe r
i ncome compared to separated men. The | arges-
on average. I n France the difB88reonceswasd?76bl
3923.42 euros. Average household income befo
than for women in al/l countries. However, th
Germany, while it re®paned stable in Italy a

Private-whiamtksfmayy i ncl udseuprparritt aalrieanoth igehise rl df
femhkeaded households in Fheaded Howsebédpn) denl
type of transfers. Similarl yyed nt rlarad fyerts er
more than the average of female househol ds w
since no male household received these tran
matheaded househol ds rheacneifva magl emolrea dierda ntsd Lleg
euros and 2680.62 weuros, respectively). The
househol ds are more often the recipients of

and custodial pdgdr enrutnsb.erAlosfo ,o btsheer vsamma ons may

l ncome transfers received by welfare are bal

with women receiving 2902.27 euros and men |

l'taly, women receive twice as mucl8 aurmesn, |V
Ger many, women receive more than men, wi t h 2
Spain, women receive | ess than men, with 111



Foll owing the separation, men display highel
with average gender gaps of 22435.21 euros

euros in lItaly and 9757.04 eurosigisn bPmai n.heT
gap of earnings is narrower compared to the 1
more than women after the separation in Fran
Germany (21786.53 europs) and Spain (+5339. 46
Unempl oyment benefits are | arger for men col
woman received bennefciotnst)r aasntd, iGe rSmpaaniyn.s hows
unempl oyment benefits between men and women.
These |l atter findings are consistent with t
weekly working hours. I n France, men display
However, the rate of employment einsdg $bi gulorr ky 1
hours per week on average (34.89 hours compa
to be more educated and show higher empl oy me
average, women work fewer &armoad st pe40.wek khdBIE
Similarly in Spain, men display higher | evel
|l i kely to be employed even i f they work fewe
hours for men). ConvylkRowehiyghen IGevenllasmyoimend:
empl oyment rate compared to women. |In addit:
wor king hours, with women working 26.13 on a
finding explraigme sl drng e egesmdea l i ncome and ear
Presence of <children as well as being a cust
per sonal i ncome, earnings and | abour market
separated households with chialsdwehli ashi dglemn
children within the househol d. I n particul a
France, 51% in Italy, 33% in Germany and 61%
tend to repartner momepatkdnt med4Pohl bBnhdl ppabh
56%) and | ess than men in France (23% compat
37 %) .

"Unempl oyment benefits are provided in the data at the
social transfers, which are provided at the household

nmm



A key feature to consider when studying par:t
and in particular the distribution of-housel
separation household net wealuslkhio$ dsi minl &r am
and to some extent, in Spain. Conversely, i

weal th between female and male househol ds.

The distribution of housing wealth foll ows

housing wealth than women, while in Italy,

Conversely, I n Germany and Spain meimuasndgwol
wealt h. Hi gher average housing wealth in 11:
keeps the family house. These findings are a
women in |Italy and Germany,howwill ewem Homeacwn
rates compared to men.

However, there are considerabl e gender di ff

Separated women have approxi mately half the
while in Spain there is a | arge diapt rbield uveiemn
financi al assets across gender i s more equal

women displaying a negative average value of

Lastl yseparpbsbon period, the proportion of f

and gi fts is hiComererisel onl y his Pramoeti on i
and Spain while no data are available for 11t
8I'n al |l countries this type of assets belongs to i n
considered available personal resources.

nH
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Figur&halr.el of womands persosabaratome hypyugehot dl escof

1.6l ntrahousehold gender inequality

Womends share of income and earnings can be

characteristics that contribute to deter mine

Tabl ed ill Bastrate t he eiesptarrialt utoinon nacfo nmseh arneds
by some demographic characteristics that ar e

attachment and property r egiivweduwalostkeell dryg d dc.e

The distribution of persosnapan atcioone shwas elso b
weal th are also graphically showed i n Figure
to foll ow-sama piendv epratteede run b o tnhd fwoera | ht ohu sgeuhi onltd i

share is | ower for first quintile, i ncrease:



hi ghest quintiles. Earnings share (Table 1.3
of the income and wealth distributions appea

househol ds.

In Italy, the distribution of the share of
progressively increases for the fourth and f
same trend, with a slight d&e orbesege eidn ftolme tth
earnings in Table 1.3b. Therefore, womends s
This i mplies that poorer househol ds exhibit
depicting the | attehoasehbledsmost gender wunegq
I n Ger many, l ncome shares are more gender eq
i ncome, while in households belonging to the
share of individual i ncome c amep asrheadr etso dtif dier
along the wealth distribution with househol
households at the top of the distribution (f
womenos personal I nadomen.otT heo |l darwn itrhges ssahreer eps:
and wealth distributions. More gender equal
househol d i ncome. On the <contrary, consi de
househol ds belodnd hteo dtitsé rmibdid li @ n .

Figure 1.1 shows that, i n Spain, considering
increases up to the fourth quintiles and sli
weal th quintiles, more equaf hbaesdhesltdi buei
shares follow the same patterns of indi vi du
considering wealth, more gender equal househ
Tabled &al383a show how that, i n France, per so

di stribute across age cohoshapéedrpwbmennsi mh
as wel |l as earnings shares +#60eryes9de awidt deag
afterwards, reaching a peak during working

hi gher i ntrahousehold inequality. I n contr a:
cohort s, i ne€rlesa saen dd Wreicnrgea®@® awret.i IA rsd tiigrhég i n
for ol der cohorts (over 70 years). Earnings
i ncrease-6bDoyetnahse BOhort and a decrease for

i ncome and, partieauhamlgy domurilmadpodertility



mot her hood penalty. Similarly, i n Ger many, [

560 cohorts, while they are | ower during fer
fertility age is greater cd&arsimaearyi ndreeprorsisn g
mot her hood penalty. There exists in Spain a
and age (Table 1.3d). |l ncome share declines
more individual Il hocomemehair @ obchepar edhorts.
foll ow a-shaperdsedd st ri buti on across age cohc
during working age and decline afterwards.

I n all countries, the share of iIincome and ea
achievements. Overall, more educated women t

These results hold also considedi wg memplhaym

hi gher shares of both of individual 4Johcome ;
t leaHorr ce women, in all countries. Further mo
me an, especially <consi-deshogvomian iwogsk.i n§a bu
per manent contract have higher shares of i n

temporary contracts.

Finally, maripgradxise@echyl wamden®dan shares- of i n
can be also analysed according to the mari:t

regi me chosen by the coupl e.

Unregistered and registered partnerships 1in
marriages, both in terms of personal i ncome
and 39% respectively). Further mor-mo,usEhehdh
di stributirem asfedi mesmaearces across marital st

separation regime display have higher averag

( 44 %) compared to women in commemnivieyyj)egWne
separation regime have roughly equal resourc
1.3b) in unregist-eelkdt pdrtesoshces anmneodiest r
than i n marriages 1f 3B&r tofiempehmispadgaincotme2 %
of earnings in partnership against 31% in me
(Tabl e 1. 3(chhabdred 1S@Bai)n Al | partnerships in
marriages., Ilwomear rhages29% of income share



average, while shares are higher than 40% in

and registered partnerships are more gender

Bel onging to a partnership, especially when
Il ncomd ated resources more favourable to wome
regime i s the separation ofn pQeopnearntyy, iom | Fr aun
partnerships are subject to the separation

couple that opted for separation regime disp

1. Before and after separation changes

WO me n

Figur eds plr.e83saent set s o f kernel density di s
equivalized household income occurred betwe
specifically individuals who experie nicse dt hae <
growth rate of equivalized househaotlrde aitnnteonne

pertlodantd -t heapmeht period t+1. The compari so
of the panel di splays chatngamsdi aohauge® men bgyu
prsseparation womenodés share of personal I ncoma

i n outcome by the presence of dependent <chil

Ker nel di stribution functions explain the pr
i n outcome between the two periods. A mass
i ncrease over time in equalized hheewsnehotlhdati
i ndividual did not experience any or |ittle
-1 indicates a high proportion of individuals
the dissolution (Bonnet et al. 2021; Jenkins
France

I n France (Figure 1. 2a), a higher proportion

i ncome after separation compared to the pr
di stribution is below the zero whhdrle, tfheawerofr

than women had a | oss of i ncome in the after



share-sepapaéi on i ncome, the Kernel di stri but

i ncome share between 0 and 40% compared to

bet ween the two distributions. Thrsahappbées
proportion of men while higher proportion of
gendgqual di st rsielpuatriaan omf pepresonal I nhcomes, b
di stributions are similar andgdreaelwodsta oviemil lag
of | rbcacsmad per sonal resources within the forr
women after separation result similar. When,
per sonal i ncome comptheddit ®t hiebufioomeshipftrs$n

t hat a higher proportion of women experienc

income after the dissolution, while the proj
growth decredhesd. ré@seid alsl hi ghlight that the
separation personal income tends to worse of
The presence of dependent children within th
and women. Mot hersdé distribution is more sh

i ndicating that presence of cahihlidgrheenr wpirtohpionr

mot hers incur in a |l oss of income compared t

i ndividuals is similar for both gender s. Fu

i mpact of separati ongeosn heoquusael hiozlidn gi ntcoo nseo nteh

bet ween men and womemep a&rnt ntehree dc ownotmmeanr ys t inloln

| osses compapardt ner exédb nme n .
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I taly

A similar pattern is observed in Italy (Figu
a |l oss after separation is greater than that
l eft (the Kernel peaks at temenandhkbelwvowanés
prsseparation personal i ncome provides hetero

When womanés income share was below 40%, the
the distribution feofrt ,worneesnul ¢ hinfgt si nona thhieg hle
experiencing a | oss in household i ncome. w
di stribution of resources was more equal be

i ndicatingsapanmbubacomest or men and women.
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Ger many

A | arger proportion of separated women exper
mal e count eGepamatnsy alFssoguirre 1. 2c). The mode o
i n fact beyond the zero, I ndicating a posit
Womanodos share of personal income defines het
per somel oiwncead before separation, the | ower

with the event for women. Both men and women
the couple tend to | ose more. Mor eover, sep
changes in household income, regardless of wlt

| ower proportion of mothers seems to experi e
chil dren. Fathers, on the othekFestanmenappRsar

ot her countries, repartnering can help to re

pn
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come and earnings were | ower for women 1in
unempl oyment benefits in all countries.
A third set of results regarded how personal
respect selected individual characteristics
di splayed different patternsghelrntfroarh oaulsceero! d
France and for working age cohorts in I|Italy
Spain. Al so, intrahousehold inequality showe
our mar ket atthastment bhothRhl lbncegnsréersd a
di spl ayed | ower intrahousehold inequality w
marri ages, and for couples who opted for sefg

opt ed fofr proompmaurnti \t.y
| ast set of results graphically anal yse

® O

ehold income for separated individual s |

ehol d i ncome for WO men i n andercowanst rl e:

=y
o
o <© C

»Q W S 0O o »

ounced i n Spai nseplarkdtnigon nitmot raaclcowsd h @lr e
onal i ncome, the results showed that wom
tionship faced greadept pEmailn.i eMorn eno vadrl,
share was above the 60% experienced positi Ve
Overall, the partnesepwrahi bowper sbaak DbDHC @M

after separati ocne tihneraed deixtiisotned ian nikortahner hood

i n Germany and Italy both childless women an
i n household income after the dissolution o
effectiveategiyngnsall countries, except in S
Taking together, these descriptive findings
i n -peptar ati on household i ncome, showing tha
t han men. Further mor e, they sepporobedcomes i
driven bgyeptareatpo@ i ntrahousehold inequal.it)\
earnings, showing different pattersrepafrarnt i me
share of personal i ncome.

The next step of the analysis will consist i

through econometrics techniques.



Appendi x A

A. 1IDescrispat vesi cs

Tabl eDéels cdlrai pti ve resul ttsr gaotrmefmrtance: pre and
Prter eat ment treat ment
Al | sar Contro Treate Al sar Contro Treated
I ncome and Wealth Components
Eq Househ 40425. 40842. 30445. 43372. 44065. 26804. 2¢
I ncome (54302. (54730. (41705 (59986. (60939. (23774. 3
Il ncome bef 40317. 407609. 29528. 42779. 43498. 25588. 3°
social tra (58992. (59557. (42032 (602009. (61147, (24520. 4
Private 1655.0 1693. 4 1338. € 1982.6 1910. 9 2360. 85
transfers (1255. (1253. (1268. (2039. (1438. (3951. 8¢
Soci al tra 1325.6 1307. 4 1650. 7 1787. 2 1731.5 2794.02
(1516. (1506. (1660. (2154. (206 2. (3268. 7¢
Personal 26711. 26910. 21959. 28351. 28510. 24535. 01
I ncome (36950. (37481. (20000 (33270. (33654. (21911.1
Earnings 19373. 19431. 17984. 19802. 19794. 20005. 7
(34466. (34913. (21167 (32011. (32330. (23171. 8
Unempl oy me 593.7¢ 562.9¢ 1329. ¢ 621. 88 609. 4¢ 918. 97
benefits (3307. (3220. (4899. (3779. (3744. (4537. 1
Net weal th 696447. 712341. 318233 738074. 759074. 236404. €
(146494 (148586 (72870¢ (157464 (160059 (500311.
Housing we 205758. 209306. 120981 216145 221464. 89079. 9¢
(250202 (253313 (13336( (256110 (25874: (128327.
Fin. wealt 168153. 173398. 41774. 187761. 194248. 32974. 2.
(833583 (843753 (51825 (877312 (892589 (316441,
I nheritanc 0.60 0.61 0.41 0.64 0. 65 0. 37
Gi fts (0.49) (0. 49) (0. 49 (0. 48) (0. 48) (0. 48)

pp



Homeowners 1.16 1.16 1.29 1.15 1.13 1.43

(0.37) (0.36) (0. 46 (0.35) (0.34) (0.50)
I ndividual and Demographic Characteristics
Il ncome Sha 0.35 0. 35 0.41

(0.23) (0.23) (0.25 (.) (.) (.)
Earnings S 0.40 0.40 0. 43

(0.31) (0.31) (0.31 (.) (.) (.)
Marit al st 1.96 1.97 1.75

(0.39) (0.39) (0.58 (.) (.) (.)
Property r 1.79 1.80 1.60

(0.41) (0.40) (0.49 (.) (.) (.)
Age 52.74 53.07 44 .82 55.67 56.00 47 .75

(13.92 (13.81 (14. 3¢ (13.84 (13.73 (14.24)
Gender 1.50 1.50 1.55 1.50 1.50 1.55

(0.50) (0.50) (0.50 (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
# of child 0.72 0.71 1.03 0.66 0.66 0.75

(1.03) (1.03) (1.02 (1.00) (1.00) (0.98)
Education 2.25 2.25 2.33 2.23 2.22 2.32

(0.75) (0.75) (0.70 (0.76) (0.76) (0.72)
Empl oyment 1.75 1.76 1.53 1.82 1.84 1.48
status

(0.95) (0.95) (0.82 (0.97) (0.97) (0.82)
Tot al ti me 27.16 27.41 21. 36 30.99 31.26 24.53
in employn (12.32 (12.24 (12.7" (11.52 (11. 41 (12.25)
Wor ki ng ho 33.48 33.48 33.53 33.45 33.42 34.17

(5.31) (5.33) (4.90 (5.36) (5.45) (3.23)
Mi gration 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11
background (0.32) (0.33) (0.31 (0.32) (0.33) (0.31)
Retired 0.28 0.29 0.15 0. 33 0. 34 0.18

(0.45) (0. 45) (0.36 (0.47) (0.47) (0.38)
Custodi al 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. 43 0. 483 0. 48
parent (0.00) (0.00) (0.00 (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
Repartneri 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.25

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00 (0.10) (0.00) (0. 43)
N 5376 5160 216 5376 5160 216

Not e. Unweighted descrsgmplves, stthae icsdntcrso If,oranc et hveh otl re
the separation period. Source: HFCS second (2014) and



Tabl eDds drmi ptive resul-ttrsedtomendtt aly: pre and

Prter eat ment treat ment

Al | s a Contro Treat e Al | salt Contro Treat e

I ncome and Wealth Components

EqHousehold 18265. 18231. 200509 . 18341, 18358 . 17453, :
l ncome (13693 (13699. (13313. (14627. (14642. (13900.
Income befc 18234. 18200. 20006 . 18321, 18337. 17447,

social trar (13678 (13683, (13369. (14626. (14641. (13906.

Private 1480.¢ 1464.1 1953.6 2119.0 2053.0 2712. 8
transfers (1216. (1235. (0) (1781. (1756. (21717
Social trar 1175.¢ 1200.7 722.71 1300.2 1350.09 168.21

(2124. (2163. (1249, (1937. (1965. (156. 9
Personal 15271. 15241, 16823, 15181 . 15141, 17259, :
l ncome (15966 (16006. (13732. (16209. (16232. (14932.
Earnings 9428.1 9340.0 14036. 9074.8 8965.4 14752.

(15964 (15972. (14904. (16090. (16073. (16035.
Unempl oymer 50.41 47.63 194. 6¢ 74.10 74.27 65.23
benefits (547.¢ (539.4 (866.9 (737.0 (740.5 (530.9

Net wealth 246940 248077 187928 236515 238483 134333,
(31821 (32019E (180097 (31662C (31860€ (156271

Housing wee 14463¢ 145429 103580 138912 139851 90165. ¢
(14702 (147522 (111145 (14697: (14753( (103887

Fin. wealtt 21096. 21446. 2,675. 24052 . 24539, 2637.6
(11067 (110795 (103061 (10219  (10293¢ (37278.

I nheritance 0.23 0.23 0. 25

Gi fts (0. 42 (0. 42" (0. 44" (.) (.) (.)

Homeowner st 1.21 1.21 1.20 1.21 1.20 1. 36
(0. 41 (0. 41" (0. 41" (0. 41" (0.40; (0. 48)



I ndividual and

Demographic

Characteristics

I ncome Shar 0.25 0.25 0. 34

(0.25 (0. 25 (0. 25 (.) (.) (.)
Earnings St 0.31 0.31 0. 37

(0. 34 (0. 34" (0.31" (.) (.) (.)
Marital ste 1.98 1.98 1.82

(0.15 (0. 14" (0.39" (.) (.) (.)
Age 58. 24 58.39 50. 83 60. 21 60. 35 52.78

(12.8 (12.8:2 (13.14 (12.8:2 (12.7¢ (13.02
Gender 1.50 1.50 1. 42 1.50 1.50 1. 42

(0.50 (0.50" (0.50" (0.50" (0.50° (0.50)
# ofii |l dr en 0. 47 0. 47 0. 64 0.41 0.41 0. 48

(0. 82 (0.82" (0.89" (0.78" (0.78" (0.82)
Education 1.60 1.60 1.84 1.60 1.59 1.86

(0.70 (0. 70 (0. 74 (0.70; (0. 70 (0.73)
Empl oyment 2.12 2.13 1.52 2.17 2.18 1.55
status

(0.97 (0.96" (0.83" (0.96" (0.96" (0.87)
Total ti me 28. 79 28.92 24.63 33.24 33.33 29.07
in employme (10.5 (10.5¢ (10.5¢€ (11. 44 (11. 4c¢c (12.51
Wor ki ng hot 37.47 37.45 38. 24 37.37 37.34 38.25

(10. 3 (10. 3€ (9.50" (9.93" (9.92° (10.23
Mi gration 0.05 0.05 0.12 0.05 0.05 0.12
background (0.23 (0.22° (0.33" (0.23" (0.22° (0.33)
Retired 0. 32 0.33 0.16 0.35 0.35 0.16

(0. 47 (0. 47" (0.37" (0. 48" (0. 48" (0.37)
Custodi al 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. 36 0. 36 0. 37
parent (0.00 (0.00" (0.00" (0. 48" (0. 48" (0.49)
Repartnerir 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.47

(0.00 (0.00" (0.00" (0.09" (0.00° (0.50)
N 4392 4309 83 4392 4309 83

Not e. Unweighted descriptive statistics for the whol e
the separiaocdonSource: HFCS second (2014) and third (2

py



Tabl eDels clrci pti ve resul tstrfeat nteertmany: pr e
Prter eat ment treat ment

Al | s a Contro Treate Al l sat Contro Treate

I ncome and Wealth Components
Eq Househ 41855. 41700. 47100. 41259. 41382. 370609.
I ncome (41651 (40996. (59775. (40111. (40295. (33158.
I ncome bef 40905. 40750. 46196. 40538. 40664. 3626 3.
social tra (40357 (39643. (59718. (40210. (40389. (33450.
Private 3122. ¢ 3029. 2 4898.1 2727. 8 2257. 8 5480. 6
transfers (3771. (3666. (5827. (3638. (2648. (6824.
Social tra 1953.1 1938.5 2421.9 2039.5 2029. 9 2378. 4
(1564. (1544. (2089. (1895. (1875. (2513.
Personal 30540. 30422. 34530. 30310. 30322. 29924.
I ncome (39308 (38669. (56981. (37163. (37379. (29041.
Earnings 22286. 22142, 27161. 21205. 21218. 20742,
(38978 (38272. (58083. (37863. (38039. (31456.
Unempl oy me 175. 91 173. 2 267.0¢ 92.56 93.60 57.26
benefits (1382. (1386. (1245. (894. 2 (904. 09 (380. 6
Net weal th 448034 451290 337608 5016214 505083 384288
(89843¢ (906267 (564118 (891884 (89068¢ (927841
Housing we 178248 179975 119683 211949 214117 138413
(23244 (23385¢ (168644 (25065: (25135¢ (213557
Fin. wealt 60527. 59686. 89022. 71504. 70651. 100410
(29216 (284471 (48675& (29089¢ (27616¢ (60819ECE
I nheritanc 0.27 0.27 0.26 0.16 0.16 0. 24
Gi fts (0. 45 (0. 45" (0. 44" (0.37° (0.36° (0. 43"
Homeowners 1.28 1.28 1. 36 1.25 1.25 1. 38
(0. 45 (0. 45" (0. 48" (0. 44" (0. 43" (0. 49"

p



I ndividual and Demographic Characteristics
Il ncome Sha 0.30 0.30 0.33
(0.23 (0.23; (0.25" (.) (.) (.)
Earnings S 0. 35 0. 35 0. 36
(0. 32 (0.32" (0.31" (.) (.) (.)
Marit al st 1.95 1.95 1.79
(0.23 (022) (0. 41" (.) (.) (.)
Age 57.08 57.12 55.62 60. 03 60. 07 58.43
(13.09: (13.86¢€ (16.47 (13.87 (13.7¢ (16.1¢
Gender 1.50 1.50 1.56 1.50 1.50 1.56
(0.50 (0.50" (0.50" (0.50" (0.50° (0.50°
# ofii |l dr en 0. 44 0. 44 0.40 0. 42 0.42 0.39
(0.87 (0.87 (0.74° (0.87 (0.87" (0.75"
Education 2.40 2.40 2. 34 2.38 2.39 2.28
(0.509 (0.59" (0.65" (0.60 (0.59" (0.64°
Empl oyment 1.92 1.92 1.89 2.00 2.00 1.97
status
(0.99 (0.99" (0.98" (0.99" (0.99° (0.99"
Tot al ti me 30.56 30.61 28.95 32.27 32.33 30.23
in employm (13.1¢ (13.0¢€ (14.5¢ (12.77 (12.7z (14.31
Wor ki ng ho 34.27 34.29 33.60 34.19 34.15 35.25
(15. 2: (15.2¢ (13.9¢ (14.6C (14.61 (14. 3¢
Mi gration 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.07
background (0.30 (0.30° (0.27" (0.29° (0.29° (0.25"°
Retired 0. 35 0. 35 0.33 0. 41 0.41 0. 37
(0. 48 (0.48" (0.47" (0.49" (0.49" (0.49"
Custodi al 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.30
parent (0.00 (0.00" (0.00" (0.45" (0.45" (0. 46"
Repartneri 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.29
(0.00 (0.00" (0.00" (0.09" (0.00° (0.45"
N 4121 4003 118 4121 4003 118
Not e. Unweighted descriptive statistics for the whol e
t hseeparation period. Source: HFCS second (2014) and th



Tabl eDds drdi ptive resul #tsefadomeB8pain: pre and
Prter eat ment treat ment

Al l sam Contro Treate All sat Contro Treate

I ncome and Wealth Components
Eq Househ 25255 . 4 25334. 22636. 30891. 31181. ( 21303.
I ncome (36526. (36765. (27450. (53558. (54212. (210209.
I ncome bef 25184. 7 25264. 22539. 30774. 31063.: 21205.
social tra (36531. (36769. (27479. (53575. (54229. (21082.
Private 1311. 3° 1281. 8 1488. 4 1779.1 1227. 3 2956. 3
transfers (1032.6 (1081. (738.9 (2610. (1184. ¢ (4135.
Social tra 940. 30 934. 31 1116.0 1192. 8 1205.0 849. 01
(1799. 38 (1819. (1129. (2869. (2912. ¢ (1130.
Personal 16975. € 16928. 18522. 19076. 19083. ¢ 18820.
I ncome (24269. (24192. (26762. (29255, (29438. (22459
Earnings 12441. C 12378. 14496. 12930. 12857. . 15355.
(23706. (23706. (23694. (28566. (28711. (23195.
Unempl oy me 299. 79 296. 8¢ 397. 4¢ 186. 0: 185. 75 195. 2¢
benefits (1432.4 (1428. (1551. (915. 4 (919.9 (757. 1
Net wealth 1269760 129157¢ 547533 161275¢ 1648066 443682
(424123% (42991¢ (10358€ (724052 (734441 (93205¢
Housing we 1990214. 200402 153420 216592 218802. 143403
(268872 (26740C (311422 (30362€¢ (304945 (24611C
Fin. wealt 320363. 327593 81100. 465566 477854, 58929.
(142808 (14480€ (279547 (33372€ (338633 (22916¢CE
I nheritanc 0.45 0.45 0.29 0.51 0.52 0.29
Gifts (0.50) (0.50 (0. 46 (0.50: (0.50) (0. 46
Homeowners 1.009 1.09 1.22 1.009 1.009 1.21
(0.29) (0.29" (0. 41" (0.29; (0.28) (0. 41"



I ndividual and Demographic Characteristics
Il ncome Sha 0.27 0.27 0.37
(0.26) (0.25] (0.29] (.) (.) (.)
Earnings S 0. 36 0. 36 0. 44
(0.35) (0.34] (0.37; (-) (-) (-)
Marit al st 1.99 1.99 2.10
(0.21) (0.20; (0.53] (-) (-) (-)
Age 57.17 57. 44 48. 12 60. 17 60. 44 51. 13
(13.12 (13.0¢ (12.7¢C (13.06€ (12.97 (12.7:2
Gender 1.50 1.50 1.46 1.50 1.50 1.46
(0.50) (0.50 (0.50 (0.50 (0.50) (0.50
# of child 0.57 0.56 0. 86 0. 48 0. 48 0.71
(0.91) (0.91° (1.04 (0.86 (0.86) (1.07
Education 2.06 2.06 2.009 2.08 2.08 2.08
(0.90) (0.90" (0.89" (0.90" (0.90) (0.91"
Empl oyment 1.96 1.97 1.58 2.03 2.04 1.56
status
(0.95) (0.95" (0.84" (0.96" (0.96) (0.84"
Total ti me 28.40 28.53 24. 28
in employm (.) (.) (.) (13.9¢ (13.99 (12. 1¢
Wor ki ng ho 39.15 39.15 39.33 38.64 38.62 39.009
(11.56 (11.57 (11. 34 (12. 1€ (12.21 (11.5€
Mi gration
background
Retired 0.26 0.26 0. 114 0.31 0.32 0.114
(0. 44) (0. 44 (0.34" (0. 46" (0.47) (0.35"
Custodi al 0.00 0.00 0.00 0. 38 0. 38 0.50
parent (0.00) (0.00" (0.00" (0.49" (0.49) (0.50"
Repartneri 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.58
(0.00) (0.00" (0.00" (0.13" (0.00) (0.49"
N 4741 4602 139 4741 4602 139
Not e. Unweighted descriptive statistics for the whol e
the separation period. Source: HFCBmpéconte]200«nh ant



A. 2Posteparation

Tabl ePdss®@mar ati on

descri

gendered

ptives

stati st

stati st

Me n

Wo me n

Eqg. Household | ncome
I ncome befomnaes$ectka
Private transfers
Social transfers
Personal I ncome
Earnings
Unempl oyment benefi
Net weal th

Housing wealth

Financi al weal th

Il nheritance & gifts
Homeowner ship

Age

# of children
Household with chil:
Education

Empl oyment status
Wor king hours
Custodial parent

Repartnering

31039.20
(26030. 40)
30216.57
(26587.21)
1,770.56

(.)

2,574.03
(4,222.28)
29906. 46
(24543.83)
23903.51
(27110.38)
1,378.28
(6,465.78)
250214. 4
(481673.2)
97122.19
(139616.7)
11415. 62
(298857.8)

0.36
(0.48)
1.36
(0.48)
49.47
(14.30)
0.43
(0.78)
0.28
(0.45)
2.36
(0.70)
1.49
(0.84)
34.89
(0.84)
0.31
(0.46)
0.28

23352. 29
(21256. 51
21815. 80
(22100. 9.
2,388.96
(4,047.2
2,902.27
(2,713.8
20156. 58
(18482. 8!
16828. 54
(18912. 91
544.57
(1,783.4
225148 . 3
(516758 .
82524. 52
(118533,
50547.20
(330291,
0.38
(0.49)
1.49
(0.50)
46.34
(14.10)
1.01
(1.06)
0.55
(0.50)
2.29
(0.74)
1.47
(0.80)
33.59
(4.21)
0.62
(0.49)
0.23

CS

CcS

by



(0.45) (0.42)
N 97 119
Not e. Unwei ght ed detsrceraitpetdi vsea nsptlaet iasfttiecr
third wave (2017) data. Own calculations.
Tabl ePds®parati on descriptives statist
Me n Wo me n
Eq. Household I ncom 19107.74 15184. 32
(14366.99) (13097.1:
I ncome before socia 19105. 57 15172. 88
(14369.93) (13106. 3
Private transfers 4,806.00 2,015.15
(.) (2,038.1
Social transfers 104.13 200. 25
(.) (207.68)
Personal ncome 20293.96 13097. 21
(15477.48) (13259. 01
Earnings 16773.99 11981.00
(17555. 43) (13434, 3!
Unempl oyment benefi- 112.79 0.00
(697.36) (0.00)
Net weal th 134545. 43 134043. 6
(157406. 1) (156993, 7
Housing wealth 88410. 41 92572.75
(103382.29) (106039. ¢t
Financi al weal th 2,313.48 -9290. 71
(37133.26) (37005. 3
Il nheritance & gifts
(-) (-)
Homeowner ship 1.38 1. 34
(0.49) (0.48)
Age 53.54 51. 74
(13.40) (12.59)
# of children 0.40 0.60
(0.76) (0.88)
Household with chil: 0.25 0.37
(0. 44) (0.49)
Education 1.77 1.97
(0.78) (0.66)
Empl oyment status 1.56 1.514
(0.87) (0.89)

c

S

ftohre tsheepar at i ol

by



Wor king hours 40.61 35.27

(6.98) (12.80)
Custodi al parent 0.27 0.51
(0. 45) (0.51)
Repartnering 0. 414 0.51
(0.50) (0.51)
N 48 35

Note. Unwei ghted detsrceraitpetdi vsea nsptlaet iasfttiecr ftohre tsheepar at i ol
third (2017) wave data. Own calculations.

Tabl ePas®mxar ati on descriptives statistics by

Me n

Wo me n

Eq.

Ag

Household | ncome
before

ansfers

nsfers

mpl oy me

weal th

weal th
eritanc

& gi fts

meowner s

usehol d

48138.25
(39587.35)
47735. 24

(39694.89)

(.)
1,496.091
(438.35)
42472.77
(35990.36)
32928. 63
(40457.75)
57.05
(411.37)
492561. 7
(1122014)
138470
(232827.5)
113308.5
(647897.3)

0.25

(0.44)
1.42
(0.50)
57.65
(16.97)
0.29
(0.61)

0.21

28348.51
(23963. 1.
27224.58
(24281. 3.
5,480.609
(6,824.6
2,853.05
(3,014.0
20037.56
(16632. 21
11142.10
(16866. 4:
57.43
(357.85)
298982. 3
(738288.
138369. 6
(198894,
90248.05
(579849 .
0.23
(0.42)
1.35
(0. 48)
59.05
(15.65)
0.47
(0.85)
0.27



(0.41) (0. 45)
Education 2.42 2.17
(0.64) (0.63)
Empl oyment status 1.79 2.13
(0.98) (0.98)
Wor king hours 44.06 26.13
(6.84) (14.51)
Custodi al parent 0.25 0.33
(0. 44) (0.48)
Repartnering 0. 37 0.23
(0.49) (0. 42)
N 52 6 6
Not e. Undwes oggrhitpetdi ve statistic for the treated sampl e
Source: HFCS third (2017) wave data (First implicate)
Tabl e 1Psogsgtar ati on descriptives statistics by
Me n Wo me n
EgHousehol d | ncome 24036.23 18100. 85
(23767.59) (16906. 8°
I ncome before socia 23946.95 17993.23
(23822.46) (16958. 4:
Private transfers 3,714.54 2,680.62
(5,929.01) (3,617.5
Soci al transfers 1,116. 02 688. 80
(1,495.24) (900.54)
Personal I ncome 23312.60 13555. 56
(26454.16) (15189. 2!
Earnings 17813.67 12474. 21
(28120.52) (15301. 41
Unempl oyment benefi- 262. 14 116. 83
(888.86) (562.34)
Net weal th 472646 . 7 409739. 2
(933493.6) (936596.
Housing wealth 145377. 2 141091. 6
(242996. 3) (251617.
Financial wealth 69469.59 46576. 77
(252590.9) (199519)
I nheritance & gifts 0.32 0. 27

meowner ship

Age

(0.47)
1.19

(0.39)

52.91

(0.45)
1.23

(0. 43)
49.05



(12.79) (12.41)
# of children 0.59 0. 84
(1.07) (1.07)
Household with chil: 0.33 0.50
(0.47) (0.50)
Education 2.17 1.97
(0.89) (0.93)
Empl oyment status 1.75 1. 34
(0.92) (0.70)
Wor king hours 40.91 37.52
(11.20) (11.74)
Custodi al parent 0.40 0.61
(0.49) (0.49)
Repartnering 0.56 0.61
(0.50) (0.49)
N 75 6 4
Not e. Unweighted descriptive statistic for the treate
Sour ce: HFCS third (2017) wave data (First implicate)



A. 3Wi t hiomsehol d gender inequality

Tabl el lcBdme and earnings shares: France
Il ncome Sh Earnings N

Pr-eeparation | ncome

Q1 0.33 0.39 932
(0.31) (0.38)

Q2 0.38 0.46 1129
(0.21) (0.30)

Q3 0.38 0.42 1084
(0.19) (0.27)

Q4 0. 37 0.41 1112
(0.20) (0.27)

Q5 0.28 0.33 1050
(0.22) (0.32)

Pr-eeparation Wealth

Q1 0.36 0.38 503
(0.29) (0.35)

Q2 0.36 0.40 713
(0.23) (0.28)

Q3 0.37 0. 44 8214
(0.21) (0.29)

Q4 0. 38 0. 44 1181
(0.20) (0.29)

Q5 0.32 0.37 2041
(0.21) (0.33)

Age cohort

2@8 0.35 0.34 102
(0.25) (0.28)

2388 0.39 0.40 426
(0.23) (0.25)

38 0.40 0.41 624
(0.24) (0.27)

4% 8 0.314 0.42 648
(0.24) (0.32)

5% 9 0.32 0. 42 580
(0.21) (0. 44)

Over 70 0.27 0.19 293
(0.19) (0.39)

Education

Primary and seconda 0.31 0. 42 528
(0.23) (0.38)

Upper education 0.33 0. 38 923
(0.22) (0.31)

Hi gh education 0.39 0.41 1168
(0.23) (0.28)

cy



Empl oyment status

Empl oyed 0.42 0. 48 1572
(0.21) (0.27)

Unempl oyed 0.29 0. 24 119
(0. 24) (0.31)

Not i n ftchrecd abor 0. 24 0.13 982
(0. 22) (0.30)

Type of contract

Per manent 0. 43 0.49 1232
(0.19) (0.25)

Temporary 0. 37 0.46 101
(0. 25) (0.32)

Marital status

Unregistered partnel 0. 44 0.45 261
(0.26) (0.31)

Marriage 0.33 0.39 2248
(0. 23) (0.32)

Regi stered partner s| 0. 44 0.45 164
(0.20) (0. 24)

Property Regi me

Separated assets 0.41 0. 414 1088
(0.24) (0.30)

Common assets 0. 34 0.39 4219
(0.23) (0.31)

Note. Womenods share of agemnsdmnalg tmcomei an dHéE€LdSr siempadt ¢ 20441

wave data. Own calcul ations.

Tabl el dc 8me and earnings shares: l'taly
I ncome Sh Earnings N

Pr-eeparation | ncome

Q1 0.15 0.18 732
(0.30) (0.36)

Q2 0.16 0.15 817
(0.22) (0.24)

Q3 0. 24 0.31 8914
(0.23) (0.31)

Q4 0. 34 0.41 889
(0.22) (0.32)

Q5 0. 34 0.41 943
(0.20) (0.33)

c o



Pr-eeparation Wealth

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q5

Age cohort

2@8

2388

3% 8

4 %8

5% 9

Over 70

Educati on

Primary and seconda

Upper education

Hi gh education

0.19
(0.28)
0.22
(0.24)
0.23
(0.25)

(0.25)
0.29
(0.22)

0.17
(0.20)
0.27
(0.28)
0.24
(0.25)
0.24
(0.27)

(0.24)
0.27
(0.22)

0.109
(0.23)

(0.25)
0.39
(0.21)

0.22
(0.33)
0.26
(0.30)
0.29
(0.33)
0.38
(0.34)
0.36
(0.33)

0.17
(0.20)
0.28
(0.30)
0.25
(0.26)
0.32
(0.35)
0. 44
(0.43)
0.22
(0.41)

(0.34)
0.35

(0.33)
0.43

(0.28)

648

708

892

929

1098

13

157

415

574

591

380

1106

736

288



Empl oyment Status

Empl oyed 0. 44 0.52 727
(0.20) (0.28)

Unempl oyed 0.04 0.04 85
(0.14) (0.18)

Not in the Il abor fol 0.16 0.01 1318
(0.21) (0.10)

Type of contract

Per manent 0. 45 0.54 535
(0.19) (0.27)

Temporary 0. 37 0.42 81
(0.25) (0.30)

Marital Status

Unregistered partne] 0. 38 0.39 48
(0.27) (0.32)

Marriage 0.25 0.31 2082
(0.25) (0.34)

Note. Womendés share of per soinnadi viindcucanhe cahnadr aecatrenriinsgtsi cas

second (2014) wave data. Own calculations.

Tabl el nlcABme and earnings shares: Ger many
I ncome Sh Earnings N

Pr-eeparation | ncome

Q1 0.30 0.37 750
(0.28) (0.41)

Q2 0.29 0.33 774
(0.22) (0.34)

Q3 0.29 0. 33 841
(0.22) (0.30)

Q4 0.30 0. 36 877
(0.22) (0.30)

Q5 0.30 0. 35 846
(0.23) (0.29)

Pr-eeparation Wealth

Q1 0.33 0.35 385
(0.27) (0.35)
Q2 0.35 0.39 486




Q3

Q4

Q5

Age cohort

2@8

2388

3938

4 %8

5% 9

Over 70

Educati on

Primary and seconda]

Upper education

Hi gh education

(0.24)
0.32
(0.23)

(0.22)
0.26
(0.22)

(0.29)
0.29
(0.23)

(0.23)
0.33
(0.25)

(0.23)
0.27
(0.20)

0.23
(0.25)

(0.23)
0.34
(0.23)

(0.35)
0.37

(0.29)
0.38

(0.33)

(0.31)

(0.29)
0.29
(0.24)
0.29
(0.26)
0.37
(0.31)
0.43
(0.41)
0.35
(0.43)

0.30
(0.38)

0.33
(0.33)

0.39
(0.31)

567

1022

1628

55

208

369

483

553

378

172

1133

728



Empl oyment Status

Empl oyed 0.37 0.43 1006
(0.23) (0.29)

Unempl oyed 0.31 0.28 38
(0.26) (0.34)

Not in the Il abor fol 0.23 0.16 937
(0.22) (0.33)

Type of contract

Per manent 0. 36 0. 42 917

(0.23) (0.29)
Temporary 0.33 0.39 81

(0.23) (0.32)
Marital Status
Unregistered partne] 0. 42 0. 43 103

(0.23) (0.28)
Marri age 0.29 0.35 1941

(0.23) (0.33)
Regi stered partner s| 0.50 . 2

(0.26) ()
Note. Womepéssshateiaoatome and earnings according to i
second (2014) wave data (first implicate). OoOwn <cal cul
Tabl el lc8de and earnings shares: Spain

I ncome Sh Earnings N

Pr-eeparati@ui fdtnicloene

Q1 0.19 0.31 846
(0.28) (0.40)

Q2 0.24 0.31 884
(0.25) (0.34)

Q3 0.27 0.38 949
(0.25) (0.33)

Q4 0.33 0.43 966
(0.24) (0.32)

Q5 0.30 0.38 1021
(0.24) (0.33)




Pr-eeparation Wealth

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q5

Age cohort

2@8

2388

3% 8

4 %8

5% 9

Over 70

Educati on

Primary and seconda

Upper education

Hi gh education

(0.28)
0.24
(0.25)
0.27
(0.25)
0.26
(0.23)
(0.27
(0.26)

(0.31)
0.33
(0.23)

(0.26)

(0.28)
0.23
(0.24)
0.18

(0.23)

(0.24)
0.26
(0.27)

(0.25)

0.37
(0.37)
0.34
(0.35)
0.33
(0.32)
0.36
(0.33)
0.38
(0.35)

0.27
(0.209)
0.33
(0.28)
0.35
(0.31)
0.37
(0.35)

(0.42)
0.33
(0.47)

0.32
(0.38)
0.35
(0.35)
0.40
(0.32)

436

539

635

814

2242

18

233

467

609

616

390

922

466

943



Empl oyment Status

Empl oyed 0.43 0.51 1003
(0.21) (0.29)

Unempl oyed 0.20 0.23 235
(0.22) (0.35)

Not in the Il abor fol 0.14 0.07 1095
(0.21) (0.23)

Type of contract

Per manent 0.47 0.54 606
(0.19) (0.26)
Temporary 0.32 0. 38 157
(0.21) (0.34)
Marital Status
Unregistered partne] 0.39 0.45 59
(0.24) (0.32)
Marriage 0.27 0. 36 2230
(0.26) (0.35)
Regi stered partner s| 0. 36 0.45 44
(0.28) (0.38)
NotWwo.mends share of personal income and earnings accort
second (2014) wave data (First implicate). Own <cal cul






Chapter 2

Wi t kciorupl e | neéebguwealkiutpy cauntdcomes: a compa
in the EU

2. 1l ntroducti on

Uni on dissolution may promote gender inequal
especially +dhewadledesholusmbhloé ds and single mot
Il ncome inequality within the FEurodpeaine slenihoomn s
(Gehringer et al., 2015).

Empirical | it eratur e hcaosn csechhoatm guomee@a k em do @ toc
| arge and persistent | osses of income and ar
a separation (Aassve et al. 2007; de Vaus et

2004; van Damme ietetalal .22@2M28)Vi grhelse-toesul t :

t hneedi um run. Di fferent explanations and sev.
to explain these stydcrzedl dwelt s, at the micr
The mainhiede@atesdeynti s that gender inequality
exi stimuwiltehidn fferences in terms of persona
that differences in the distributionatoifomp,er s
strongly influence the gendered outcomes und
Structural differences in the | abouiknmamket

gender earnings gap. Men tend to have higher
tend to stay |l onger in the | abeurupmiirdmes, a
increasing their work experience and | abour
more wealth over the | ife cycleti@enaedsehy)]

earning sectors of the ecensmytewWdmem,; exmper
di s

-

uptions after maternity and a mot her hood

mot hesslhippadrti ng podarce ers raemmdo rdfainmiilayt i on pol i
these el ements unaodér pemsowamen d®x olmev ealngd acct
wealt h. I n the perspective of this study, t
potenti al source of explanation of the neg:
aftermath ohce sedawvatdueh, wsal th defines wom
economic security in the short and | ong run.



I ntroducing wealth in the analysis of the ec
crucial for several raasendi fFersehceshenepkes
drives accumulation during @ hgaps.l afeooastlip
represents a cbhpgraceprmalati on maiandards of | i v
i nequal i ties are exacerbated by separation o
the division of ahoduisveohrocled. wenalgehn earfatle,r anal y
i ncome could underesti mate gender inequalitd.i
2020) .

Consequentl vy, in this framework income and v
i ndividual s to donga cwidt meag adii syso Isthtoickn

The main aim of the chapter is thsepmpation
within couple inequality in shaping genderec
poseparation household incomet htTomuenabl @ etqhia
i n terms of personal i ncome, individual e a
Furthermore, it aims to analyse howcobohett yppa
institutional c har actge rmes taincds nmaasr | matrl i tsatlatprs
comparative perspective across the European
To understand the 1 mpact of separation and
i nequal ities on household income of separate
and Consumption Survey (BRQE) by weleea RO0nldp a:
four countries, namely France, Iltaly, Ger man
The swausdoynducted i mplementing a combiinati on
Di fference i n-DDIDf)f erpeomroweax h( R&HIMt all ow to is
effect on the economic wellbeing of separate
The results show that a separation penalty e
However, the impact of-seppamnéicommpwies hmederad ti
hi gher the share ofcopmraseerdahe i hoomer owaetn
relationship, t heselpawait i bhe hbasseholnd pios¢ o me
penal tyybisefakedmen but only when they were n
coupl e. The more heterogeneouspodfefnadtal ofpewae
generally associates hi gherrellgotrsssg piam ahlt o wane hweel:
especially for women. The effects of marital
acrtolfleegree -o6umwlh ¢ himequal ity in personal 1inc

Ty



o 0o Ccr® —Taoa o n 9 4 — o o »n =
o - 9 - S5 — > S = X T o

c

sahtthe rol e of | egal arrangemeatupl eal sequa
ow that women who were | ess economically

periences more severe consequences sdemendi

property and family | aw. Furthermore, rep
all countries but it ed¢waplreoti negairad ame .t h
e contribution to the I|iterature is threef
d wealth as two main determi nartparaft i geande
andards. An additional naolvepeéeyspecttihvee cfoonr
untries The I|literature only recently sta
ssolution and most contributions focus on
come or wealth, orfttreyn. alnmltyhsiisn gs tau csyi nwgd ael tc
d not as an out come.

stly, this study exploits the Il ongitudinal

n that embeds both income and weal-th dat

0
untry comparison of the rodefiiasteggpnaaroasttti aoln
c

tcomes in four European countries.

e rest of the chapter is organized as foll
the i mpact of separation and gender i neq
men. Section 3 provides a cempiangtiore bher
the analysis. Section 4 illustrates the o
ta description and methodol ogi cal strateg

ovided in Sectiomedt iandal yi.n Fiercdliloyn, 8i,n r%*ec

inting out | imitation of the analysis and

2Li terature review

1l mpact of breakups on womends economic we

e |iterature on the economic consequences

nerally experience | arge and persistent I

parati on. Lone parenthood, ierd pvant thi cau lgare,at
i ncome and a higher risk of poverty, espe

rent of the children. Al though most studi e

T



associated with separation differs substant
2020) .

I n order to quantify the | mpaicng odf birredikwipdL
studies focus on the percentage difference I
year after the separ artuno nantaolloyks ips tarcRematn@afmetl tye
focus owutnheaodechefperspective finding the sa
recovery: while in the U.S. the effects appe
OECD countriespofrfaeyt { Thpre @amatnesmand Morteln
Few studies so far focus on the dissolution
di fferent path and rules with respect to ma
partners who are more educated a&ryd tmarde tac thi
more equal divi $ieaaehriolfodnpeanv@Tasagheka mah dEads, 20
et al ., 2021) . Considering all these charact
dependent on wel fare aald. pr2&2al,e Moratneslf marss (

Researchers find | arger financi al | osses ass
the U.S. (Smock et al ., 1999; Di Prete and N
201bheswlts for European countries | argely d
Uunk 2004; Hauser et al ., 2016; de Vaus et ¢

cases men seem to gain relativel;y de Vaousse dte

2017; AndreC et ianlg. ,und ®@In6s) .wo nMem ccexlpaelriitence |
married women (Avellar and Smock, 2005; Fi st
cohabiting men have a greater fall of i ncom
Di Pret e, 200 1lo;c kKAveddsx) .anlli nmM ar results are
Europe (de Regt et al ., 2012). This pattern c
tend to keep individual resources separated
mai nt &iemr financi al i ndependence I n rel ati
individuabsheebdtt ombef t lwe tihn atwmemeaditrsiterdi bcuot
in the U.S. (Tach and Eads, 2015) so t-hat | o
driven | osses. Another reason could I|ie in

faster rates of repartnering compared to mar
I nstitutional factors play a key role in de
studi es under seg el ad e ¢h,0 weenpddaeydme ahd rhayni |y

exacerbate or moderate the effects of a sepa
measures of I mcvwenea @M @e/ri sposi t-s e@a riaripiaocnt ionne

y n



trajectories of women than i mpacts related t
i nstitutional feature that could shape divo
regi me that often differs acreswayoumtwlyi cMa
resources, especially wealth, would be split
One of the first comparative studies for Eur
how partnershipbés dissolution has | arger neg
for wtohmemmefnoor This resul't AMati mdeyl i bl dani n Aut

identify three main reasons behind the fall

| ower earnings that women face in the | abour
and | astly the i nadaesqiurec yngodfe < eamadle Wwelufsemhe |

in fact exhibsiacr ds 6 fasmoemit g hyplaitd ketr nt hat northe

narrower i mpacts compared to southern countr
driven by differences in institutional frame
pl ace. I n teeu s aente avle.i n(,20d1e5) found for six C

negative consequences of di vorce for bwomen

influenced by soci abpeaveilffiadc el asbfecatm rhiya rdkeanrst. a

particul ar, they argue that the combination
policies influence the effect on i ncome.

Sever al contributions in the I|iterature pro
possibly drove these results, both at the mi

The mechani sms examined -hiorustehiot dsti meyuéloicuy

i ndi vi dual i ncome and wealth and how they in
repartnering and custodial arrangement s.
2.2TRBe rol éhowfs eihmtlrda i nequal ity of income and

| mpact of wunion dissolution on economic wel/l
in terms of i ndi vidual i ncome and wealth. A

former partner provide hetiemogmemamussr € dMaMaeE

and Di Prete, 2001; Bonnet et al ., 2021; Ende
Differences in individual i ncome among ©part
household specialization and childbearing, é
attachment . Even when women stay ani ohe | awe
wages and career intefheiptieionns] € oil H oovmen gg & |
of divorce is found to be | arger than the in

Yy M



Therefor e, even |f some mechanism of assorta
began, during the relationship the above mec

According to sonfeoggeshddr ed ehéectasbdbncoupl ed:

mar i tal speicnieasltirziacttieodn eaanrdni ngs capacities dt
| abour mar ket (Bonnet et al. 2021; van Damme
i n their interaction or in individuali adapac:
wel fare transfers (Hogendoorn, 2022).

The impact of intrahousehold inequality has
AndreC et al. (2006) showed that the unequal
t he gsepnedceirf i ¢ division of |rabtolug evdadrhda mi ca auwt
women in a country, the more equally income
after separation. Mc Manus and Di Prete (2001

separation household ynwombuplbseppaereati nshap

i ncome contribution. Similarly, Endewel d et
|l srael are |l argely ndgabrece fewemenowi ehrhow
to face | ssstehwki ppoegearedli eacsome | evel s. Conver s¢

(2021) highlighted that theeamparctp arftoden,rrc
gender, because women tend to take omod=arger
compensating mescuhpapnoirstmsp aaysmecnhtisl dand spouse al
bal ance€owiptl ki mar it al invest ment and to equal
Similarly, welfare transfmrnsororr orleep arnt desrtienr
ri sk of women, especially mot hfeouwnhdaWsitimg@ Duntp
of wel fare policiad siso | mddermaititetdd ebeesipiodesan epdr @
partner, conceptunadleinzicogottbh@sdegdree of indiyv
mar ket attachment but also the share of hous
The relationship between intrahousehold wea
progressively received more attention-by scft
assuring mechanism that enabl e isnedi evamntad s a
separiathieonw er yT hleo red eratrt.hofi swpresumably stron
(Grabka et al.2015) .

The dynamics that rule the distribution of
i nequalities determining | arger wealth gap f
pl unges i ts roots i n womenos | ower oamesumul
(Sierminska 2010; Chang 2010; Scheneebaum et

Y H



I n turn, the | atter is determined by premar.]
and marit al property regime chosen by the <co
2020) . Il nheritance in partiatuldaet, e rrneipnuepss emitts
wealth gap in community -pelopteirdryshiegi anec wimu Il
determines the gap for couple in separation
Empirical evidence, | argely focused on Gerr
separation penalty in terms of wealth for bc
(Bortien and Lersh, 2020; Kapel |lsomnan B aBa xetr
2022). According to tbupgpl i weabthresequahit:
exi sts before the beginning of the relations:t
and remains throughout cowiptlheo uvte aflutrht hienre gaunapl| i
Lersch, 2020). This persistent disadvantage
extending inequality beyond the relationship
This persistermchowayliddecderncdy i ncome and we
a separation, hi ghlighting the r o$eparl atyiean
outcomes for women.

Separation outcomes in wealth appear strongl
separation | evel of individual weal th. While
the cost of separation, t he dgiesnsdoelruetdi opnatafer
women experiencing heavier | osses in wealth
2020). This i selpargqeliynduedi vipua l |l evel of
| egal obligations rvelratee dd ot on o4 e paaprpaltyi ofno ra nac
entitling partners to claim share of marital
2.2TBe rol aeanfoggmmpihd ¢ characteristics: chiloc
Presence and number of children within the
out comes, especially for the custodi al par e
Thi el emans and Mortel mans, 2022) .

Mot her hood has been associated with higher

poverty in the U.S. (Bianchi et al ., 1999; (
AndreC et al., 2006; Aassve ettakhl, ,2Q021;BB
Schull er, 2021) .

Main drivers of these gendered outcomes are
children that [ i mi t womenods | abour mar ket p

y o



compensation mechanisms for former partner i

the extent of welfare state support for | one
in the job market because chppdpeabotnlgp ats tah e
and intensive margin. Mor eover, thegi danei &
fathers (Aassve et al ., 2007) that often ar e

Recent studies fomtEwrhypse candernlsit oeadd @D ojsdis

| abour supply of separated mothers (Boll and

to

the | abowobrmabketefand haveseap groastiitdn eo wetf d

mot her sewdeht depil dren (Jenkins 2008; Mort e

i ncomd ated andekbmpkbdymehtcies targeted to | c

wel fare determine heterogeneous outcomes f ol

2006; Aassve et al., 2007; Jenkins 2008).

A strand of the | itevat wreem pnoit itee d oot paean ad d
the degeparpteon economic independence of wo
For the U.S., Bi anchi et al . (1999) show t he
than their former partner, but the | oss gap
supply and | evel of earni ng4 iemmoontekne rwsi trhe dhuicg
gap with former husbands. Bonnet at al- (202
di vor ebeeimgl lonce acccoouunptleed efaorrniwigtshiinnequal i
changes in womeno6é | incirreqas®t andar dshei mukrbamc ¢
effect i s oveowmplme ibryeqva alhii tny .

Repartnering reprpsé¢ni s placei hg smoatdégygons
shock due to separation (Dewilde and Uunk, 2
The | iterature identifies repartnering as a
effectsskeplarawiog because it enables indivioc
with the breakup. Positive impact of repartr
separation | evels of income and ati kéki bamé
of repartnering for women, wi th sitsrepragean | ®@mni
income | evels (Dewilde and Uunk, 2008; Bonne
°Ot her coping strategies in divorce and separation co
the parental home. See Mortelmans (2020) for more ext

yn



The |l iterature also points out as there exi

separated men and women. Women tend to exhib
especially because of age at thpahausehohbhdd
for men starting a new relationship is posi

earnings and educaGdpmz  wsokra ed tmaanls.,, 220QR107) .
Rates of repar-specnfng aceossuBsowtple,grexdi ont

to the influenae edf faobhbest |l i ke individual
cul tur al stigma on-uséeparaheGagbmewsbaceseti (at
Besi dsepapraei on marit al status had a role i1
with cohabiting women in Europe repartern ma

specific characterpgartddc st w fmarorhiaahg & sa,t i bounts icro
cohabitating individuals have | ower repartni
womeno repartnering rates are i nsfpleuceinfciecd sboyc

wel fare supvpiodrpie lcainfdi ¢ nidncome support (Dewil d:

2. 3Comparative institutional backgroun

2.3l astitutional contedratt:edf amidl ynai emmhielndamere |

pol ici es

Counstpeyci fic i nstitutional cont ex t-s o wrtoruil es
di fferenxepamndt postwel |l being. This section p
(e.g. chil d smapmdretn aanncde )s,pduasmall y pol i cies (€
each country included in the study.

Family | awrehateldi | dawsan

I n France, family all owances depend on numbe
Single mothers in France have high unempl oyl
tend to weariknemwaoNeknfrud Il one par entos sioci Al amea

PThis section is partially bapedt ookt hgsbsalec(e) esio wpP@e

which provide detailed information about | aws and ju
family matters, t hehtOELCD: /Havmmiw.yoedadt abgsahd/ ftdmi | Mutdu
I nformation SystebMl 930G octadtad b Py @ tletwihp somat www. miadd es.

dat abase

yp


https://e-justice.europa.eu/
https://www.oecd.org/els/family/database.html
https://www.missoc.org/missoc-database
https://www.missoc.org/missoc-database

provided for grant them to reach a mini mum i

household characteristics, waoahkl dewerfkitsg (Bar

2022) . I n ITtaly family all owadcasedmpentdyod
towar-dn¢t¢ome and | arge families (Ongaro et.,
iwor k benefits, i . e. conditional on | abour

parents have a taxhirledueni oRemalre dlepleodent ocr

one of the | owest among the EU (slightly mor
with higher shares of wunpaid work. -Thmsl ys n
reconciliieagi on polic

German family can receive fixed amount of f ¢
| aw provides tax allowance for families with
there have been changes in famioimgnpolkiconesl| §
of family and work schedule. I n particul ar,
put in place to boost women participation r

time schedule (Bruggomant aast Kngymoafkeédhoad2p

by Ger man mot her s.

Family benefits in Spain are not mean tested
of children. Al so, Spain has a | ow rate of v
share of woimeen sicnh epdaurlte ( Avram and Popova, 2

Mai ntenance regul ations

I n France dexcuppomnts iomn wmhard dp &o emtt st hhatt alag o

on the transferds amount. There are no preci
uponCoturete . For France Bonnet et al. (2022) p
probability and the amount of child ali moni e
more children alimony payments c onweavreerd, ttoh in
resul t I S -sderpiavreant | oye | pme Oimdesh ewoni al fat her
al i moni es, therefore there exists a guarani
government aims to compensate the | ack of <ch
Spousal mai ntenance i s established as ad in
Deci sion on maintenance iIs upon the court an
mai ntenance i s aimed at comye wewadscti anrgd gprod = nd fi
among partners, i n particular due to the de

y C



separation (Fremeaux and Letur-sgm 2O0mMPpEns &t c
payment may be <4Inziomed pay tnkee, | ow | iquid or
provided in form of capital assets.

In ITtaly, the court | ays down upon and enf or
amount of the child support on the basis of

with each parent. I n particubappochi hddenhhhba
l'iving in the family house, that for this re
2019) . There exists a state fund -dusatto dcioamip
parent . The coemandecifdoe oédmor marnfpartners di
di vorce. The main principle of the | aw is tfF
to pay alimony to the economically weaker pa
to grmatntéeance only to partners who face
being economically independent (for instance
2019; Ongaro et al.,2009). I n 201éd acoupdi 6!
mai ntenance (Fiori, 2019).

I n Germany parents o0Fsucpopurrtt dercaindsef eurp canf ttehre &
Chil d ali mony s horuelsdi doeen tpiaald pbayr enrhte. nTohne a mo
of the parts but often ¢triee demittieadi pairent hd Bi
Kreyenfeld, 2023). Shared | egal custody is n
reside more often with their mertehseirdse.ntMoarle opv:
do not ful fil t lreenitrs nMa&Kiampted naen candp aBanxt er 2
Kreyenfeld, 2023) . I n these cases, the | aw p
economical |l y -rceosnisdternatiinaeld pnaornent s . However, k
mai ntenance 08w mefangmemen?2® differed among
unmarriédd whrkaetafter the reform maintenance
mar it al status. The guide principle of the

economically weaker Sspouse, whereas the new
i ndredpeence of former partners. Separation ali
economically weakedi parceemai whielhanter poetr
spouse maintenance payments are temppraoy3me

"™arried custodi al par enti rrtehcoea w eaf ad i enwinlyd uahidl | un mar
birthday. See on this point Boll and Schuller (2021)

yT



years after divorce, I n presence of young <ch
for |l onger marriages or in cas®zafurkewveralun
Bortien and Lersch, 2020; abBwd IKraenyde nScehl udl,| €2r0 :

I n Spain, decisions on child maintefCawmrcte. ar €
The amount I's determined by judicial discre:
residenti al parent has the | egal responsi bil
compliance of the paymentsivilt psoegaeadcwime.l el .

households can also claim from a state fund
mi ni mum payments of ther@nmatetedalch, | 20233)p.p
child arrangement in Spain is sole custody
progressively increase i n -Gohnaar eetc uaslt.o,d y2 0az 3)a
to recent studiceuss,t olde ad tmod rh e4 3-%uU mp oSrpta i aan dr e
probability of receiving payment are higher

b
in other forms of partnerships-Coakevi at a, anr
u

Spousal mai ntenance i s regulated at the regi
not mandatory but judicial courts can deci de
of significant economic and &Grbaercsbal i mbal a
2.3l Bstituti dnealr ocloentoefx tmari t al property regi
Marital property regime can be defined as th
economic resources and in particular wealth,

n
Kanbur and Stewart 2018) .peTrhes e pronl esse poarr att h ec
e

hav an impact on individual 6s Dbehaviour a
(Chi appori et al ., 2002) . Therefore, mar i ta
understand the | mpacnt otfh eeyc ohnaovnei co nr eascocuur ncuel sa t
consequently the way i n-behinghofhenréshapse éeéoo
and divorce (Voena, 2015) . Both default prop
i n some coFunatnrciee sande.ngot all owed i n other cc

relative economic positi-exi ofi geoupntehs meagwuan

For i nstance, Fremeaux and Leturcqg (2022) S
married and civil union) accumul ate more ass:
| arger gender gaps in wealth.

yy



Property regimes dif f'r sThac rmoss Bw rdepsearn ado L

the community property or community of acqu
Spain (with regional wvariation for Cataluni
and inheritameemarowinegle berfeo consi dered as
properties accumul ated during the relationsh
or divorce, joint properties are equally
German default property regime is the commun
and Baxter, 2020) . Under tfrreigar degs smet hal Imc
acqui-semaobns i n personal ownershfipsdparagi bh
di vorce. I n consequence of these event s,
properties jointly accumulated during marr.i
al ., 2022; Kapell e and Bdaxsteeprar a2t0i200n .r eBgit e  0¢
economically weaker partner, especially i
Vitali, 2019).

The default regime varies according to the

for married couples is the community propert
regi me through a prenuptialcagtreeemvuerhmsdloy,e
the default regime for civil uni ons ( PACS)

property. Civil uni ons can opt for the other

(Fremeaux and Letara&tqi,ol,022q9uplUppnNi msmepommuni

equally al/l joint assets (and debts) asi de
property regi me, individual assets are sti
acquiredisas et s hmr ed. The main difference
marri ed, partners i n civil uni on or i n
mai ntenance or alimony.

In I'taly, the default regime for married

to opt for the separation of property regi me

The defaul't regi me for cohabuntaitli o2016 ntégei
partnerships were Hot Frsabadnii sehredd \biyt atlhie (l2a0w

2l'n this analysis, I consider only the property reginm

B¥Consensual unions (Unioni di fatto) were introduced

76/ 2016) .
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decline of the choice of community propert
agreements are not allowed in Italy because
of obligations toward the mostplveud neambdt¢t o @s
stipulate a formal contract on the regulatio
relative fee. Also, cohabitation can enforce
assignment of pr otpleeg tri eelsataicaqmus riem, dtulre ngse o
and alimony in case of dissolution. Di fferer
regardless the marital status.

I n Ger many, married couples can choose to of
through a for mal contract. Accordi-oagt tof Nwuhe
community of accrued gains. Reagnes tpegro@dc rpar trn
of married couples with the possibility to
partnership contract. I n contrast, the prop

since cohabiting paritndrgi dualthseorned hidse eread reagsu
mechani sm provided for cohabiting couples a
depends upon marit al status: I ndi vidual s frc
claim to alimony (e. gcl ainmpaecreanmiec odomfer da't
Lersch, 2020) .

Regional differences exist in the default pr
i's for community property in all regions wit
where separate property i s malye ogpdf dwlilrt .t hleorot
through the enforcement of a marit al contrac
i mpéas cost, and can be signed both as a prent
regul ation of r eogcicsutresr ea@dt paeginemahi pevel,

Communities providing for the | egal regi str e
for marriage dmarniottalapppalryt ntea srharm s . However
have per soenatls atrhrraonuiggehm an agreement that mus:
l aw. I n particular, it is not possible to se

r t hat do not provide equal ri ght smay bothk

> O

owever contain some form of compensation f

-~

egions (e.g. Catalonia), comperseati on mecha
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ot her el ement to consider i s the income t a

atuses, which may influence | abour mar ket
men (Lersch et al., 2022; Frag me eauwWx aaardd cl esti
upl es can file a family incomedbds decl arat.
rtnerships taxation is individual. Similar
l i ng and incomeeyspdantaingo oppti oher bubdi Wi ¢
upl es are taxed individually. Il n Spain, ta
i nt taxation. Taxation is individual regar
I xatit@an i s possible for married couples on
come | evel

4Researchebypot hes

veral f act esresp adreatteiromm neec opnoosnii ¢ out comes by
alth endowments assume a primary role in
par at i-ooupIWs tihmesd w alhiet yd ergersewel tof mar i t al S |
bour ma r kfeatc e pneorbaghnh e @s t hey ar e empl oyed.
cumul ation of r esheeaonemi mawe luwdbheeimmlyy en ee vent
upl e dissolution-makmnitiga Ipiono stedstell wesndceecd sh yo nts
gul ating separation and divorce, as well a
pot hesi scolpl &Vi timiemqual ity i n i nE®pn&r aatnidon
tcomes. Women tend to be more penalized wt
fore the dissolution of the coupl bBou3Tkbapett
come when they belonged to male breadwinne
onomically independent and had higher | abo
femal e breadwinner coupl dasuseagl ddxipec o me
parati on.

pot hesi s 2. Redsdapawvat iloenveWwes-a eopfar gtnmeparct i me
comeswi Wo gérre r |l evel s of personal weal th
usehold income after separation because t|l
rough their stock of wealth. Under the ass
mehowwere in couples positioned at the hi
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perience smaller decrease in household in
sources after the dissolution. Higher | eve

y help women to cope with thhee de csosnool nuitci osnh.o

pot hesi s 3. Mari t al property regime change
sources and to deci siommsdeand i Inaldo ury hmarek elt

nseqaoafnsepiar attédéroms of i ncome mwdy alve e dwiwe
gree of economic independence. Women who
g kmetwh a t upon separation they would be no

sources and may adapt t hei rcolnatbroausrt ,matrhkee tc o

gi me may modify individual behaviour s, di
rket. As a result, the commupl eyi nequmbki Mk
e relationship anddiexg@lndt ii mrequwlaeén tc @emp ampo

not fully offset econemiocmomossaésy depbod
ffer the heavier | osses.

pothesis 4. Former-smprairtaal ost acosommpactes
stem of regulation upon separation. Di ffer
regul ation regarding ali momyuacespradpere
gul ation systems that can change individua
paration in partnerships as marriage, and
S5Dat a

.5Data description

conduct the analysis of the impact of a b
om the Eurosystem Household Finance and Coc

ropean Centr al Bank (ECB). Thi & sdorveyeveo
ropean countries at the household | evel, b
vel



The HFCS dantae almar neoxni zed | ncoaurndeary tcoome@aal
However, some differ eMcesso atchreo spsr ecsoeumtt rwoersk r

country separately. Differences will be 111wu

This chapter uses ®fomgittheedisnead o nodo ngproch etnh et

countries: France, I taly, Germany and Spain.
HFCS contains multiple i mprudsemgom e r riodsaud es ,t op |
I mplicates ( m) for every single dataset. Fr
met hods, whereas Ger mangommlde xSpai nofdot.heGime
framework, the analysis for the | atter two ¢
dataset. The estimated results were then poo

represent theimpamcaves.the five

A wkhbwn problem in using survey data anal ys
compl ex foll owing I ndi vidual s nested within
partially, di ssolved (Jarvis andedknksn&p08)
This common issue generally translates in |o

data. All the sel-eftcf®edt touafton est he agreolslpeé mt

2.5S5S2l ection of the sampl e

The analysis has been carried on merging dat
third wave of HFCS survey (2014 and 2017, re

Primarily, I constructed a unique panel i den
information from the household andeo@tircoalal

dat aset s.

YFor general det #lolusetvm| HFES ndatcee see Consuwipdrien Sur
it is possible to find Methodol ogical reports of the
%'n the last release of the HFCS survey, 12 countries
France, Estoni a, Pol and, Cyprus, Mal t a, Latvia, Sl ova
and the panel cuonmproyn ecnatn obfe eraecthr iccved for the 2017 wa:

particular Table 1 (p.6) and Table 9 (p. 28).


https://www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/ecb_surveys/hfcs/html/index.en.html

Secondly, the original datasets provided by
identifier within the houwlseheoll dandlhesied or &,

variable for partner i denti fd erel atriosrss migp i1
reference person and the marital status of t
a couple identifier for each couple present
The obtained analytical saapples 0o compos eadal
controls. It has been comnsttrectbed &$ meolblfowds
couple. The |l atter cannot be aalssdertVv ank siprant tbe
collection of-1t iéhdafarsAt yeameof observati
that resulnt amaromisedh samali uni on (with or with
followed in the survey as well . Thus, at tim
the individuals that experienced a lraalup CcC

Thi ssampl e represents the treastaamphte, samel e.o
sample, | selected instead individuals conti

of the surveyds | engt h.

The construction of the sammireg nregcguirreendi tnisa ti
Given panel attrition i-8psgesobsepsauretvneeyrtsd aatpap

a strict constraint |leadnfhg to very | ow numb

I n the first part of the @&bdalayg®i ,0hlore¢ o n svihe

sensitivity analysis | restricted the sampl e
year s. The aim in using aisampliautalh st iisn alnu
the effect of coupleds dissolution also for
di ssolution for older individual may be mor e
they tend to have imacroenes tsatnice Ilwhweel g etired t
mechani sm (van Damme et al ., 2009) and tend

Leturcd., 2022)

BYAdministrative data are more suitable for follow the
Kreyenfeld (2023).

“"The statutory pension age was settled in 2017 at 65
al most at 67 years in I|ItalyAgBungf-Gumdpes20L?) .onAlwoo |
moving int-SteéeistemenExplained (europa. eu)

dgn


https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Ageing_Europe_-_statistics_on_working_and_moving_into_retirement#Duration_of_work_for_older_people
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Ageing_Europe_-_statistics_on_working_and_moving_into_retirement#Duration_of_work_for_older_people

Tabdle present the resulting sample size and
four countries considered in the study.

Tabl &aZznpl e si ze and union dissolutions rate

SAMPLE SI ZE UNI ON DI SSOLUTI ON
France 5376 4.02
ltaly 4392 1.89
Ger many 4121 2.86
Spain 4741 2.93

NotOewvn cal cul ations on HFCS data (2014, 2017).

France has the | argest -sampluédi gz 6813t I meh7 a6
-of which the 4. 02% experience a dissolution
Size consists ©0X37477 4Me ni nadn dvii VEIlBA& 4 istwo @k 8 8 as e
experiences a dissolution. For Germany, the
men and 2060 women) with a union dissolution
di ssolution rate (1.89%duand a&fsamplcd R2D& ¢

wo men.

2. 5M8asur es

The HFCS offers the possibility to jointly a8

of sdoecnmoogr aphic characteristics of the popul:

The outcome vari abanengiasb srse proe sad nteeqdu i bvya | ti heee d
household sizmodsfingdt BquOE&@Dence scale and
i ndices of Consumer-EBrobobsteathy EurbasabeéH!| &€P
at 1% of tHOEGDsti O btBodieeoxnc|l ude t he presence ¢

Gross household income represents the sum ¢
empl oyment ) , rent al i ncome, income from fin
soci plriavrad e transfers and income from other
Using gross income instead of disposable inc

effects of taxes?® omMoweuveerhotthei haomer di ffe
concern the top of the distribution (OECD, 2

¥l'n the HFCS only Italy has data for income after t a>

for all countries in constructing the measures.

Pp



a dissolution on household income for indiuvi
the distribution (i.e. individual s whose mai
i mpact of redistribution effect can be expec
The equivalence scale used fomolods eldolsd ad ie:
equi valence scale assigns weights equal to 1
for each <chil d. Neverthelessasithéehehoicter .
equi valence scale in measuring |iving standa
(Jenkins 2008; Bonnet et al. 2021; Br¢ggmant
factors as the squar éeremotusegquitwa lcehneccek stchael
esti mates.

Additionally, I constructed a measure of h o
household income excluding regular social tr
by the welfare but Il ncluding reploarc epnreint a tier
transfers., This measure ha% béerhassedefmorad:
household size, defl ated and top and botton
transfers.,

Measures of wealth are provided in the HFCS
in this study are al/l after taxes. Net wealt
(excluding public and occupatabinlailtipessilomsy)
includes the total amount of real assets (v
vehicl es, v ael nupal bol yense nat n db usse Infe s s ) and of fina
funds, bonds, s haaredk ;sneedmipbh gg the mtc cbusit sBes s,
voluntary pension and | ife insurance and ot6h
coll ateralized).

Net wealth is then disaggregated by its mai
housing wealth net of secure and unsecured ¢
excludingmpeunsi bhe tot al owtos héam @iendg oof ume @
l'iabilities). Considering wealth by componen
on economic well being in the aftermath of t
defl ated using Har moni pedviineidc dy -Eumr @stt &att )nd
A more detailed explanation9f2or this variable is pro

dc



I n additi onr,elattreedr vvaealatbH es have been consi
vari abl e concer @dunmmynehoiwitneer s hep second var.i
househol dos receipt of i mthemr d @ raenrg aglt ui momya) lg i ft |
Il ntergenerational transfers have becaupildeent
ender wealth gap in favour of women (Grabk:
ccumul ate wealth, whi ch I n turncacsaaed heyp
di ssol uti on.

The key set of expl smegptacgrayt i wanr ipaelriseosn adr @ ntcloea
earnings. Per s on adn nignacbosnse tiost atl h ep esrusno naafl i nc
l evel. It inceéeudesedbot hréepbacaement 1 ncomes,
pensg’ on

l ndi vi dual earnings are defi nrdl dtoed tlhalseur r
from empl oyemmepntoycerd,s ealnfd t hus who are -active
separation period. Bot h measur esbootft opre rasnodn atl
coded at 1% and 99% of the distribution, a
measur es.

The definition of indi vidual measures of i N
main explanatory variables of interest: t he

This variable —cdeaeptefiies tme rdaifdesemaled)i nr e

i ncome (or earnings) between partners, and i

O£ NG | 408 @& QI ¢ Q¢ Qi
6@ Q¢ MNAD | B GDE QDI ¢ Qg Qi

0 € G&d (Dl 'Qi

Womandés share can range from O to 1. Expl oit
categories. I n the first groups, sharebs val
women earn | ess of income tthhaen waleueg @farttme re

bet ween 40% and 60% indicating relative par:i

in the third group, the share for women i s h
®Private transfers and soci al benefits are not 1incl uc
provided at the household | evel in the HFCS. Therefor

t hese tr ansfuerls wtho trhee eii wdidvitch e m

T



These categories proxy the marital speci al i z
1981 in mawiennkerreamdodel , dual ear-wiemnemodmd d eal

respe@dtiswel yw.hi s measure has been Brsgeggmannnmr

anKireyenf2e8@ad@net et al ., 2021).
The measure of share is not defined i f both
Potential wealth at the personal | evel

The HFCS data do not enabl e the constructio
weal th variables are provided only at the hi
relative wealth within the cohopleé&, wsalarhi mga
atl tand equally dividing it bypohedniwas pant ol

weal t h ampargt nédres exfter the dissolution and

available for themiaeancd@htheéi heuaehwoled wiag nsp t
weal th splitting may |l ead to wunderesti mate
(Schneebaum et al . 2018; Fr meaux and Leturc
2010) . Ho wsesv earr,b iittr airsy Itehat it may first sou
come from marriage contracts in countries w
community of property. France is thetamlly co
di vision of resources within the coupl e. De
usef ul in this context because | cannot obse

i n which part of the di scsaotleudt i(oKna pperld cee sasn dt hBe:

Anot her set of measures regarding the specif

concerns the type of union ofefplae at o ome mac o @

of the individual and it hasnbegins tgaroaud epa ri
cohabi tmatriro mglen saenrds u a | union on a | egal bas
di fferent mar it al property regimes in most

observe the | egaef iamirtain@oeomedn tewifnodnri inthad dor op e
for France. Thus, I define for the | atter C

property regime chosen by spouses during the

| egal arsangéememation for married couples, v
French | aw, namely separation of property, i
with | egal basis (PACS). Accordinggtmes, stn
fact, individuals in these partnerships may

py



to change the separated allocations of asset
wi || to keep personal resources separate 1is
these partnerships (Fr®meaux &a®8@2)leturcq, 20
The analysis also includes <control for dem
(categoragel(continuous and categorized), mi g
(dummy) and al so household characteristics &
househoolndt i nhowsehold with children (dummy),
I n addition, proxy variabl es-maokebntatohlhchme
provi ded. Speci fardeelviey,s tolfe saet tvaa rnieadb leedsu c at i ¢
| SCED <classificati®dmngt, eggeompmlmpy me/retd, s tuanteurp | 0 y
| abou)y, foeftcier ement (dummy) (cgerbramuwoftisyner lsipreaq

mai n(yedr s, continuous).

2. Bescriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics al?.-Baenbappéndiex aBelpp
for each country. The tables include the com

the treated sample on selected characteristi

Equivalized household income is | ower for th
i ndividuals display higher |l evel s of equi va
compared to the control sampl e. iTrheFrhamdherar
Ger many. Similarly, household income before
average, treated individuals show higher | ev
al | countries except i nayFrdannbcye .t hTeh ea vsear naeg ep al t:
The | arger difference between the treated an
observed in Germany while the |l arger differ
Germany and in Italy.

The treated group show on average | ower | eve
Spain and in France, there exists a sizeabl e

with the control group doubvVvVelhg ofhehdoeviehg

2’These studies also pointed out the progressive incre
thus a tendency towards a progr esfirwaeneiaruki vaindu aleit zua tci

Fraboni and Vitali, 2022).
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also |l ower on average for the treated groups

groups are narrower. Similarly, the rate of
in all countries. The treadredl gveolup afl sfoi rda
compared to the control group in al/l countri
more financi al resources than the <control

di fference between the two groups.

The proportion of househol d t hat recei ved

i ntergenerati onal transfers is |l ower for th
France and Spain, while is similiam I mnalGer man
The share of personal Il ncome and earnings t
foll owspewentfiy patterns. I n France, individu
whose intrahousehol d speci al inwoateilgn wis hc lams &
share of 35%. In contrast, individuals in th
earners model, with an average share of 41%.

come from partner sbhriepasd wilnonseerr niood etl h e nmadeer ma

However, the average share of per sonal i nco
considerably low in Italy (25%) and in Spair
di fferences bwepseien alhle cdowontgrrioes except i n S
model s considering earnings share are the di
mal e breadwinner model for both groups in Ge
i el oser to the male breadwinner compared to
mo d’e |

Marriage is the most common form of partner:
France stands out as the only country with a
The choice of marital property regime, whict
i ndicates a higher proportion of individuals
the separation of property. o®hi propealtygoidue
regi me for married couples in all countries
2These findings are consistent with Eurostat's ' Gende

for 2014. The indicator shows a higher gender gap in
and a |l ower géf) in France (29

Man



individual s in couples who opted for separat

i n the control group.

Mor eover, i n France and Spain separated indi
who are continuously partnered countries, wh
both groups is over 50 years. pHropmad iaomd oGe rv
in the treated group, while Italy and Spain
to panel attrition issues mentioned above. T
of children than t,hel tcaolnyt raonld gSpoauipn iwh iHrea ntche:
treated group in Germany.

Regarding human capital characteristics, tre
|l evel s of education on average than those in
|l evels and in Germany | ower logewtdlo:n iorf @amrprh
i ndividuals in higher in the treated group
di splay | arger differences between the two g
group in al/|l countries.

Additionally, I taly shows a higher proport
background while the control group shows a |
coun®ries

2. TEmpirical strategy

The analysis is carried out comparing separ
i ndividuals in stable partnerships with sin
treat ment effect of separati oni m@8hwehenrehyert
household is split into different househol ds

outcomes, and it is associated with a signif
2. 7Cémbination of DID and matching approach

The met hodol ogi cal strategy to identify caus
combination -o#itthiereinfcfeesr esndéh mat ching techr
The combination of Propensity score matchir

esti mator all ows to control for selection bi

Z2Data on migration background were not available for

MM



et al. 2007; Ongaro et al. 2009; Bonnet et a
the context analysis of the i mpact of separa
di fferent from couple who did not experience
The i mplementation of PSM approach all ows to
confounding effeachbhseevedi agvariomt et heAaasve
DID estimator allows to control for confounc

unobser wiarbaer itamte characteristics.

Specifically, PSM isol ates the causal effec
propensity score (Rosembaum and Rubin, 1983)
causal i mpact i's obtained by the tcampgrraupor
(separated individuals) and comparison group
The key assumption in order to obtain -unbias
caldenddi ti onal i nde(p&inAd)e ntclea ta sstuantpg 9 otnhat t h
must be independent of potenti al outcome, co
@ Yo 1)
Since the dimensionality of X entails a comp

based ocnaldheedpeos({( Rgssmbaem and Rubin, 1983) .

represents the probability of receiving trea
X:

Ao 010 pw (2)
%For instance, separated and continuously married ind
education, l abor markédbuaehatlkdmahi ocamhcomeresoiuntceas.

M H



When the dimensionality of the conditional
i ndicator, it is possi bl e -d¢dalAodedr aaigre tth e ag arean
on tr(eAdtfTas foll ows:

OYYO OMO pmd OO0 mmd O p ( 3)

Once the matching procedure is ¢CbmpkebadloO0H
1998) provides the wunbiased causal effect of
vary over ti me.

The 2X2 setup of DID allow forittrreateadm@aardi s

treatadtwo different ti me periods. Il n this
household incomsefpromatpemi eeér isofpr atoi prerp odi
the group of individuals who experience a co!
change of the group of individuals that stil

esti mat ed-PBM reg t%a st D r

0000 YD O O30 pmd O30 MO O p ( 4)

The doubl e adPhSMttageh mifqulel D s-sefpanpatuisen ai nsdei
characteristics to construct a comparison g
treat ment group i n PSM step, (i1 Juglk orthreol
I mpl ementation of the DID setup.

2. 7Ma@8t ching

The matching procedure has been conducted t
mat ching and nearest neighbour propensity sc
exact matchingt hesttmdioni dhalkechpaeacteristics
of children. Using exact matching before in

common support according to the matching cha

%0n this point (sl9e® 8Hec Krasms veet edal .al . (2007), Ongaro et
%See Aassve et al. (2007), Ongaro et al. (2009), Bonn

MO0



I n the second step concerning the probabilis

score matching approach to obtain further <co
breakup and individual t hat einrsdtteya ds cotriel, | nia
probability of experience separation has bee
and a caliper of width equal to 0.20 of the
The setreé&t meet covariates used for the mat:
identi cal tocaocpobunt sdmpl erbeserogeneity and
each country.

A broadefs epatr adfi omr ¢« ovariates includes age,
i ncome, net household wealth, personal i ncor
attainment, empl oyment status, ereliepyvedetinh
status, type of couple union, marital proper

and migration background.

I n presence of mul tiple imputed dat a, PSM
(Rosembaum & Rubi n, 1984; Ling et al. 2020;
that foll owed for countries that havien mulitsi p
study) waswittdei 1 oiamptpergraacthi dn,i ng et al . 2020;
2017, Granger et al . 2019). The | atter approa
thmemul ti pl e i mputedddaf & saegnes ,t aeesarti mmeantti negf f e c t
averaged across 1Iimputed datasets in a secon
covariates balance in matching procedure and
data (Ling et al. 2020).

The quality of the matching is provided by
assumption.-dTaml esspp2ndia B. 2. descri be mea
standardi zed di fferences for al|l tahned cSopvaai rni, a
the tables report the matching results for
standardi zedfdi fsebehow O6uk5 (Rubin, 2001).

significant differ encees bbaeltanwndcaere attf mepnder cwopart
Tabl ed 213 d@ he standar di zeaodf fd,i ftfheerreenfcoer eariet |

conclude that in all countries the two sampl
similar means.
Moreover, ffli gywsreesbox. lana density plots to pr

bal ance has been achieved by comparing of th

matching. The bot t-dbms pawgs tolf & &d Wyarnleasd 2d ihsetarpir
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scores of the two groups, verifying the over
been reached in all countries.

Further details of the matching procedure ca

2. 7TEBonometric model

The aim of this sitiuwmdy viidutad @aomparge wihtamigre i
i ncome betweesmepmarataond pesi ods for treated
framework this can be done byefnfeaamts mdndlhemd

ad |1 YTYR 6 (5)

whetrlee out c omer evpareiseebnltes equi vali zed ™Monusehol
per db(otdh a't t akes -sveaplaureast i @ nf qre rsperped r @vhidso mt) hien
treat ment dummy (that takes salemad menftompes e pa
otherwreeyesents theisr ¢ aiermeairmeagmrtoupnobser ve

fi xed eé6fiescttsheamd ochastic error term.

Fidstfferencing mdmred vii che £ qtutad i fom!l I(®Wi ng fir s

a4 4 1 1o 6 6 (6)

whetrtee time invariant fixed effects have bee
T=2, the i mplementation of first-l1dpéfeodnmod
for each@Qisndinviedwalti on €6) (Wool dridge, 201C

’7See Wooldridge (202®21)anan Bfoinmsett &itf fadrrencing fi xed
2Moreover, for T=2, fixed effects and first differenc
p. 283.
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The dependent variable in equation (6) repr
i nc®imer eachDiendivewinduale bef olr e( &s)e paarrdata fotne rp e
period t (1). The i mpact of the separfation
whi ch r epAveesreangtes ttrlreeat megMAtT T9gf.f ect on treated

Sampl e weight s(if.reatny eppebrsieondt tp+elr i od) are used

presented. Standard errors are robust and cl
2. 8Results: searching for the causal e
Tabl esd Zhdbwathe estimated i mpact of separat
i ncome for men and women separately in the

represents the average treat mentf eeftf eocft coonu pt
di ssolution on household income dynamics f

counterparts still in a partnership.

To capture heterogeneity of treatment effect

t hat may provi de di fferkaitngeftflerca g hons eipmadi
characteristics include womenoosnaslhaweealotfh, p em
status and the presence of children within 1
only country where this type of data is avali

property regi me.

France

Separated women in France experience a 20%
coupl ebdbs dissolution compared to women who
Conver siethyactt hef separation for men is not s
dynamics of household income for men are com
I n Panel B odepabati @ndwompme&s share of per sc

to assess heterogene-hboyseéemoled fieme ¢gu aluiet yt. o Ty
hypot hesi s 1, pointing out hosv & direo sed Fkicft f eorf

treat ment share of her pe+hoaursalhoildcome.quAaddd

®The growth rate of a variable can be approximated I

observation and the subsequent period.
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the fact t hat initial i ncome ddisstsrolbuuttiioor
onomi c outcomes.

nsidering income share (Table 2. 4a, Panel
eater | oss of their -sheopasreartoil an i snlcaorme onfh eme

der 40% with respect to theiirs rmhalwe rp avrhteme rs

i ncome were more equald4% dsdoy i beseecticy
reover, when she earned more than 60% of
rtner, t he change i n houmsceth od tda tiinsctoincea lilsy |
ans that the positive change is not differ
n instead, experience a s8@¢m)ficoanmptarleds g o
rtnered countenparthewmannt hex owmer @r ovi der

e same pattern is found considering share
Women in male breadwinner couples exper
mpared to pamthndreedvowoemen n dual earners ¢
men who were in female breadwinner coupl es
is is not statistically significant. Al so
i marey eatmin the couple,sbpashabwom hosseld
mpared to his partnered counterpart.

sses in household income are slightly nar
mpared to the share of personal i ncome.

e I mpaséeparfatpiroen rel ative wealth is showec
| umn c osnecpearnast ipare net household wealth qui
S main component s, net housdnign asmectiean f5b.r
asures reflect the hypothesis that after

t ween for mer partner s, representing the 6

parati on.

nsidering weal t h, separation di spl ays h et
comed6bs dynamics. However, the effect of sej
Hypot hesi s 2. For men, it ipso ssittaitamead cian |
antile in the wealth distribution experien
me n , instead experience a progressive | o0s:
Creladswlds % &2 f or Q3s,pe@4t,i vgsl,y)r.e The higher

MNIT



position during the relationship, the higher
wo men.
These negative effects are driven for women
significant]! ys ecphaarnagte so nwirtehl apprieve housing wea!
|l oss foll owshapednpaettednU wiatnhg eisn curpe atsa n@4 ,r
they decrease for Q5. Conversely, consideri
extremes o f the distribution: financially |
experience a househol dofi nt@%ecommpaircead oho ofF
counterparts.
Housing and financi al weal th have no statis
there are no relevant differences between se
Tabl eR&€2grdeassi on esti mates of changes in equi"
Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated.
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.076 -0.20
(0.093) (0.085)
Cons. 0. 094 0.71T3
(0.033) (0.021)
N 487 647
Panel B: Averfdgeett rbegyatsrheamrte of i ncome and earnings
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-4 0 % 0.12 0.44 0.19 0.'33
(0.11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.094)
460 % 0.014 0.25 0.048 0.722
(0.11) (0.080) (0.14) (0.096)
> 60% -0.86 0.19 0.%61 0.18
(0.36) (0.18) (0.27) (0.19)
N 487 647 429 56 3

My



Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth

Net Househol Housing Wea Financial W
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
Q1 0. 045 -0. 002 0.068 0.026 -0.28 -0.'41
(0.20 (0.16 (0.15 (0.12 (0.30 (0.11
Q2 -0.19 -0.10 0.22 -0.731 0.21 -0.16
(0.22 (0.15 (0.25 (0.18 (0.14 (0.12
Q3 -0.068 -0.34 -0. 038 -0.°31 0.25 -0.16
(0. 07: (0.17 (0.11 (0.12 (0. 16 (0.15
Q4 -0.'22 -0.'45 -0.37 -0.'69 0.11 0.012
(0. 09 (0.14 (0. 32 (0.20 (0.13 (0. 22
Q5 0.060 -0.'52 -0.061 -0.'45 0.047 0.4
(0.19 (0. 14 (0.11 (0.12 (0.13 (0.23
N 487 647 487 647 485 647
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence and number of
Presence of <children
Me n Wo me n

treat ment

No children -0. 045 -0.15
(0.11) (0.15)
Children -0.731 -0.°26
(0.12) (0.0883)
N 487 647
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust dpd GluGtered

“'p< 0'(S, 0. 01.

Al so, the presence of children can change t|
dynamics (Table 2.4a Panel D) . Il n France, se
of household income, while saparaatyedilgoudelta

The magnitude of the | ohsesadiesd ghroe8uaseg¢hrod tdosp a(s e |
to that of f me&d)e Hhdusehdlnds n@ may be dri ve
payments -paomnehe Bapgi dyi déd olvanicles wel fare

be al so welr&t dénted iits received from | abour n

M ]



Childless househol ds do -sneopta rsait gend?o.fhi ocubdngt e oyll daiti
finding may be related to the fact that <chil
mot her s. Mor eover ,f ache | fdd evesrs aovoomsetnr amanyt s i n
mar ket or expanding their | abour supply comp
t hecaslol ed mot herhood penalty (Mortel mans, 20
Tabl eR8gbassi oncleangesgautiivml 0 fzed household inc
property regime for France.
Separation Regi Community regi mi
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.079 0.11 -0.094 -0.°30
(0.15) (0.12) (0.11) (0.10)
Cons. 0.°16 0.°20 0.053 0.077
(0.068) (0.036) (0.031) (0.021)
N 178 264 3009 383
I ncome Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
040% shar 0.23 0.13 0.048 0.%61
(0.14) (0.13) (0.15) (0.12)
46B0% shar 0.033 0.'33 0.099 0.718
(0.18) (0.12) (0.084) (0.11)
> 69Mmear e 0.'96 0.14 0.72 0.724
(0.47) (0.29) (0.59) (0.12)
N 178 264 3009 383
Earnings Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
040% shar 0.728 0.721 0.094 0.524
(0.15) (0.11) (0.16) (0.097)
¥These findings also hold considering the number of ¢
countries.



460% shart 0.11 -0.32 -0.15 -0.13
(0.23) (0.17) (0.11) (0.10)
> 60% sha -0.°70 0.19 -0.50 0.19
(0.34) (0.38) (0. 44) (0.12)
N 168 243 261 320
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &amd Oc/l'fu0s,t0€ ipdsd a't
< 0.01.
Tabl e 2. 5a (Regirtesnsuieodn) esti mates of changes
couple type for France.
Unregistered Marriage Regi stered P
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me -0.026 -0.069 0. 0914 -0.31 0. 23 -0.44
(0.12 (0.14 (0.11 (0.10 (0. 49 (0. 12
Cons. 0.°18 0.22 0.054 0. 083 0.080 0.1T1
(0.08. (0.05 (0.03 (0.01' (0.03. (0.02:
N 128 167 318 434 41 46
I ncome Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
0-40 % 0.22 0. 13 0.048 0.3 0.29 -0.53
(0.17 (0.14 (0.15 (0. 12 (0.11 (0.04.
4® 0% -0.081 -0.726 -0. 097 -0.18 0.32 -0.53
(0.21 (0.14 (0.08. (0.11 (0.27 (0.14
> 60% 0. 44 0.18 0. 72 0.'25 1.97 -0.16
(0.27 (0.32 (0.509 (0.12 (0.33 (0.11
N 128 167 318 434 41 46
EarnSmarse
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
0-40 % 0.18 -0.16 0. 094 -0.57 0.%1 0.°77
(0.17 (0.11 (0.16 (0.09: (0.19 (0. 06!
46 0% 0.18 -0. 28 -0.15 -0. 13 0.038 0.47
(0.30 (0.22 (0.11 (0.10 (0.06: (0.04
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>

60 % -0.34 0.24 0.50 0.721 2.'03 0.'T9
(0.18 (0.43 (0. 44 (0.12 (0.25 (0.06;:

N

120 159 268 359 41 45
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01.

rital property regime chosen by the coupl
t comes, i nfluencing individual behaviour s.
p in personal wealth betweenepenthgr drsmn
mmunity of property, does not provide for
| ati onship upon separation.

e results are pWoarseenteexdp eirn ehalel ea 2s.ibgan.i f i c
co-i8%) under the community regi me, whi |l e
gi me show a negative but not significant
ntrolling thyrr engirme adr @ ralpeads not significa
parated and partnered men once controlled

pothesis 3.

condly, when considering the combined effe
e i mpact of di s sscelpuatriaadn odi fdfeegrrse easc rodfs smaprri
mmunity regime, women | ossddieinnktowesasteolod

come owned during the relationship. Up tao

ationship, women |l ose 61% of household in
ed a share between 40% ramar 6@&x twigrh. rlems p

nge in household income is positive when

> 9 S

firms hypothesis 3.

significant difference is found for men wu
gi me men who were secondary income provi de
come of about 96% compared to their partne

nsidering earnings share (shown in bottom

fferent. Under the separation regi me, men

en they were in male breadwinale kboepdwisnrt
upl es they | ose about 70%. Conversely, wom
mal e breadwinner couples and 32% in dual
mal e breadwi nner coupl e, t hei gmicfoimeanahan!
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community regi me, no significant effect is f

breadwinner couples still experience a signi
I n addition, the effect of separation by ma
i mpact for wunregistered partnership, namel vy
women who were married or i n ePPACISd sihroovo me ncef
and 44%, respectively.

These findings confirm Hypothesis 4.
Accounti neg ofugpnd ewiitntreiqgual ity i n terms of pers:
2.5a) Il ndicate that the effect of separati ol
unregistered partnerships whe wiegmri iincdontal ae
change. Married women experience a | oss whei
while they show a positive change (+25%) whe
significant | oss is f owoeaedsSh3ems.women i n regis
Only men from PACS show significant i mpact.
in household income when they were main inco
were secondary income providers.

Considering earnings share partly <confirms
household income for women who were in PACS.
earnings share increases.

Taken together these results may highlight
cohabitations tend to experience | ess negat.i
i n PACS. However, under French | atwhe boaimme c
property regi me, the separation of property.
marital compensation upon dissolution. One p
could be the high | evel ef wbmmht magt bwi 5 himn
marriage and can be supported by || egal f eat
partnerships, the |l oss of economies of scale
not compensa-tesdsotny eecoyn opnd st compensati on.

I taly

I talian women al so experience a separation |
women suffer a 41% decrease in household i n
women who remained in a partnersahtigpd Kyynwvlhee
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er for women who wer@7 %nf ovalien &6 @é dévb mme
Il ngs share). No significam ,efafletchto uigsh as:
e 60% appear -ttroe asthmew ta Igau ne h ;| ¢ oisntc o me .
rience an income | oss of 79% when they w
ousehold income (+2Mh%)r whoeamltelsey were in

role played by per sonaltls e@pmatadn toina lh@ uwseeahl o
l e 2.4b Panel C) appears to be nonlinear
ri bution. Men experienceld sngomki wahaerth ©p
he bottom of the wealth distributi-on (+8
Women have negative and signibf3i%) armtndch
he top oB8fhe offegt & fnb wctoindm a(st t o hypot he
di st r isbeutairoant i @in pPree sonal weal th i-s assc
t ment household income, particularly for

tive effects found for women appear diff

n in this case, although not significant
r for higher quintil ees.beFisnamaifalcawdalftolr
n it tends to reproduce patterns of tota

ence of <children (Table 2.4b Panel C) h
Eaded chil d58%%3 Whusehbdlobdsehol ds with ch
er from partnered #Hheadelo |hdass switetdl d shhaivled

i ficant i mpact controlling for the prese
he | ack of public or private child all o
trained in using nadfouirnamameé& elda §ssseosl .a ¢ Tnhpe
ehold income may depend entirely on thei
fits, which in turn may not of fset t he
n unpai d. me@gynpkeagebhyromen are | ess often
h may result in |l ess economically constr



Tabl e 2.5b report s -stehpearaavdaroang emaefifteadt ss thayt upsr
separated women experience a 44% decrease in
i n marriage. Thus, the | oss isrisedgbholpyl é6s gh
These effects can also be associated with th
the default regime for marriage and the sepa
finding is in |line with hypothesis 3 and 4.
Distinguishing by income and earnings shares
i n male breadwinner couples experience grea
marri age. Formerly married womenl!| ossldwhl eal
Finally, women who were in female breadwi nne
treat ment effect if formerly married and a s
The sample size of individuals in unregiste
provided by the estimation for men. Regardin
i ncome earner before separatioseekpemeehygei
earner couples gai-sepa@®) onnhboesembBobd posbdm
Tabl eR&€grddédssi on estimates of changes in equi
Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.027 0.%741
(0.21) (0.19)
Cons. 0.11 0.013
(0.12) (0.044)
N 160 150
Panel B:itrkweameqnae effect by share of income and earnings
I ncome Share Earnings Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-4 0 % 0.070 0.67 0.062 0.3
(0.32) (0.25) (0.34) (0.25)
460 % 0.19 0.020 0.727 0.061
(0.15) (0.11) (0. 14) (0.11)



> 60% -0.79 0.55 -0.79 0. 38
(0. 35) (0. 49) (0.35) (0. 46)
N 160 150 137 127
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth
Net Househol Housing We: Financial \
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Q1 0.'85 -0.01¢ 0.53 -0. 06¢ -0. 046€ -0. 31
(0.50 (0. 34 (0.53 (0.29 (0.20 (0. 33
Q2 -0.37 -0.53 -0.34 -0.82 0.054 -0.79
(0.20 (0. 26 (0.19 (0. 26 (0.114 (0.20
Q3 -0. 69 0. 02¢€ -0.40 0. 46 0. 64 -0.09¢C
(0.53 (0.29 (0. 45 (0.70 (0.56 (0.14
Q4 0.12 0. 68 -0. 0014 -0.70 0.12 0. 04¢
(0.13 (0.59 (0.15 (0. 36 (0.13 (0.14
Q5 -0.12 -0.°88 0.091 -0.23 0.059 -0. 83
(0.13 (0. 34 (0.15 (0. 26 (0.15 (0.67
N 160 150 160 150 1514 147
PaneAvéd&rage treatment effect by presence and number of <chil
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No children 0.0056 -0.58
(0.33) (0.18)
Children 0.094 -0.22
(0.17) (0.38)
N 160 150
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/lu0s,t0€ipdd at t he
< 0.01.



Tabl eRghbdssi onclean geegautiievsa |l afz e d

househol d

fdrtaly.
Unregi stered Part Marri age
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.37 0.44 0.013 -0.47
(0. 36) (0.17) (0.23) (0.27)
Cons. -0.024 0.°Z0 -0.12 0.0053
(0.16) (0.077) (0.12) (0.045)
N 12 14 1438 136
I ncome share
Unregistered Partt Marriage
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar -0.'82 0.063 0.7
(0.082) (0.33) (0.32)
48680% shar 0.048 0.21 -0."18
(0.096) (0.15) (0.10)
> 60%shar -0.51 -1.00 0.55
(0. 47) (0.37) (0. 49)
N 12 14 148 136
Earnings share
Unregi stered Part Marri age
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar -0.842 0.053 -0.%1
(0.084) (0.36) (0.33)
48680% shar 0.048 0.'29 -0.091
(0.10) (0.14) (0.095)
>60% shar -0.51 -0.TO -0.98 0. 44
(0. 47) (0.031) (0.38) (0.51)
N 12 14 125 113
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipdd a't
< 0.01.
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Ger many

The separation penalty for Ger man women i S ¢
nosweparated women, while men do nodi ssshomlwi tainoyt
household income dynamics of sepamapadteald maen d
Considering income and earnings shares provi
me c hani s ms -slepnakreadt-hiboons pihnetlrda i nequal i ty. Men s
similar to that found in Francarendi gbnhafFyca
contrast, Ger man women experience a signific
were in male breadwinner couples, both in te
The effect of separaomomolohi mgusehoweal thilc 0 mie
for men. Conversely, women who were position
the relationship, show a significant and nec¢
The same oesdl| tenarderfi O %) o uasnidn gf i wéabedibal ( w
This finding contradicts Hypothesis 2.

Fem&nlemded chil dless households show a | argeil

arouwndd% (Table 2.4c Panel D) compared to thi

negative but not significant ffoerctnso.t hers. Me
When consitsdeeprairnagt i pme mar it al status (Tabl e

significant | mpeamgdr aotni omme nidrsc opnoes.t However, it
negative i mpact of separation fowomerd oirn wmanle
breadwinner couples. Women who were the prinm
|l osses, but these are not statistically sign
3 and 4, Ssince cohabit artiitoanls parnap enratryr i raeggeism:

di fferent property regi mes.

Tabl eRe&2grdecssi on esti mates of changes in equi
Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated

Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0. 0074 0. 3019

(0.1941) (0.1552)



Cons. 0.0002 0.0578
(0.1207) (0.0684)
N 276 355
Panel B: Average treatment effect by share of income and
I ncome Share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.2180 0. 5265 0.1639 -0. 6339
(0.2051) (0.1901) (0.2663) (0.2135)
4®0% shar -0. 0563 00412 -0. 0385 -0. 00214
(0.2135) (0.1817) (0.239114 (0.2223)
>60%shar e 0. 7217 0. 2615 0. 7226 0. 2725
(0.6775) 0.5219 (0.7381) (0.4489)
N 276 355 206 251
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth
Net howseahol Housing we Financial
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Q1 0. 21 0. 52 -0. 0O 0. 21 -0. 45 0. 41
(0.30: (0.34¢ (0.20¢ (0.22¢t (0.31' (0. 281
Q2 -0. 03 0.202 0.018 -0. 0O
(0.31: (0.36: (0.39: (0.44:;
Q3 0.165 0. 34 0.067 0.126 0.158 0. 16
(0.29¢ (0.41¢ (0.36: (0.31: (0.26¢* (0.22!
Q4 0.107 -0. 438 0.136 0. 41 0. 09 0. 47
(0.54: (0.361 (0.32!' (0.29' (0.45: (0.37
Q5 0. 10 -0. 1872 0. 26 0. 97¢ 0.496 0. 65
(0.43¢ (0.37 (0.50¢' (0.36: (0.43¢ (0.36!
N 276 355 276 355 276 355
Panel C: Average treatmenthefFfeenh by presence and number
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No children 0.1241 0. 24’424
(0.1763) (0.1888)

M M
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Children

0. 3860
(0.3854)

0. 1682
(0.2424)

N

276

355

Source: HFCS dat a

< 0.01.

Tabl eR&grS5essi onclean gesygutievsa lofz ed

f ocGer many.

(ri

and

'l wave).

Robust

am<d Oc.Ifu0s,106 P&d a't

househol d

Unregistered par Marriage
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0. 1445 0. 5220 0.0000 0. 2714
(0.3342) (0.3322) (0.2366) (0.1971)
Cons. 0.1862 0.2567 0. 0273 0.0354
(0.3115) (0.3073) (0.1258) (0.0658)
N 27 31 250 324
I ncome share
Unregistered par Marriage
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar -0. 0945 0. 6649 0.3016 0. 5376
(0.4863) (0.4180) (0.2243) (0.2400)
460% shar 0. 1567 0. 5815 0. 0279 0.0446
(0.6553) (0.7238) (0.2028) (0.1791)
>60% shar 0.0070 0. 1040 1. 0542 0. 3126
(1.1717) (0.5248) (0.9687) (0.7621)
N 27 31 250 324
Earnings share
Unregistered par Marri age
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0. 1051 0. 7327 0.2477 0. 6629
(0.5143) (0.4291) (0.3041) (0.2964)
460% shar 0. 1488 0. 5842 0. 0130 0.1502
(0.6987) (0.7268) (0.2219) (0.1954)
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>60% shar 0. 2702 0. 1075 1. 1272 0. 3300
(0.7941) (0.5303) (1.0747) (0.6082)
N 24 29 182 223
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111l wave). Robust 4am<d Oc/liuds,t0€pd6d at t he
< 0.01.
Spain
Neit her Spani sh men nor Spani sh wqumewaleixped
household income after separation, as shown
i's negative in both cases, pointing out a | c
women who are stild]l ihipaitmnehehihpghThatreas
50%) observed in Spain (Table 1.1d in Chapte
women was above the 60% (Table 1.2d in Chapt
di ssolution Imyesesfoscageetonoseparated indi
However, the pattern of gains and | osses 1is
by statistical significance except in one csz¢
the income or the earningssshareéenaoemeusvden
was the primary earner. I n mirror patterns,
experience -depareast iionn phoosutsehol d i ncome whi |l ¢
previously in dualr,eanronneer so fc otulpd see rHeoswelvtes
significant.
The i mpact of sepsaemari otni cro nwa aletrh n(gT gplrlee 2. ¢
clear pattern in Spain compared to the other
women appear positive at theebattt tmpof etxlte pd
financial wealth.
Al so, the effect of separation considering t
2.4d Panel D) di splay any significant resul
fathers display negative signs.
Similarly, whsesepaomasi dear magi paé status (Tabl
i s not significant. Although these results ¢
by these effects for womances sxmeptarf oo tih
partnerships. They in fact, display a positi



and wioautplne inequality (bottom panels of Tatlk
married or in a PACS tend to exhibit negatiyv
couple inequality appear similar to those fo
Tabl eR&grdaelssi on esti mates of changes in equi
Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated.
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0. 18522 0. 03051
(0.130119) (0.130695)
Cons. 0.233315 0.161369
(0.055453) (0.099426)
N 404 354
Panel B: Average treatment effect by share of income and ez:
I ncome Share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0. 0640: 0. 1717t 0.041658 0. 1261¢
(0.15899 (0.14180 (0.16639 (0.19025
4@B0% ar e -0. 2941 0.176606 -0. 3390: 0.273732
(0.25605 (0.26086 (0.309714 (0.19321
>60% shar -0. 5128- -0. 0088: 0. 633 -0. 1332!¢
(0.33690 (0.19970 (0.21197 (0.18900
N 404 354 336 304
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth
Net househol Housing we Financial
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Q1 0. 08 0.218¢ -0. 06 0.286: 0. 33 -0. 17
(0.26€ (0.204 (0.217 (0.169 (0.225 (0.154
Q2 0. 27 0. 32 0. 49t 0. 60: -0. 524 -0. 22
(0.309 (0.250 (0.199 (0.294 (0.242 (0.238
Q3 0. 07 0. 01 0. 41 0. 23 0.243¢%¢2 0.356:
(0.249 (0.256 (0.225 (0.194 (0.239 (0.304



Q4 0. 35 0. 28 0. 14 0.033: 0. 08 0. 05
(0.226 (0.193 (0.218 (0.224 (0.246 (0.238

Q5 0. 41¢ 00918 0. 28 -0. 238 0. 241 0. 29
(0.171 (0.156 (0.246 (0.216 (0.231 (0.193
N 404 354 404 354 404 354
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence and number of
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No children 0. 21418 0. 17691
(0.164453) (0.163841)
Children 0. 25028 0.095382
(0.210866) (0.184002)
N 404 354
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ipsd at t he

< 0.01.

Tabl eR2gbdssi onclan geenautiievsalafzed househol d i nc
f oSrpai n.

Unregi stered Marri age Registered p
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatme 0. 17¢ 0.3738 0. 162 0. 12! -0. 32. 0. 47

(0.193 (0.284 (0.1680 (0.132 (0.612 (0.792

Cons 0.2971 0.1121 0.22397 0.1512 0.299° 0.580¢C
(0.175 (0.202 (0.0554 (0.107 (0.530 (0.784
N 25 26 358 311 21 17

Il ncome share

Unregistered Marri age Regi stered p
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatm
0-40% s 0.0541 0.3781 0.0223: -0. 21« -0. 31 -0. 47

(0.298 (0.636 (0.2028 (0.145 (0.658 (0.911



460 %
shar e 0. 41( 0.3677 0. 288. -0. 03( -0. 177 -0. 23¢
(0.344 (0.413 (0.3126 (0.300 (0.518 (0.523

> 60 % 0. 26( -0. 02( -0. 88T¢ -0. 00¢ -0. 00¢ -0. 09:
(0.308 (0.198 (0.1877 (0.234 (0.573 (0.718
N 25 26 358 311 21 17

Earnings share

Unregistered Marri age Registered p

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat me
040% st 0.1621 0.2157 0.1873 0. 17( 0. 42 0. 309I
(0.299 (0.598 (0.2089 (0.194 (0.672 (1.014

460 %
eshare -0. 827 0.3978 0. 265. 0.1194 0. 17:{ -0. 211
(0.351 (0.487 (0.3553 (0.264 (0.469 (0.278

> 60% ¢« 0. 21! 0.124¢ 0. 8021 0. 22! 0.1213 -02563!
(0.281 (0.248 (0.2442 (0.244 (0.280 (0.545
N 23 25 293 262 19 16
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipdd at t he
< 0.01.

2. 95ensitivity analysi s

This section illustrates thetbhensensviiyeanste
results obtaDhBdfbgmeéewer PSMFor the sensitiyv
section: (i )sensitivity of household i ncome
scale, (ii) sensiatsi matyn outttloemer dowiseh ol sli n o
po-sbci al transfers, (ii-sppafbecoes etonemiact v
heterogeneity due to custodi al parent status

(vi)l samepstricti-agetondniVvydwal ki ng

2.9Sénsitivity of the equivalence scal e
The first check concerns the choice of the e

household income before and after the separa



be sensitive to the type of ¢€gtuo vadijemste ff @n
household si ze.

As emphasized in the |iterature on dissol uti
following the household split. This reductic
noaustodi al parents (Jarv-msdifdaldenkohsenl 99§
benchmar k, accounts for shared custody of c
children among parents but it fails to accou
actual economic neetiss(Basneg aen alui 2akéent

sqguare root of household size may yields a m
The square root scale in fact, account for t
householtdsasbsngaes equal weX(@EICD,t ®0ddBYl.t s an

Tabl ed 2n6&ppendi x B. 3. show the causal i mp
equivalized with square root equivalence sca
to those found for previous eJabmat2as4é&dheWhe

men the treatment effect is stildl not signif
and |-28%er (Table 2.6a Panel A) compared to t
2.4a Panel A). Accoudntiimgeqfuard i wiyt hinn theounse o
shares (Table 2.6a Panel B) , the results ar
results with women previously in male brea
experiencing leomseaper $iemicli agl y osmes when t he
couples. The main difference is | arger i n ma
Al s o, consegarangopreeal th position (Tabl e

childbkea 2T&a Panel D) al so chamgeisf ived ysda

except for the higher order of magnitude of

8 According tothenkhoscé20608)he equivalence scale infl
changes examined.

2For exampl e, the calculation of the economies of sc
using nOEADO i ed scale and 1.4 using the smadirfei ed odc aslc
and 1.4 wusing tchhei | sdd ieasrse hrooucste hfodrd & omposed by two af
according -moditfhieedEELDal e, economic needs for two adu

household with a child. As wundpetriloinnema yb yn oBto nhnoeltd eitn aall
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These results also | argely hold for Italy (1
2.6d) . Treat ment effects ar e, agai n, | arger

specification except for Germapyswheéterthe i

2. 9HBusehol beff mcemsoci al transfers

I n order to understand the role pkapadabyomw

household income, the outcome v&wasabrleeplianc ebde
the gross equivalized hou&£ehold income befor
Wel fare transfers, and particularly direct n

|l iterature to posi-g2epeer ayt iacsms oicn @ad mal ofi t Wo men
parents (Jarvis and Jenkins, dB98&t &duUnRO@®0A4

et al ., 2021; Hogendoor n, 2022) but also to
and women (Hauser et al., 2016). Public trar
are not custodi al par ent sBo(nNiceMa neuts aaln.d, [2i0P2rl
i mportance of these transfers is influenced
(2004) found that the decline in income foll
t hat bel ongesgitnoe awhweelef asriengrl e parentsdé soci al
than those in countries with other type of r
on household income excluding social tcrtansf e
i n benchmark esti mates.

Results are pr odviidre dAp pne nTchibd eB. .. 7 a

I n France (Table 2. 7a), the i mpact of separ:
transfers i s 10pp | arger compared t o bencht
i ntrahousehold inequality, womenos Imaskes i
resul ts, doubling for women that were iIin mal
of separation becomes not significant. For v
same pattern as benchmar k eisltdman eismpIHioave vieo
|l oss | arger than 20pp compared to benchmarKk
¥Social transfers generally include child and family

section 3. 1.
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many (Table 2. 7¢c¢) di splays | arger treat m
ul t s. Mor eover, al | the treatment effects

magni tude compared to benchwaalkt h eguwil ntsi, |

sence of children.

the case of Spain (Table 2.7d), treat ment
nitude compared to benchmark results.
rall, these findings underline the i mport
erienced by women in the aftermath of ser
nsfers, separated househodlms afeplealdouwmmorma
ntenance and compensation systems (Jarvi s
nomi ¢ consequences of separation, especi a

E8ti mated treatment effect for repartnere
il lustrated in section 2.3, repartnering
ative shock brought by the separation ( M
ter 2022). Repartnering i s oacmpontse miteir a lalnya |
nges in household income for separated ho
ntaining |iving sepadatdsesnclevsel s o0o( Dawi I

tel mans and Defeur P2RI1I8; sBominen, ebotah . mert

artnered are considered.

atment effects by repatrdtner iAppgp eaarde xd iBs BIl. a
artnering is an effective coping mechani
artnered women experience a | oss in house
ect is not significant for rteapemmebnewedhwr
sehold inequality appears a key deter mi ne

ome inequality -(dpdbldtn@r 8cd Mamedn®d)wo mem -
the benchmark results, cwhidlag yr emamten esr eeX
itive effect of separation on househol d i

h respect to earnings inequality, repartn
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e primary earners who display a positive

ltaly (Table 2. 8b) too repartnering turr
artnered women show a significant | oss in
ni ficant effect for repartneegredawromen iamca
earnings shares. Wi th respect to i ncome
s, regardl ess of -wbpahéenetbdywopemparterpeed
e secondary earners a@andmargaearnerisncaomeh
h respect to earnings share, a positive e
I earner couples while the positive effec

ve becomes not significant.

Germany, by contrast, repartnering does n
treat ment does not di ffer across repartn
oci at i-s» ap awi athi-cophnu pwiet hiimergaméerrted. mloan di spl
Itive change in income when they were in
erience a negative change when they were
were in male breadwi heet , coepgles| shswoh

artnered. Women who were primary earners

nomepartnered and a sizeable negative effect

al s
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par
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ef f
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i ne

0O consideringtrarinnggseasasrhareo Ramper t he
overy for women who were more economical
tner s.

ally, it is hardly surprising that repart
en that hardly any significant effect of

eptions that concerns orsl yomer.esMan swHayv

ectr eipfarnomered and men who were secondary

artnered.

en together, these findings provide evi de
ategy in some countries. Hxwes\uaerrgg wgilttehn ,n
gualities Iin terms of personal i ncome and
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9Ed4ti mated treatment effects for custodial
nsidering custodi al parent hood can change

| fare provisions and private transfers rec

separation | iving standards ofneltoneet paar.e n2t
rvis and Jenkins 1999; Uunk 2004) and the
relevant in this respect. Anal ysing dat a
chil dr en ansde ptahrea trdiedtga lenes pd c ipalei zati on ar e

men tend to speci al-g9epariat ihoonu sceuhsotl odd yt acsfk sc
rnings capacity (Bonnet et al ., 2022) sinc
nd toawbat eggby the fact that the for mer p
yment of child allowances, or the | atter n
e to dissolution (Boll and Schuller, 2021;

I NngSIEWL dat a-20dWank o2v0ilr7t a and Mesi 2i sl ehto

obability of receiving support is higher |
rriage partnerships, but, on average, t he
pport -rfedsemt inaoln fathers tends to be | ow: ab
rcent in Spain and 25 percent in France.

ti mated treat ment ecfufset cotdsi afl o rmemu satnodd i waol mean
bl esdd Ap®eadi x B. 3. I n France (Table 2. 9a)
nd to | ose mor e -caufstt esPd6i ¥ae-8 & éoa t teievpesltyh)a ni m otne

uivalized household i ncome. Conversely, i
ose who experience | ossastiondhabé@Wbe&id, ( nco
spectively). I n Spain (foamlde =2h.o9wk)y emo t hiegn
e effects is consistestodiah thdipodsabbsl a
se more.

nsider-cogpWwet hnequal ities, i n France (Tabl

thers and fathers from male breadwinner co

stodi al i ndividual s, me n dnop @r ii emrcoanea wdii d re
perience a | arger | oss. Concerning for mer
l'y custodi al mot hers. Similarly, men from

separati on househoofl dwhientchoemme ,t hreeyg aarrdel ecsuss t o ¢
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ltaly (Tabl-cu2t ®di lanwd md8n ,f mom mal e br eat
|l oss in income while and women from femal e
rnings to gauge intrahouseholwdrisne uwalciotme
stodi al mot her who were primary earners 1in
Ger many, negative changesst odihaoluswedmnd md (i
nel A). However, considering intrahousehol
and earnings (Table 2.9c¢c PanelupQ)e,s wvsdchnoen
gative i mpact of separation on househol d i
thers or not.

significant effect is found for Spain (T
trahousehold inequality (Table 2.9d Panel s
household income regardless ohet her meshal
il e custodi al mot hers show a significant .
upl ecsus tNoodhi a l i ndividual s who were previou
household income, regardless of gender.
ken together, these results indicate that
stodial status. I n France, negative i mpact
rents in the ot heustcoodiindllhivwecmem.heeensenmay
urstpreyci f i ¢ cihvaomenésr ilsabawsr mar ket partici
ovi-shwtnsal so on i ndi-wihddal sahpgroadt epadysma rct
rangements. -skeopvaevaero,b ntiwkteewethe i nequal ity m
nsequences of | one motherhood, as well as,
9ABticipatory effect

me individuals may forecast the dissolutio
haviours before the event. Specifically, a
20; Bonnet et al ., 2021) ¢tasadthbhbat bapaues
th the intensive and extensive margins, on
ticipatory effects challenge the causal ir
presents | arger components of househol d i

anticipatory effects at the extuansi.vaymarsgiunm



is that i1 f a worker does not change j-@b wup t
(the year of the first observation), -raaant i ci p
the treatment effect onghtheobs ucbosnatmpnlue toyf awodr
anticipatory effect i f the results are <c¢cl os
windows is three years, this implied restric
|l east 1, 2,heort idney eodr st haet f i-r.stl n nadedivtiieom , il
for the etcfoeucptl eo fi nweiqtuhailn ty by restricting ¢t
same job at | east 3 years (the meoer)e idi stthaents a
job at the ti meg Tafbltekde Pfaihréslta Bi)nt er vi ew
Results are pregslemmedpipentalxl &8s 32.,1@&@na t hey
di fferences between the benchmark results a
restrictions for any of the countries includ
2. 9W6r king age sampl e

Lastl vy, I restricted the sample to working &
are (or potentially still are) in the | abour
years. The assumption befhomdpddsisblreshetieno@®
across age cohorts.

Results are prodi dedAppemdbke8.3.11 a
Considering the working age sampl e, separ at.i
ltaly (Table 2.11a and 2.11b in Appendix B. 3.
Al so, with respect to i ntr ahoeuasrenhionl gds ,hi ntehgeu aelf
not show any relevant differences to those |
(Table 2.11c) separation penalty for working
i n the benchmark estdmateg, i aveahaohheahoclod i
i ncome. Separation penalties are stildl not s
Overall, these results may indicate that at
could be associated with retirement because
possibilities to cope withometghartd wgeh sthiloe kil ah
mechani sms. On the contrary, in Germany | arg
due to the degree of | abour market attachmen



2. 10 scussion and concl usi ons

This chapter analysed the i mpact of separat.i
from the |l ongitudinal component of the House
i n 2014 andc o2uOnlt7r ifeosr: fForuarnc e, l'taly, Ger many

The analysis was carried out comparing separ
i ndividuals in stable partnerships with si mi
Di f f eirtkinfcfeer ences with matchil®8§8)echihigques mp
of Propensity score matching (PSM) with a D
unbi ased separation effect on separated hous
The aim of thed odhaptPeari maas ltyhr ad ai med to as
of separation c-sapdr deicdomuipwenhimpqpaé i ty i n |

i ncome and individual weal t hed Tmeadhwercks tdhfi s
couple inequality in terms of per s@emalr at h oo
mari tal specialization models. In addition,

to pr oxegp groastti on wealkt bhf Pwee somat hewvebhbt h da:

constructed based of equal share assumption.
Furthermore, this chapter aimed to anal yse |
cresosuntry institutional characteristics, nan

settings. The role of thtisen isteqtaptaal ticioounpavliet dh

i nequality was also anal ysed.
Empirical findings showed that a separation
analysis, except in Spain. However, this res

a gendered effect of separ atdlo.n, o0 0e6c;o nldum ke

Bonnet et al., 2021). Moreover, the magnitud
found in the I|Iiterature for some of the coul
AndreC et al ., 20e06;alUu,n k20 1260;0 4de Heawsseret al
Secondl vy, the findings confirmed that t he ¢
di fferseenpparmrtae on degurlee oif newgiutahliint y . With re
per sonal i ncome and earnings, a ccewas amotont |
primary breadwinner in the coupl e, regardl e
except for Spain. However, although the find
a pattern similar to otvheart, otfhitsh er eostunletr icso uinnt

on divorce and separati ocnoutphat ianlesqou ad ¢ ¢ oyu n(tl
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ed mi xed evidence about a convergence p
hold income (Hogendoorn,t 2t0lR€ )hi ®Olvermr atl H

ion in the distribution before separat

ome after separation, particularly for wi

usi

ng wealth appeavedetbeaiodeofat sep aratnieq

come of separated women.

ese
y d
| e
i rd
pes

rit

finding on the moderating role of weal
epend on the measure used to gauge the
vels of household wealth rather than pe
Iy, the results showed that | egal arr a
of partnership played a rol-e mpar atthieo ns

a l specializati on, det er mi neicntg tdoi fpfreo peea

gi me, in France, negative effec¢ct sunaifer sep:
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nity regi me. Further more, the i mpact w

i mary earners in the former coupl e.

t h

respect to former marital status, negat

r marriage and PACS in France, significan
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alization in all countries, except Spai
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i onal results provided in the analysis
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penal ties were f owrudtfodr ad hiwlodileens s Non & i gon f i
for Spain.

The results for France are consistent with t
household income for separated mothers (Thi e
AndreC et al ., 2006; AassbBcl letanmd .Sc h0I0I7e¢r ,Bo
et al ., 1999) . Similarly, the findings for C
in Bonnet et al. (2021) that found | arger in
to their mar Howewvcouhéedphbféesence i n i mpact s
chil dl ess women tend -todecoempehsasesfbhreeglr
and/ or relying on alimony paid by the for me
barri er sn tohfatte nwofnmece i n the | abour market anc
not be abireltanteasel fully compensate for t
mechani sms, experiencing more consequences.
Repartnering represented an effective copin
di ssolution, especially in France and Iltaly
significant results, despite thre G&GPpPpanephr sm@
i ndividual s. However, often repagxinstriimg wist |
couple inequalities in income and earnings.

The analysis evi dencedsiamsptastotsesr nc ooufn tlroisesse.s H
reveiathpaddt dfittaemecses ictohmeatgrniigsude of the 1 mpac

on the household i ncolme mpdyr tstelpealrar aeldy shiosu sha
some countries heavier | ossééstalg,,sGénm mateidg rb
bynhouseholds with children (France).

These rmismdg depercd mprd e x cionutrsgprgyd iafyi o ff eat ur e s
i nstituti onalt haer rsatnrguecmeunrtest.@n dt he bakbogsi dmar
are infliufeflnerean degs din femal e shaboss ,¢ osumnecrepa
separiantdiuocred | osses are hewlEemen nwocrokungtge.i @s
Al l owances for wpmuerhpliaoy @ dh emstatmeeu ati mieed i wher e
guaranteed mini mum ienntpol noey efdo rwoinreanc tdiivsei nacre nu
expanding or entering .Ohebtppoosiresneitent(iang
the gtiwoa k benefits or soci al assistance <co
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B. 1 Desstraitpitsitviecss
Tabl ePrzzepaar ati on descriptive statisti
All sampl Control Treated

40425. 24
(54302. 8¢

Eq. Househol d
| ncome

40317.70
(58992, 7«

me before

>
(9]
o

i al transfer

()
o
(9]

26711. 48
(36950. 4:

Per sonal
Il ncome

19373.17
(34466. 4°¢

Earnings

696447. 0!
(1464944,

weal th

Housing wealth 205758. 0:
(250202. 8
Fin weal th 168153. 0!
(833583.9
I nheritance & 0.60
Gi fts (0.49)
Homeowner ship 1.16
(0.37)
I ncome Share 0. 35
(0.23)
Earnings Share 0.40
(0.31)
Marital status 1.96
(0.39)
Property regi me 1.99
(0.63)
Age 52.74

40842.99
(54730. 5(

40769. 33
(59557. 9¢

26910. 39
(37481. 2

19431. 30
(34913.0:

712341.5:

(1485861 .

209306. 8:
(253313.6

173398. 4:
(843753.3

0.61
(0.49)

1.16
(0.36)
0.35
(0.23)
0.40
(0.31)
1.97
(0.39)
2.00
(0.63)

53.07

30445. 73
(41705.5

29528. 64
(42032, 2

21959. 8¢
(20000. 7

17984.55
(21167.5

318233. 8
(728706

120981.9
(133360

41774.1¢
(518254 .

0.41
(0.49)

1.29
(0.46)
0.41
(0.25)
0.43
(0.31)
1.75
(0.58)
1.609
(0.63)

44.82

f
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for

S

he

f

(13.92) (13.81) (14.34)
Gender 1.50 1.50 1.55
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
# of children 0.72 0.71 1.03
(1.03) (1.03) (1.02)
Household with 0.40 0.39 0.58
(0. 49) (0. 49) (0.49)
Education 2.25 2.25 2.33
(0.75) (0.75) (0.70)
Empl oyment stat 1.75 1.76 1.53
(0.95) (0.95) (0.82)
Mi gration 0.12 0.12 0.11
background (0.32) (0.33) (0.31)
Retired 0.28 0.29 0.15
(0. 45) (0. 45) (0.36)
N 5376 5160 216
Not e. Baseline unweighted descriptive statistics
Source: HFCS second (2014) wave data. Own calculations.
Tabl ePr2eepbar ati on descriptive statistic
All samp Control Treated
Eq. Household 18265. 6. 18231.07 20059. 23
| ncome (13693.1 (13699. 61 (13313. 4
I ncome before 18234. 51 18200. 42 20006. 98
social transfers (13678. 4 (13683. 6 (13369.1
Personal 15271. 71 15241.81 16823. 41
| ncome (15966. 8 (16006. 7. (13732.9
Earnings 9428.82 9340.06 14036. 82
(15964. 3 (15972. 6! (14904. 3°
Net wealth 246940. ¢ 248077.6 187928. 9
(318213. (320195. ¢ (180097. ¢
Housing wealth 144638. ¢ 145429. 6 103580. 1
(147020. (147523, 7 (111145 ¢
Fin. wealth 21096. 61 21446. 27 2,675.73
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for

t

he

(110674. (110795. ¢ 103061. ¢
I nheritance & 0.23 0.23 0.25
Gi fts (0.42) (0.42) (0. 44)
Homeowner ship 1.21 1.21 1.20
(0.41) (0.41) (0.41)
I ncome Share 0.25 0.25 0. 34
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25)
Earnings Share 0.31 0.31 0. 37
(0.34) (0.34) (0.31)
Marital status 1.98 1.98 1.82
(0.15) (0.14) (0.39)
58.24 58.39 50. 83
Age
(12.88) (12.83) (13.14)
Gender 1.50 1.50 1.42
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
# of children 0.47 0.47 0. 64
(0.82) (0.82) (0.89)
Household with ¢ 0.29 0.29 0.41
(0.46) (0. 45) (0.49)
Education 1.60 1.60 1.84
(0.70) (0.70) (0.74)
Empl oyment statu 2.12 2.13 1.52
(0.97) (0.96) (0.83)
Mi gration 0.05 0.05 0.12
background (0.23) (0.22) (0.33)
Retired 0.32 0.33 0.16
(0.47) (0.47) (0.37)
N 4392 4309 83
Not e. Baseline unweighted descriptive statistics
Sour ce: HFCS second (2014) wave data. Own calculations.
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Tabl ePrzeeda@ar ati on

descr

ptive

stati

stics

All samp

Control

Treated

Gi

Ed

(9]
o

(9]

co

ri

nd

of

uc

Househol d

me

me before

i al transfer:

onal
me

ings

weal th

ing wealth

weal th

ritance &

S

ownership

me Share

Share

i ngs

status

t al

er

children

ation

41855. 57
(41651. 6

40905. 98
(40357.0

30540.51
(39308. 6

22286. 26
(38978. 4

448034.09
(898439,

178248. 7
(232448 .

60527.05
(292165 .

0.27
(0.45)

1.28
(0.45)
0.30
(0.23)
0.35
(0.32)
1.95
(0.23)
57.08
(13.94)
1.50
(0.50)
0. 44
(0.87)
2.40
(0.59)

41700. 97
(40996. 5"

40750. 02
(39643. 4.

30422.91
(38669. 3.

22142.53
(38272. 1!

451290. 1
(906267. 2

179975. 1
(233858. 2

59686. 64
(284471.¢C

0.27
(0.45)

1.28
(0.45)
0.30
(0.23)
0.35
(0.32)
1.95
(022)
57.12
(13.86)
1.50
(0.50)
0. 44
(0.87)
2.40
(0.59)

47100.06
(59775. 6

46196.95
(59718. 3

34530. 109
(56981. 6!

27161.99
(58083. 4

337608.5
(564118. ¢

119683. 7
(168644, ¢

89022.71
(486758.¢

0.26
(0. 44)

1.36
(0.48)
0.33
(0.25)
0.36
(0.31)
1.79
(0.41)
55.62
(16.47)
1.56
(0.50)
0.40
(0.74)
2.34
(0.65)

f

or



Empl oyment 1.92 1.92 1.89
status
(0.99) (0.99) (0.98)
Mi gration 0.10 0.10 0.08
background (0.30) (0.30) (0.27)
Retired 0.35 0.35 0.33
(0.48) (0.48) (0.47)
N 4121 4003 118
Not e. Baseline unweighted descriptive statistics for the wl
Source: HFCS second (2014) wave data (First implicate). Owr
Tabl ePr2eepdar ati on descriptive statistics for
Al'l sampl Control Treated
Eq. Household 25255, 44 25334.55 22636. 30
Il ncome (36526.66 (36765. 3 (27450. 3
I ncome before 25184. 73 25264.61 22539. 95
social transfer (36531. 18 (36769. 2 (27479. 8
Personal 16975. 64 16928.91 18522. 814
Il ncome (24269.90 (24192. 2 (26762.9
Earnings 12441. 04 12378.97 14496. 22
(23706. 36 (23706. 5 (23694. 1
Net wealth 1269760. 5 1291574. 547533.5
(4241235. ¢ (4299197 (1035866
Housing wealth 199024 . 7 200402.1 153420.0
(268872.5 (267400. (311422,
Fin weal th 320363. 28 327593.1 81100.05
(1428088. (1448084 (279547.
I nheritance & 0.45 0.45 0.29
Gi fts (0.50) (0.50) (0. 46)
Homeowner ship 1.009 1.009 1.22
(0.29) (0.29) (0. 41)
I ncome Share 0.27 0.27 0. 37
(0.26) (0.25) (0.29)



Earnings Share 0. 36 0. 36 0. 44
(0.35) (0.34) (0.37)
Marit al status 1.99 1.99 2.10
(0.21) (0.20) (0.53)
Age 57.17 57. 44 48.12
(13.12) (13.03) (12.70)
Gender 1.50 1.50 1. 46
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
# of children 0.57 0.56 0.86
(0.91) (0.91) (1.04)
Education 2.06 2.06 2.09
(0.90) (0.90) (0.89)
Empl oyment 1.96 1.97 1.58
status
(0.95) (0.95) (0.84)
Mi gration
background (.) (.) (.)
Retired 0.26 0.26 0.14
(0. 44) (0. 44) (0.34)
N 4741 4602 139
Note. Baseline unweighted descriptive statistics for the
Source: HFCS second (2014) wave data (First implicate).
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B.2 Matching

Matching procedure consisted in a combinatic
score matching as27RLl | urster actoensp airn s e B c thiedwe e
experiences a breakup in the treat ment gr ou
relationship in the control group i mply acco

from any dyneamibs phababhffety of experienci

anticipation effects, | ower income at the ba
The first step of matching was the i mpl ement
variables taken at the baseline values: age

coarsened.

CEM al gorithm assumes a stratified random sa
the random sampling concerns strata or parti
popul ation according to varii,ab2@®33).holsrena ffoir
are sorted into strata and secondly the algo
one observation for each unique value -of the
step proceduryg eommbesstppocompassumpti on.

This property allows to apply CEM algorithm

that data already have common support accord

CEM algorithm (Bl ackwell et -tarle.att m2@0 O Yor itda
i ndividual s6 age, gender, and number of chil
The quality of the matching can be tested i

bet ween groups and the achieved balance aft
referencseda akteast ivatliue 0 in case of perfect (g
compl et e Alnsboal cainfcfeer ence i n means and bal anc

di stribution of these groups are provided.

France had an initial i mbal ance of 0.34 and
treated observations mat ched. 89 observatior
common support. Similarly, | taa | bya Ipaanscsee do ff rQo.m

3984 control and 83 treated matched. 325 ob:
the average initial i mbal ance was 0.27 whil e
and 114 treated obserhveadt iwhnisl eo nl 3a2v eorbasgeer vwaetri e

common support were discarded. Lastly for S



bal ance reached after the i mplementation of
because they were outside the common support

I n the second step, probabilistic matching

propensity score with one neighbour and some

procedure more than once. |  unseee na Itshoe ap rcoagplei
scores) of width equal to 0.20 of the standa
i mprove calibration between units and furthe

Matching technique based on propensity score
(1983). This approach has been used in this
(2009) , Bonnet et al. (2021). Thetpeopeonbiaby
experience a separatreatmenmndi tovani abast el ¢
( Negri, 2023). Conditioning on a given numbe
treat ment and contraolsigmdap emaolplearsi tyg $bOats

mitigating the presence of selection bias (R

To consi eerecadumnct rsyampl e characteristics and

of -tpreeat ment covariates chosen for the i mpl el

no identical for each cobatawpwci i segulil oemea

al . 2007) .

Specifically, the set of covariates used are
A Francege, gender, ntsmipar abf ochhbpimehol ¢
separation net household wealth, personal
education attainment, empl oyment stat u:
homeowner ship, retirement, type of marita
chi lwdirtehni n t he household, migration backg!l

Altalgge, gender, wswem@eratadfonc hioluseerl ap ii errc

net household wealth, per sonal I ncome, W O
attainment, empl oyment status, received
reti rprmesngance of children within the hous:
A Ger manwge, gender, nsepar atoifonc hh ¢ s emogl d
separation net household wealt h, personal
received inheritance and gifts, retiremen



A Spai nage, gender, n usnebpearr adof o hhlodsehopo!l @

separation net household wealth, personal
education attainment, empl oyment stat u:
homeowner ship, retirement.

The 1 mplementation of propensity score on mt

the subsequent estimation of the ATT may su
(Rosenbaum and Rubi n, 1984, Linghetl ialt er at2|
address t hi-salvsistdhen niegg rtalte omo magp petoaah. , 2021,
Groenwol d, 2017, Granger et al ., 2019) . Fo
matching is applied toyeath &m sempaohddstapasm
effect estimates are obtained through stand
summari zed using the Rubi nadpsp rraud cehrs s(hRauvbe dh , o plt
reducing bias tdeprlieviinmgp uftracdm omuland more abi

covariates (Ling et al., 2021; de%*Vries and
For country that wuse multiple imputed dat a,
matching procedure separately on each i mpute
and 2.3 d, for Germany and Spain, respective
The quality of the matching is assessed by

di stribution.
Tabl ed »rdvade mean, standard deviation and
baseline covariate used in the matching. St a
covariates of the treatment ahned tcwontgrodu pssa nmg
significantly differ-eatchrog meaons wheod fbhkbD1
(Rubin 2001).

Standardi zed di fferences are all below this
and in Germany across all i mplicates (Tabl e
we l | bal anced between treatment and contr ol
%The alternati aer-appegaadahnjsotceaald eidnpl i es performing pr«
each m multiple imputed datasets and then averaging t
estimate the ATT (Ling et al., 2021; de Vries and Gro

mMnp



Rihgeu rperso p2.nls i 8

I mplicates

Furthermore, bal ance is graphic-dl ]| Botthspladwne
pl ot s, box and kernel density funct
compar emat ohipmg@ val ues.
Anot her requirement of pr opensciatll eslc corvee r Ina g
assumption (or common support assumption).
in the treatment group, i t i s cphoasrsaicbtl eer itsot ioch:
control group. Bot tdo m sphaorwe It haaft
treated and control overl ap each
The resuradatimlgi nppgppssampl e si zes consi
N=634 and N=763 on average across
Tabl eMamBsa and standard devi aafbas
France
Control Treated Standardi zed
Sampl e Sampl e
Eq. Household 30251. 77 30813. 2 0.08
(35415. 9 (42388. ¢
Personal Il ncot 22973.6E¢ 22272.3 -0. 13
(28811.9 (20114.¢C
(2473.10 (4986 . 81
Net wealth 367400. 6 325626 . ¢ 0.02
(792736. (739497,
I nheritance & 0.43 0.41 -0.02
(0.50) (0.49)
Homeowner ship 1.25 1.28 -0.01
(0.43) (0. 45)
I ncome share 0.40 0.40 -0.02
(0.24) (0.24)
Mar it al stat uc 1.83 1.75 0.02
(0.54) (0.58)
Property regirt 1.74 1.68 0.04
(0.67) (0.63)
Age 45.70 44.52 0.05
(12.86) (14.23)
Gender 1.57 1.55 -0. 03
(0.49) (0.50)
# of children 1.03 1.06 0.02
(1.03) (1.02)

country.

mbat cbvagi |



Household witt 0.59 0.60 0
(0.49) (0.49)

Education 2.30 2.34 -0.08
(0.72) (0.70)

Empl oyment stz 1.53 1.51 0.10
(0.84) (0.80)

Mi gration bacl 0.12 0.11 0. 05
(0.32) (0.31)

Retired 0.16 0. 14 0.01
(0.36) (0.35)

N 927 208




Propensity Score

Balance plot

Balance plot
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Tabl eMaBd and standard devi aafbeaes

I taly
Control Treated Standardi zed

means

Eq. Househol 19565. 15 20193. 86 -. 044

Il ncome (12592.12 (12762.10

Personal I nc 16789.53 16868. 10 -. 088
(14072. 85 (13309. 48

Net weal th 202077. 58 193508. 61 . 052
(247633. 3 (180736.9

I nheritance 0.28 0.26 - 028
(0.45) (0. 44)

Homeowner shi 1.23 1.19 - 151
(0.42) (0.39)

I ncome share 0. 34 0. 34 . 017
(0.26) (0.25)

Age 50.59 50.95 . 002
(11.70) (13.33)

Gender 1.50 1.43 . 051
(0.50) (0.50)

# of childre 0.60 0.64 - 013
(0.84) (0.89)

Househol d wi 0. 41 0. 41 . 051
(0.49) (0.50)

Education 1.92 1.85 . 052
(0.74) (0.73)

Empl oyment s 1.50 1.51 . 045
(0.84) (0. 84)

Mi gration ba 0.14 0.13 0
(0.35) (0.33)

Retired 0.12 0.16 . 034
(0.32) (0.37)

N 232 80

Mn ¢

mat cbvagi



Balance plot Balance plot
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Tabl eM&amBss and

Ger many

standard

devi atdf baes

mat cbvagi |

m=1

Control Treated Standardi zed
means

Eq. Househol d 44411. 54 44941. 28 - 010

Il ncome (51849.80) (57153.02)

Personal I ncon 29205. 92 33790. 44 . 066
(34539.67) (55366.98)

Net wealth 423734.72 335361.98 . 006
(1096166. 9 (571796. 43

I nheritance & 0.25 0.25 - 061
(0.43) (0. 44)

Il ncome share 0.33 0.33 - 025
(0.25) (0.25)

Age 56.00 56. 06 - 056
(14.20) (16.59)

Gender 1.59 1.57 . 108
(0.49) (0.50)

# of children 0. 44 0.41 - 012
(0.76) (0.76)

Retired 0.34 0.35 - 111
(0.47) (0. 48)

N 550 111

m= 2
Control Treated Standardi zed

means

EqHousehol d I n 42165.68 45838. 48 - 062
(43879.44) (57906.54)

Personal I ncon 30902. 82 34028.07 - 110
(46007.60) (55764.06)

Net wealth 334792.19 331027.55 . 044
(612934.07 (578391.55

Inheritance & 0.22 0.25 . 134
(0. 42) (0. 44)

Il ncome share 0.34 0.33 . 026
(0.24) (0.25)

Age 56. 24 55. 54 - 010
(13.94) (16.53)

Gender 1.54 1.57 . 037
(0.50) (0.50)

# of children 0.43 0.43 . 062
(0.75) (0.77)

Retired 0. 34 0. 34 . 034
(0.48) (0.47)

N 513 107

MpP M



Control Treated Standardi zed
means

Eq Househol d 41330. 42 45454, 40 .011

I ncome (35418.509) (58103.79)

Personal I ncon 30534.58 33413. 77 . 069
(40012.92) (55886.56)

Net wealth 346853. 14 345456. 13 . 131
(549817.92 (583567.18

I nheritance & 0.26 0.26 . 205
(0. 44) (0.44)

I ncome share 0.33 0.33 . 250
(0.25) (0.25)

Age 55.00 55. 11 . 065
(14.49) (16.25)

Gender 1.57 1.58 . 057
(0.50) (0.50)

# of children 0.39 0.43 - 109
(0.70) (0.77)

Retired 0.32 0.33 .020
(0.47) (0.47)

N 527 106

m=4
Control Treated Standardi zed

means

Eq Househol d 43008. 43 45211.81 . 0614

I ncome (52397.70) (57538.36)

Personal I ncon 31334.52 33108.87 - 057
(43003.46) (55421.02)

Net wealth 373932.53 338578. 84 . 034
(728502.30 (580410. 45

Inheritance & 0.26 0.26 . 064
(0.44) (0. 44)

Il ncome share 0.34 0.33 - 025
(0.24) (0.25)

Age 54.58 54.59 - 0996
(15.02) (16.28)

Gender 1.54 1.57 . 055
(0.50) (0.50)

# of children 0.45 0. 42 .101
(0.77) (0.76)

Retired 0.33 0.32 - 190
(0.47) (0.47)

N 541 1009

m=15
Control Treated Standardi zed

Mp H



means

Eq. Househol 43148.03 46189. 31 . 080
Il ncome (44529. 30 (59378.87
Personal I nc 31947.58 34958. 86 - 059
(44202.01 (58179.083
Net wealth 413051.04 344743.1¢ -. 014
(1101193. (591505. 3
I nheritance 0.25 0.25 -. 066
(0.43) (0. 44)
I ncome share 0.32 0.32 - 0914
(0.25) (0.24)
Age 55.17 54.54 - 069
(14.65) (16.16)
Gender 1.57 1.57 . 116
(0.50) (0.50)
# of childre 0.41 0. 45 - 086
(0.75) (0.78)
Retired 0.32 0.31 - 202
(0.47) (0.47)
N 502 103

MPp O
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Tabl eMar8d and standard deviaafboas matcbvagi
Spai n.
m=1
Control Treated Standardi zed
means
Eq. househol d 22660. 92 23131.82 0.00
(23571.34) (27546.42)
Personal I ncon 17352.58 18931. 43 . 0422824
(20855.32) (26914.28)
Net wealth 1007766. 71 561025. 79 - 0337975
(4299586. 7 (1043226. 4
I nheritance & 0.31 0.30 - 0940615
(0.46) (0.46)
Homeowner ship 1.17 1.21 . 0547396
(0.38) (0.41)
I ncome share 0.35 0.37 - 05956709
(0.26) (0.29)
Age 49.05 48.32 . 0356686
(12.32) (12.76)
Gender 1.49 1.46 .0886126
(0.50) (0.50)
# of children 0.79 0.79 -.1284334
(0.88) (0.91)
Educati on 2.18 2.11 . 0579667
(0.89) (0.88)
Empl oyment st a 1.55 1.55 . 0896637
(0.83) (0.83)
Retired 0.13 0.14 .0656714
(0.33) (0.35)
N 624 136
m= 2
Control Treatec Standardi zed
di fferences in 1
Eq. Househol d 23334. 38 23230. 4 .0292116
(28525. (27477.
Personal | ncome 16842. 4 19052. 3 . 1927475
(21420. (27188.
Net wealth 850729. 575540. .0681474
(2897726 (1101490
Inheritance & ¢ 0.33 . 1247988
(0.47) . 46)
Homeowner ship 1.17 .0180007
(0.38) . 41)
I ncome share 0.35 .0984236
(0.26) (0.29)
Age 49.52 . 01905914
(12.57) (12.76)

MpDp



Gender 1.48 1.46 . 0880341
(0.50) (0.50)

# of <children 0.78 0.79 .0165668
(0.88) (0.91)

Education 2.11 2.11 . 0416472
(0.90) (0.88)

Empl oyment stat 1.60 1.55 . 0873056
(0.86) (0.83)

Retired 0.16 0.14 . 0209046
(0.37) (0.35)

N 631 136

m= 3
Control Treated Standardi zed

me an

Eq. Househol d 22628.05 23332.67 - 0841112
(32347.45) (28369.30)

Personal I ncon 16604. 238 18855. 34 - 0050504
(18507.87) (26950. 42)

Net wealth 746803.55 563619. 98 .0048687
(2351405. 3 (1063644.0

Inheritance & 0.30 0.30 - 078594
(0. 46) (0.46)

Homeowner ship 1.17 1.21 .0735119
(0.38) (0.41)

Il ncome share 0.34 0.37 -.1263306
(0.26) (0.30)

Age 49. 35 48.32 -. 0231018
(12.86) (12.76)

Gender 1.44 1.46 . 0441682
(0.50) (0.50)

# of children 0.78 0.79 .1089472
(0.93) (0.91)

Education 2.08 2.11 - 1588488
(0.91) (0.88)

Empl oyment St a 1.59 1.55 -~ 0610051
(0.85) (0.83)

Retired 0.17 0.14 -. 0413787
(0.37) (0.35)

N 633 136

m=4
Control Treated Standardi zed

me an

Eq. Househol d 23122.09 23292.01 - 1275869
(33582.65) (27908.94)

Personal incon 17291.02 18906. 07 - 0723358

MpC



(21973.66) (27002.37)

Net wealth 834361.33 576665. 66 -.1902202
(3440403. 2 (1095938. 8

I nheritance & 0.29 0.30 - 01591
(0.46) (0. 46)

Homeowner ship 1.18 1.21 .0735119
(0.39) (0.41)

Il ncome share 0.32 0.37 . 2437038
(0.25) (0.29)

Age 49. 36 48.32 . 0524198
(12.63) (12.76)

Gender 1.46 1.46 - 0733578
(0.50) (0.50)

#o0of children 0.78 0.79 - 039957
(0.89) (0.91)

Educati on 2.08 2.11 - 0751965
(0.89) (0.88)

Empl oyment sta 1.58 1.55 - 0173918
(0.84) (0.83)

Retired 0.14 0.14 0
(0.35) (0.35)

N 628 136

m= 5
Control Treated Standardi zed

me an

Eq. Househol d 22669. 54 23023.95 . 0196333
(26760.97) (27340.15)

Personal incon 17479.69 18911.15 . 0312001
(23416.81) (26993.84)

Net wealth 962114.94 567433.86 -. 0480026
(4186406. 9 (1080613.5

Inheritance & 0.33 0.30 . 0813761
(0.47) (0. 46)

Homeowner ship 1.17 1.21 .0547396
(0.37) (0.41)

I ncome share 0.32 0.37 .08210914
(0.26) (0.29)

Age 48. 73 48.32 .0078915
(12.67) (12.76)

Gender 1.47 1.46 .01470083
(0.50) (0.50)

# of children 0.80 0.79 . 0639323
(0.89) (0.91)

Educati on 2.18 2.11 - 0503734
(0.89) (0.88)

Empl oyment sta 1.57 1.55 . 0534958
(0.84) (0.83)

Retired 0.14 0.14 . 0213706

MPpT



(0.34) (0.35)

N 620 136
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B.3 Semsaltywvidsy

Tabl eR2gassi on essiimae gsi wdl iczheadh gleousehol d

equi valence scale) for France.

Panel A: Average treatment effect
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.14 -0.'28
(0.092) (0.085)
Cons. 0. 098 0.712
(0.033) (0.021)
N 487 647
Panel B:itrAkwdmeqd effects by share of income and earnings
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment

0-40 % 0.073 -0.'51 0.12 0.41
(0. 11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.096)
46 0% -0. 084 -0.'32 0.11 -0.28
(0.10) (0.084) (0.15) (0.10)
> 60% -0.'94 0.085 -0.'69 0.091
(0.35) (0.18) (0.26) (0.19)
N 487 647 429 563
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth
Net househol Housing we Financial
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment
Q1 0.04: -0.07¢ -0.01tf 0.05€ -0.32 -0.751
(0.20 (0.16 (0.16 (0.12 (0.30 (0.11

Q2 0.25 0.19 0.26 0.37 0.31 0.27
(0.22 (0.15 (0.25 (0.19 (0.14 (0.12

Q3 0.13 -0.42 0.11 0.42 0.17 0.23
(0.07 (0.17 (0.10 (0.11 (0.15 (0.15

Q4 0.26 0.53 0.43 -0.°7% 0.15 0.04:2
(0.09 (0.14 (0.32 (0.20 (0.13 (0.22

Mp g



Q5 0.004 -0.%1 0.097 -0.52 0.007 -0.51
(0.18 (0.14 (0.10 (0.12 (0.13 (0.23

N 487 647 487 647 485 647
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence and number of
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n

treat ment

No children 0.11 -0.20
(0.11) (0.15)
Children -0.°31 -0.735
(0.13) (0.082)
N 487 647
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipsd at t he
< 0.01.

Tabl eR2g6bdssi on essiimae i wdl iczheadn ghreousehol d

equi valence scale) for Iltaly.
Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.076 -0.'46
(0.21) (0.20)
Cons. -0.12 0.016
(0.12) (0.044)
N 160 150
Panel B:itrkweameqna effects by share of income and earnings
I ncome Share Earnings Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment

0-4 0 % 0.026 0.°73 0.015 0.°70
(0.32) (0.26) (0.35) (0.27)

460 % 0.15 0.011 0.23 0.032
(0.14) (0.10) (0.13) (0.10)

> 60% 0.°88 0.49 0.87 0.32



(0. 36) (0. 45) (0.36) (0. 42)
N 160 150 137 127
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth
Net Househol Housing Wea Financial W
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatm
Q1 0.81 -0. 069 0.49 0.11 -0. 099 -0. 37
(0.50 (0. 36 (0.53 (0.30 (0.21 (0. 34
Q2 -0.44 -0.59 -0.44 -0.91 0.028 -0.'89
(0. 21 (0.29 (0. 21 (0.30 (0.114 (0. 22
Q3 -0.73 -0.073 0. 42 -0.51 -0.67 -0.12
(0.54 (0.28 (0. 46 (0.69 (0.56 (0.14
Q4 0.100 -0.72 -0.023 -0.'75 0.069 -0.043
(0.12 (0.60 (0.114 (0.37 (0.114 (0.15
Q5. -0.20 -0.791 0.005 0. 26 -0. 002 -0. 86
(0.16 (0. 36 (0.19 (0.29 (0.16 (0. 68
N 160 150 160 150 154 147
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence and number
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No children -0.043 -0.%3
(0.33) (0.19)
Children 0.056 -0. 26
(0.19) (0. 40)
N 160 150
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fus0s, 06 1pd&d at t
< 0.01.
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Tabl eR@€gmessi on essiimae @i wdl iczheadn greousehol d

equi valence scale) for Germany.

Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated

Wo me n
0. 3573
(0.1507)

Me n
0. 0483
(0.1942)

treat ment

Cons. 0.0019 0.0608
(0.1234) (0.0681)
N 276 355
Panel B: Average treatment effects by share of income and ¢
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
040% shar 0.1699 0. 5860 0.1198 0. 6922
(0.2027) (0.1909) (0.2610) (0.2122)
4®0% shar 0. 1139 0. 1041 0. 0997 -0. 0589
(0.2237) (0.1960) (0.2525) (0.2397)
>60% shar -0. 7016 -0. 3030 0. 6937 -0. 3253
(0.6629) (0.4877) (0.7174) (0.4210)
N 276 355 206 251
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth
Net househol Housing we Financial
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Q1 0. 26 0. 57 0. 05 0. 28 -0. 45 0. 42
(0.29¢ (0.34¢' (0.20' (0.21: (0.29¢ (0.26!
Q2 -0. 08 0.097 00231 -0. 08
(0.32¢ (0.34! (0.38: (0.43!
Q3 0.116 -0. 36 0.026 0.084 0.112 0. 20
(0.29¢ (0.42!' (0.37: (0.32: (0.28( (0.24:
Q4 0.071 -0. 56 0.101 -0. 48 0. 14 0. 57
(0.54 (0.35: (0.32° (0.29¢t (0.44¢ (0.36
Q5 0. 13 0. 80' -0. 28 -0. 96! 0.431 0. 71



(0.41' (0.34' (0.47 (0.34: (0.44( (0. 36.

N 276 355 276 355 276 355
Panel D: Average trearnummear edff ecchhi Ibdyr epr esence and
Presence of children

Me n Wo me n

treat ment

No children 0.0816 0. 24902
(0.1778) (0.1887)
Children 0. 4107 0. 2410
(0.3745) (0.2308)
N 276 355
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc'l'iu0s,t0€ ipdd at t he
< 0.01.

Tabl eR2g6essi on essiimaeewi wdl iczheadn ghreousehol d

equi valence scale) for Spain.

Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated.

Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0. 21554 0. 05238

(0.13512) (0.137639)
Cons. 0.237419 0.164821

(0.05637) (0.100686)
N 404 354
Panel B: Average treatment effects by share of income and ¢

I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment

0:40% shar 0. 1007: 0. 1957¢ 0.010534 0. 1492¢
(0.15811 (0.14164 (0.16614 (0.19074
460% shar 0. 3156 0.169042 0. 3488! 0.297785
(0.27827 (0.28242 (0.34513 (0.21517
> 60% sha 0. 542 0. 0531 0. 67851 0. 1961



(0.33036 (0.199509 (0.21310 (0.18699

N 404 354 336 304
Panel Ctrheweammeqd effect by quintiles of wealth
Net househol Housing we Financial
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment
Q1 0. 10 0.2337 -0. 09 0.2987 0. 37 0. 19
(0.278 (0.216 (0.226 (0.182 (0.227 (0.157

Q2 0. 33 0. 41 0. 527 -0. 61! 0. 53¢ 0. 27
(0.329 (0.267 (0.204 (0.295 (0.243 (0.228

Q3 0. 10 -0. 02 -0. 44 0. 28 0.225./ 0.362¢
(0.249 (0.256 (0.228 (0.189 (0.260 (0.322

Q4 0. 39( -0. 3F4: 0. 16 0. 03 0. 13 -0. 06
(0.217 (0.192 (0.208 (0.230 (0.24€ (0.234

Q5 0. 44" 0. 16 0. 33 03081 -0. 44: 0. 35
(0.1280 (0.157 (0.246 (0.231 (0.23t (0.193
N 404 354 404 354 404 354
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence and number of
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n

treat ment

Nochil dr en -0. 25507 -0. 21888
(0.166287) (0.167532)

Children -0. 25108 0.088359
(0.230835) (0.195975)

N 403. 8 3514

Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'iu0s,t0€ ipdd at t he

< 0.01.



Tabl eR&gr7feassi on

essi inma&tgeis vafl i ckranddg®usehol d

transfers for France.
Panel A. Average treatment effect
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.10 -0.30
(0.14) (0.13)
Cons. 0.067 0.710
(0.073) (0.053)
N 484 646
Panel B: averagehareadfmeintcemé ezndbgarni ngs
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40 % -0.011 -0.'80 -0. 0052 -0.68
(0.21) (0.20) (0.22) (0.19)
460 % -0. 049 -0.24 -0. 0026 -0.22
(0.11) (0.075) (0.16) (0.10)
>6 0 % 0. 48 0. 46 -0.33 0.40
(0.57) (0. 34) (0. 44) (0.33)
N 484 646 426 562
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth

Net Househol Housing we Financial
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Q1 -0. 06¢ -0. 02¢ 0.016 0.005 -0.30 -0.'48
(0. 46 (0. 30 (0. 32 (0.21 (0.30 (0.13
Q2 -0.11 0. 42 -0.20 -0.733 0. 46 -0.54
(0. 22 (0.39 (0. 26 (0.20 (0.29 (0. 28
Q3 -0. 04¢ -0.735 -0. 0614 -0.74 0.50 -0.12
(0.07 (0. 17 (0. 14 (0. 40 (0.33 (0. 33
Q4 -0.22 -0.'49 -0. 36 -0.°74 -0.16 0.031
(0.009 (0.15 (0. 32 (0.20 (0.17 (0. 27
Q5 -0.11 -0.'58 -0. 05¢€ -0.'46 0.061 -0.45
(0.19 (0.15 (0.11 (0.12 (0.14 (0. 23

MCp



N 484 646 484 646 482 646
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence of children
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No children -0.15 -0.13
(0. 15) (0.17)
Children -0.13 -0.46
(0.15) (0.17)
N 484 646
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fu0s, t0€ 1pdd at t
< 0.01.

Tabl eR&&gr7éssi on

transfers

esst inma&tgeis vafl i ckkanpe®usehol d i

for ltaly.

Panel A. Average treatment effect on treated
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.022 -0.'40
(0.21) (0.19)
Cons. 0.11 0.015
(0.12) (0.044)
N 160 150
Panel B: Average treatment effect by share of income and e:
I ncome Share Earnings Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40 % 0.079 -0.'67 0.071 -0.°63
(0.32) (0.25) (0.34) (0.26)
460% 0.19 0.019 0.727 0.060
(0.15) (0. 11) (0. 14) (0.11)
> 60% -0.780 0.62 -0.°79 0. 44
(0. 35) (0.47) (0.35) (0. 44)
N 160 150 137 127
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth

MCC



Net Househol Housing We: Financial \

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment
Q1 0.°87 0.006 0.54 0.06z -0.041 -0.31
(0.50 (0.35 (0.53 (0.29 (0.21 (0.33

Q2 0.37 0.'53 0.34 0.°82 0.059 -0.°80
(0.20 (0.26 (0.19 (0.26 (0.14 (0.20

Q3 0.609 0.02€ -0.40 0.46 0.64 0. 05¢
(0.53 (0.29 (0.45 (0.70 (0.56 (0.15

Q4 0.12 0.69 -0.002 -0.°71 0.12 0.046¢
(0.12 (0.59 (0.15 (0.36 (0.13 (0.14

Q5 -0.10 -0.86 0.10 -0.20 0.067 -0.83
(0.13 (0.35 (0. 14 (0.26 (0.14 (0.67
N 160 150 160 150 154 147
Panel D: Average treahmedtenffect by presence of
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n

treat ment

No children 0.0067 -0.57
(0.33) (0.18)
Children 0.11 -0.22
(0.17) (0.309)
N 160 150
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc'l'iu0s,t0€ ipdd at t he
< 0.01.

Tabl eRgr7fessi on essiimad i wdl iczheadn greousehol d

transfers for Ger many.

Panel A. Average treatment effect on treated
Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0. 0219 0. 24413
(0.1964) (0.1984)
Cons. 0.0144 0.0658



(0.1244)

(0.0955)

N 276 355
Panel B: average treatment effect by share of income and
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.2079 0. 7678 0.1712 0. 9633
(0.1964) (0.3048) (0.2687) (0.3859)
48680% shar -0. 0314 -0. 0957 -0. 0138 0. 1546
(0.2195) (0.1860) (0.2478) (0.2425)
>60% shar -0. 8080 -0. 2990 -0. 8262 -0. 3046
(0.7424) (0.5794) (0.8259) (0.5135)
N 276 355 206 251
Panel C: Average treatment effect by quintiles of wealth
Net househol Housing we Financial
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Q1 0. 24 0. 93 0. 02 0. 44 0. 45 0. 5'3:
(0.382¢« (0.70: (0.20¢ (0.35. (0.31¢ (0.26'!
Q2 0. 09 0.136 0. 07 0. 44
(0.28: (0.40: (0.46!' (0.76°
Q3 0.195 0. 52 0.078 0. 02 0.176 0. 19
(0.33: (0.41: (0.38: (0.31¢ (0.29: (0.26:
Q4 0.097 -0. 54 0.133 0. 42 0. 05 0. 49
(0.54. (0.38: (0.33:. (0.29: (0.48¢ (0.37"
Q5 0. 11 -0. 81 0. 27 -0974%4%6 0.492 0. 63
(0.44: (0.38. (0.51! (0.36! (0.44. (0.36:
N 276 355 276 355 276 355
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence of children
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No children 0.1050 0. 24522
(0.1749) (0.1881)

MCy



Children -0. 3930 0. 4273
(0.4079) (0.3515)
N 276 355
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &md Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ipsd at t he
< 0.01.

Tabl eRgr7felssi on essi inma&tgas vafl i cgkrandeo®usehol d i

transfers for Spain.

Panel A. Average treatment effect on treated
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0. 18369 0. 04111
(0.137466) (0.135831)
Cons. 0.239395 0.1634914
(0.057544) (0.102184)
N 403 354
Panel B: average treatment effect by share of income and e:
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
040% shar 0. 0550 -0. 2023 0.056238 0. 1496°
(0.17227 (0.15444 (0.18290 (0.20051
460% shar -029187 0.189578 0. 3433: 0.269798
(0.25548 (0.25903 (0.30962 (0.19345
> 60% sha 0. 5245: 0. 0071: 0. 63742 -0. 1334
(0.35062 (0.20005 (0.22355 (0.19350
N 403 354 335 304

Panel C: Averagegquineatmsnbfefveatt hby

Net househol Housing we Financial

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment
Q1 0. 09 0.162¢ 0. 03 0.263 0. 33 0. 23

(0.282 (0.225 (0.227 (0.174 (0.253 (0.181

Q2 0. 29 0. 34 0. 561 0. 677 0. 53z 0. 22
(0.311 (0.265 (0.206 (0.29¢ (0.244 (0.241

MC



children

Q3 0. 04 -0. 00 -0. 40 0. 20 .277¢€¢ 0.3167
(0.270 (0.255 (0.244 (0.196 (0.242 (0.313
Q4 0. 33 0. 23 0. 14 0. 0597 09 -0. 03
(0.230 (0.190 (0.220 (0.227 (0.247 (0.24/4
Q5 0. 407 0. 04 0. 28 0. 29 -03857 0. 23
(0.170 (0.15° (0.246 (0.22C (0.233 (0.188
N 403 354 403 354 403 354
Panel D: Average treatment effect by presence of
Presence of children
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No children -0. 19892 0. 16911
(0.175842) (0.1690609)
Children -0. 27748 0.070556
(0.217111) (0.191741)
N 403 354
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/lI'fiuls, t0€ 1pédd
< 0.01.
Tabl eR&€g8assi on esti mates of changes in
for France.
Panel A. Average treatment effect by repartnering
Me n Wo me n
No repartnered -0. 0914 -0.22
(0.11) (0.10)
Repartnered -0.012 -0. 095
(0.094) (0.092)
N 487 647
Panel B: I ncome shares
Me n Wo me n
0-4 0 % 486 0% >60% 0-40 % 460 % >60%
No repartnere 0.17 -0.00: -1.702 -0.48 -0.31 0.17
(0.1 (0.1: (0.3¢ (0.1¢ (0.09 (0. 1¢



Repartnered -0.04 -0.04 0.%45 0.21 -0.09 0.44
(0.17 (0.06 (0.1: (0.1t (0.06 (0.08

N 226 189 72 306 232 1009
Panel C: Earnings shares
Me n Wo me n
0-40 % 46 0% >60% 0-4 0 % 46 0% >60%
No repartnere 0.722 -0.01 -0.7'85 -0.37 -0.722 0.21

(0.1 (0.17 (0.32 (0.11 (0.1:z (0.2:

Repartnered 0. 03! -0.16 0.02° 0. 13 -0.20 0. 06"
(0.1€¢ (0.1t (0.1¢ (0.1z (0.1: (0.2:
N 200 139 90 261 176 126
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc'l'iu0s,t0€ ipdd at t he
< 0.01.
Tabl eR&2gB8dssi on estimates of changes in equi
for ltaly.
Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated
Me n Wo me n
No repartnered -0.20 0.72
(0.28) (0.23)
Repartnered 0.20 0.015
(0.18) (0.17)
N 160 150
Panel B: I ncome shares
Me n Wo me n
0-40% 46 0% >60% 0-40% 46 0% >60%

No repartnere 0.12 0.23 -0.81 1.T6 0.07° 1.09
(0.4 (0.1¢ (0.3¢ (0.2t (0.1: (0.3¢

Repartnered 0.29 0.17 0.%1 -0.01 -0. 05 0. 27
(0. 27 (0. 271 (0. 3¢ (0. 2% (0. 1¢ (0. 17
N 89 51 20 80 49 21
Panel C: Earnings shares
Me n Wo me n

0-40 % 46 0% >60% 0-40 % 46 0% >60%



No repartnere -0.15 0.40 -0.7'81 -1.°06 0.11 0.73
(0.4 (0.1<¢ (0.3¢ (0.2z (0.1:z (0. 4c¢
Repartnered 0.32 0.21 -0.58 -0.000 0.004 -0.29
(0.2¢ (0.2C (0.3¢2 (0.2t (0.1: (0.17
N 72 45 20 58 38 31
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiuls, t0€ 1pdd
< 0.01.
Tabl eR&2gr8e&cssi on esti mates of changes in
for Germany.
Panel A. Average treatment effect on treated
Me n Wo me n
No repartnered 0.1748 -0. 2859
(0.2203) (0.19162)
Repartnered 0. 3632 -0. 3290
(0.2605) (0.2325)
N 276 355
Panel B: I ncome shares
Me n Wo me n
0-40 % 46 0% >60% 0-40 % 486 0% >6 0%
No repartnere 0.35%55 0. 1C 0.478 -0. 58 0. 2C 0.5%7
(0.19 (0.24 (1.60 (0.23 (0.24 (0.26
Repartnered 0. 2C 0.105 0. 93 0. 36 0.161 -0. Y91
(0.23 (0.27 (0.55 (0.16 (0.20 (0.54
N 175 64 37 207 98 50
Panel C: Earnings shares
Me n Wo me n
0-40 % 4860 % >60% 0-40 % 46 0% >60%
No repartnere 0.385 -0. 0¢ 0.522 0. "7 0. 34 0.278
(0.24 (0.26 (1.28 (0.29 (0.26 (0.35
Repartnered 0. 22 0.132 0. 94 0. 36 0.202 -0. 88
(0.27 (0.30 (0.57 (0.17 (0.22 (0.53
N 123 40 4 4 137 56 58
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc!lI'fuls, t0€ ipédd
< 0.01.

at the
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Tabl eR&gBassi on

for Spain.

Panel A

Average treatment

mates of

changes i

effect on treated

Me n Wo me n
No repartnered 16353 0. 00671
. 173343) (0.126998)
Repartnered 20731 0. 04989
.176329) (0.180801)
N 404 354
Panel B: Income shares
Wo me n
0-40 % 46 0% >60% 0-40 % 46 0% >60%
No repartr 0.065: -0. -0. 0. 19 0.180¢« 0.098
(0.196 (0.196 (0. (0.151 (0.226 (0.211
Repartnere -0. 19 0. 0. 0. 15 0.172: 0. 10
(0.209 (0.414 (0.242 (0.171 (0.432 (0.247"
N 221 197 110 46
Panel C: Earnings shares
Wo me n
0-40 % 46 0% >60% 0-40 % 46 0% >60%
No repartr 0.202¢ -0. -0. 0. 26 0.189! 0.061:
(0.163 (0.106 (0.480 (0.202 (0.219 (0.159
Repartnere -0. 11 O. -0. -0. 07 0.348« -0. 31

(0.233 (0.

(0.216

(0.214 (0.25< (0.260

N 172

154 84 66

Source:
< 0.01.

HFCS data (11

Robust

am<d Oc [fws0s, 106 & d

equi
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t
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equi

Tabl eR€2gmQeassi on esti mates of changes 1in
parent for France.
Panel A. Average treatment effect by custodial parent
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Nooustodi al -0.062 -0.16
(0.12) (0.17)
Custodial -0.26 -0.'224
(0.11) (0.075)
N 487 647
Panel B. I ncome Share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar -0.730 0.'42 0.2 -0.'47
(0.17) (0.087) (0.085) (0.22)
460% shar -0. 053 -0.'29 -0.057 -0.12
(0.064) (0.088) (0.15) (0.13)
>60% shar -0.'95 0.047 -0.'87 0. 37
(0.096) (0. 14) (0. 44) (0.32)
N 269 413 218 234
Panel C: Earnings Share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar -0.727 -0.'40 0.38 -0.22
(0.16) (0.090) (0.096) (0.18)
460% shar -0.069 -0.'28 -0.19 -0.17
(0. 11) (0.071) (0.23) (0.25)
>60% shar -0.50 -0.012 -0.%61 0.45
(0.27) (0.15) (0. 33) (0.32)
N 266 408 163 155
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fus0s, 06 pd&d at t
< 0.01.

he



equi

Tabl eR&gmOdédssi on estimates of changes in
parent for I|taly.
Panel A: Average treatment effect on treated by custodial
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
No-ctustodi al 0.061 -0.'56
(0. 43) (0.20)
Custodi al 0.11 -0.29
(0.15) (0.32)
N 160 150
Panel B: I ncome share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.12 0. 42 0. 46 -1.701
(0.19) (0.41) (0.76) (0.23)
460% shat 0.042 0.0065 0.12 0.0071
(0.15) (0.15) (0.19) (0.13)
>60% shar 0. 63 -0. 30 -0.'98 1.721
(0. 48) (0.19) (0. 24) (0. 43)
N 75 80 85 70
Panel C: Earnings share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.13 0. 42 0.66 -1.°'00
(0.19) (0. 43) (0.99) (0.16)
460% shar 0.035 0.012 0.32 0.12
(0. 14) (0. 14) (0.16) (0.15)
>60% shar 0. 63 -0.733 -0.'97 0.74
(0. 48) (0.18) (0. 25) (0.51)
N 75 80 6 2 47
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Ocl'fu0s,t0€ ipdsd a't
< 0.01.
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Tabl eR&2gr9ecssi on esti mates of changes in equi
parent for Ger many.
Panel A: Average treatment effect by custodial parent
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Nomustodi al 0.1405 0. 24263
(0.1847) (0.2061)
Custodi al -03517 0. 2104
(0.3379) (0.2263)
N 276 355
Panel B: I ncome share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.0491 0. 24’445 0.2659 0. 5919
(0.2922) (0.2216) (0.1985) (0.2703)
460% shar 0.1260 0.1715 -0. 1448 -0. 24009
(0.2731) (0.2492) (0.2661) (0.3221)
>60%share -1. 1566 -0. 4331 0.4902 0.2019
(0.6869) (0.6639) (1.70095) (0.5431)
N 80 112 196 243
Panel C: Earnings share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
040% shar 0.0651 0. 5341 0.2260 0. 7299
(0.3148) (0.2612) (0.2758) (0.3344)
460% shar 0.0857 0.2574 0. 1464 1. 0519
(0.2604) (0.2125) (0.3164) (0.4495)
>60% shar 1. 1884 -0. 4570 0.2766 -0. 0765
(0.6831) (0.6606) (1.7591) (0.3504)
N 78 110 128 141
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'u0s,t0€ipdd at t he
< 0.01.



Tabl eR&€gm©aessi on estimates of changes in equi
parent for Spain.
Panel A: Average treatment effect by custodial parent
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Nooustodi al -0. 21622 -0. 24075
(0.175347) (0.177256)
Custodi al -0. 26988 0.091649
(0.2020092) (0.173003)
N 404 3514
Panel B: I ncome share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0. 367323 0. 1490! 0.00574 0. 2290:
(0.10511 (0.17853 (0.2451) (0.270983
4860% shar -0. 1318: 0.279143 -0. 61838 0. 4872
(0.35089 (0.29481 (0.27529 (0.26845
> 60% sha 0. 6083¢ 0.295193 0. 5437 0. 2396
(0.32066 (0.19157 (0.38865 (0.25983
N 215 206 189 1438
Panel C: Earnings share
Custodi al Nowustodi al
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 026743 0. 0845 0.028995 0. 2111:
(0.10992 (0.22005 (0.28640 (0.38881
48680% shar 0. 1215: 0.372403 0. 99956 0. 4645¢
(0.33819 (0.19816 (0.11471 (0.28030
> 60% sha 0. 89589 0. 0324¢ 0. 55346 -020429
(0.28274 (0.26131 (0.25678 (0.21224
N 207 201 129 103
Source: HFCS data (Il and Il wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ipsd at t he
< 0.01.



Tabl e R2gtr@ssi on esti mates of changes in equli
anticipation effect for France.
1 year 2 years 3 years
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatm -0. 0614 -0.25 -0. 068 -0.26 -0. 078 -0.25
(0.10 (0. 08: (0.11 (0. 081 (0.10 (0. 08!
Cons. 0.047 0.°11 0.050 0.7T1 0.0%2 0.7T1
(0. 031 (0.01: (0. 031 (0.01: (0.02: (0.01:
N 408 551 398 531 381 515
I ncome Share Earnings Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
040% shar 0.12 -0.34 0.18 -0.33
(0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.094)
460% shar 0.034 -0.°25 -0. 048 -0.22
(0.14) (0.085) (0.14) (0.096)
>60% shar -0.86 0.23 -0.°86 0.21
(0.36) (0.19) (0.35) (0.20)
N 422 567 410 550
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'iu0s,t0€ ipdd at t he
< 0.01.
Tabl e R2gx@ssi on esti mates of changes i n equi
anticipation effect for Italy.
1 year 2 years 3 years
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatm -0. 039 0.%41 0. 039 0.%741 -0. 022 0.41
(0.23 (0.19 (0.23 (0.19 (0.23 (0.20
Cons. 0.11 0.020 0.11 0.014 0. 13 0.014
(0.12 (0.04. (0.12 (0.04! (0.12 (0.04!
N 150 145 150 143 149 142
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.12 0.7 0.11 -0.64
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(0. 34) (0. 25) (0.38) (0.26)
4860% shartr 0.080 0.11 0.17 0.15
(0.14) (0.089) (0. 14) (0.091)
>60% shar -0.'86 0.61 -0.'85 0.43
(0. 40) (0.53) (0.40) (0. 49)
N 149 142 126 120
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &md Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ipsd at t he
< 0.01.
Tabl eR2gt@éssion estimates of changes in equi
anticipation effect for Ger many.
1 year 2 years 3 years
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatm 0.058 0. 311 0.063 0. 32: 0. 036 0. 32
(0.181 (0.191 (0. 182 (0. 109: (0. 17¢ (0. 109:
Cons. -0. 03 0.065 0. 04 0.072 0. 01 0.073
(0.10¢ (0.07¢ (0. 10c¢€ (0.08: (0.09¢ (0.08:
N 247 313 242 301 235 296
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.2158 0. 5507 0.1692 0. 7688
(0.1640) (0.2349) (0.2193) (0.3105)
460% shar 0. 0641 0. 1351 0. 0177 0. 1499
(0.2988) (0.2285) (0.3534) (0.3013)
>60% shar -0. 5117 -0. 2637 -0. 4764 -0. 2603
(0.6366) (0.5397) (0.6921) (0.4518)
N 235 296 166 192
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipsd at t he
< 0.01.
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Tabl e R2gxr@dsi on esti mates of changes in equi
anticipation effect for Spain.
lyear s 2year s 3year s
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatm -0. 05¢ 0.0838 0. 05« 0.0989 0. 09: 0.1246
(0.137 (0.158 (0.141 (0.159 (0.144 (0.162
Cons. 0.21%1 0.1799 0.2122 0.1732 0.19%0 0. 169¢
(0.063 (0.114 (0.065 (0.1208 (0.070O0 (0.112
N 350 297 342 286 330 274
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.097286 0. 1946: 0.130829 0. 1598¢
(0.15243 (0.26367 (0.17295 (0.31019
460% shar 0. 52676 0.303374 0. 55436 0.417642
(0.190143 (0.19383 (0.148014 (0.17199
> 60% sha 0. 5866 0.06258 0. 64245 0.097792
(0.47392 (0.21896 (0.25481 (0.14449
N 330 274 267 227
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipsd at t he
< 0.01.
Tabl e REglkassion estimates of chamwpekiing agwe
popul ation for France.
Wor king age sampl e
Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0. 075 -0.15
(0.11) (0.084)
Cons. 0. 10 0.71T2
(0.037) (0.023)
N 422 567
I ncome Share Earnings Share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment
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0-40% shar 0.12 -0.314 0.18 -0.33

(0. 11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.094)
48680% shar 0.034 -0.25 -0. 048 -0.22

(0. 14) (0.085) (0.14) (0.096)
>60% shar -0.'86 0.23 -0.'86 0.21

(0. 36) (0.19) (0.35) (0.20)
N 422 567 410 550
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &amd Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ipsd at t he

< 0.01.

Tabl e R2Egxklssi on estimates of chamwpekiing age

popul ation for Italy.
Wor king age sampl e
Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0.0095 -0.737
(0. 23) (0.19)
Cons. -0.13 0.025
(0.12) (0.044)
N 130 133
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment

0-40% shar 0.090 -0.%62 0.093 -0.%3
(0. 35) (0. 25) (0.36) (0.25)
48680% shat 0.729 0.040 0.727 0.061
(0. 15) (0.10) (0.14) (0.11)
>60% shar -0.79 0.58 -0.77 0. 33
(0.37) (0.53) (0.37) (0. 46)
N 130 133 128 126
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &amd Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipsd at t he
< 0.01.
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Tabl e R2gtkssion estimates of chamwpaekiing aqe
popul ation for Ger many.

Wor king age sampl e

Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0. 062 0. "343
(0. 245) (0.176)
Cons. 0.003 0.0614
(0.150) (0.080)
N 186 262
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0.1742 -0. 5738 0.1622 -0. 6364
(0.2686) (0.1920) (0.2734) (0.2169)
460% shar -0. 0520 -0. 0718 -0. 0503 -0. 0018
(0.2477) (0.2088) (0.2488) (0.2244)
>60s%h ar e -0. 7525 0. 2789 0. 7691 0. 2902
(0.7708) (0.5560) (0.7539) (0.4595)
N 186 264 179 238
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipsd at t he

< 0.01.
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Tabl e R2Egxrledsi on estimates of chamwpekiing age
popul ation for Spain.

Wor king age sampl e

Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0. 16627 0. 02883
(0.13446) (0.130111)
Cons. 0.243042 0.161937
(0.058175) (0.099412)
N 318 312
I ncome share Earnings share
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40% shar 0. 0618: 0. 1748: 0.042905 0. 1254:
(0.16565 (0.146083 (0.16697 (0.18922
460% shat 0. 2425 0.179648 0. 33967 0.271146
(0.27341 (0.26427 (0.31011 (0.19362
> 60% sha 0. 5478-: 0. 0057¢ 0. 5957¢ -0. 1305
(0.34434 (0.194914 (0.25941 (0.18933
N 318 309 302 292
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust &am<d Oc/l'fiu0s,t0€ ipsd at t he

< 0.01.
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Chapter 3

| ntrahousehol d tihmeqiumpsaepyarafh d on

i ndi vi dual earnings: a tale from

3.1l ntroduction

Couple dissolution may I fbpea ;mtg it rhd iowigdu all a be
behaviour. I n the economic analysis of disso
Mai ntaining high | evels of | aboupamankeshapt
separation can help to mitigate the i mpact
di ssolution (Bonnet et al ., 2021, Br¢ggmant
Bradbury and Katz, 2002). rAIf y ewo e 5,5 otl axrt d otne
the | abour i markhestafsy at teoipi ngf fsamrtat egy t o deal
of scale andeeangndmioc twelmans, 2020; Ongar o e
A |l arge body of | iterature suggests the exis
and dissolution, pointing out an increase i |

earnings for women (van Dammeasst, aR0192008&mb

et al ., 2015; Bonnet et al ., 2021; Bowggeman
have focused dadm tthhe $ryclpes pmlkaytedn i ntrahouse
aisingafiroal spedi bt ezenc e b eathwd en f or mer p
(Bonnet et al ., 2021; Br¢ggmann and Kreyenfe

that the positive effect of dissolution on w
the degree of mar ihtealc osuppd cei eplrii zoat itoon sweiptahlrian i
The aim of this chapter is to understand t he
aftermath of a dissolution, for both men an

trajectori es adries sionlfultgi eoonp éwdi ybhyi eng tl ealbiotur s uppl

terms of | abour mar ket participation (extens
mar gi n) . These i nequalities may result i n
Furthermore, I h y peoktthtessp esred i megt-s@ magtemEio@rs e ma

property regime chosexepar athieorc @mdpf ietr @lmtds tna te
statuses are subject to dif fvehieodty manrfil tuaeln cper
i ncerntpiawvdicni ptante | ad owetl Hneaaekxettenat of parti cir
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The anmltbBis ¢hatpherFmrednaclesl omgi tudi nal C 0omp
Finance and ConsunepatrirobeydStohuete Fu(( 6l pE€E&Hh, Centr a
and 2017. aHrieovc b blshebtoawer suppllyotimegeant ensiesge
i ntensive margi g fifrereanrcjessarddni npaer riwtindelhr ispiriopp e r -
t hessppar ation peri od.

The economeitar icco nsbtirnaatteigoyn of Propensity scor
di fferences approach (Heckman et al. , 1997;
The resnflitrsm t hediekpedmpadcitonomfear ni ngs tr aj e
womemrependtimg somare of earnings and hoaons wor
the degree of mEEmpiatralt  9me dtidlmdgiehgymigemp.att $ he
earwethin the fprmegapdléeasr ®fii gmender . Howe
proceed in oppgosi tmevne adnidr ewd meom.s Women with
mar ket attachment prioa sbDghhkei ca&ptaranhcoaas e
duri ng t hceo ntpraaresdi ttioon heir no o s gspeapsaarnhagirde dc o u |

who were secondary earners before dissoluti

compared to men of other marital specializat
Mor eover, t he I mpact vari es across mar it al
controlling for the marital prfogrerwigsmede g ivree,

by t hcooswepliens t hat opted for separ aedmeorfgoeosft pr
women who were in Wbhemuoobhtyr of | pnignp taodtdyintaira rnt
property hreegimpeas,t appears to be driven by wc
Quantitively, past statuses of secondary or

domi nant drivers.

Ot her complementary findings concern the ex
customdtdAkers and a margi nal rol e osfe prae pad ri tome
i nequakticypatory bppeafbeaos whecocbesawlhtual so

restrtihcet isngmpl e to continuows$ldegnemgl owed dien d

| ab®arni ngs including unempl oyment benefits
Overall, theséd hrifeshud dtist iroenp rtedsletaltied al ei vti edreantcuer et
strand of | iterature that analyses the-role

di ssol aboan mar k Mo r eboevhearv,i ouhegvipdeonwvpa-et Hate s
separati omegeiaddietsy rongl vy i-dhif 4 ss@lnicteido nb yi npg r e

i neqyuallLiaashkey, document t he i nterconnections
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trahousehold inequality of separated indi v
d family | aws on the other hand.

e chapter i s Srcddpoingseantas d ol éd wiwsw of t he
di ssolution on | abosuat smhektethnsdout abmesal S
uDdayda scri pti on and methododlusHea cataileadrs nde aat red nS
respecti vmpiyr, i cwahdinldee @t uhbee se of aragdepoirnegds c

c 66 oannTdh e7 .f i ndl se&® B 68 i Taendu Kdtrhaew concl usi ons.

2Li terature review

2Efif ects of separation on earnings and | ab
e f i ndoiunsge htoHat dh ssol uti on hase csotnroommigce rw enlel
i ng of wohmesn diwiesdre nmeerd by | arge part of the
Vaus et al ., 2017, B o manhei tc he ta | asho. hhi2i @ghdl i giHhiot
falling into poverty (Aassve et al., 2007
e primary channel through which dissol uti
haviour, both before and aft & hleashtek aervee naf,
e income of separated household (Tamborini
eir | abour supply in anticipation of separ
15; Thielemans and Mortel mans. , 2019)

haen asoyfs it he economic consequences ofltdi ssol
n mitigate economic | osses caus®ads bay ctohpe nng
rategy foll owing separation (Mortel mans, 2
st empirical evidence suggests a positive
an Damme et al ., 20009; Thi el emanss awmal IMoa g
rnings (Tamborini et al ., 2015, Chanda, 2022
men tend to increase their particitplaei on
tensi ve mar gi ns, particularly i n countr i
rticipation (van Damme et aherno0e;, Bhadbuy
nsi stent across Europe (Bonnet et al ., 20

i el emans and Mortel mans 2019; Br¢ggmann an
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et al ., 2015; Tamborini et al ., 201 2, Bradbur
I mpacts are found for the UK (Jarvis and Jen
For the US, Tamboournadn i-onwe @dsi t(i2vel 5 f ffect f o
compared to those who remained married whil e
a gender ear ni ngs pgarpt nledéssvipminke adre i ayru ait renda r k €
participation rates. Accor di ng mtoomeBirodasd beuvarryn i a
t hey ffadorhew®&d®dr i ven by an i ncr ewhsid ei nt hweo rfkiinndg nh
i ndicate that change occugisn pnewaalcomipldy adt v
European countri es, owatnh abta monme a&veradge t(h2ed 09N
separ at ed wonmenp ahrtatlliearuilsaserens ul t s i ndicate an i
arountion %Fwiatnlcea signi ficant proportion of
separation while women who were already empl
separation work schedule. Studies for France
2022)r;maGyg ( RazdenGr,ck Br , ggmann and Kreyenf el
(Thi el emans andddMoumehmadame2pPpad) ern.

A Il'imited number of studies focused on the i
highlights that di ssolution reduces earning:
found a negative effect on | abdour smapopketnmmb
for separated men. Bonnet et al. (2021) foun

of entering thenl abhpbagemar kiemgdbuof separat ed
2%. They al so evi dfe nucneedmpalno yi mecrmrte afscerd sre psakr at ¢
men .

The reason behind these negative effects for
mar Betthey no |l onger feel the(Kaemspne2065f ul
et al .HoweOWirManus and Di Prete (2001) attrib
i ncome-ioatomewmen to | ack of ability to compe

former partners.

Even when separated women use empl oyment as
a dissolution, they face additional barriers
men and women in the market, lcarmriezaontianlt eoc o w
determine the gender earnings gap (Bloawt and
of the gap i n hours worked betwerehummere dmradt

may be 1 nf htareandcietdi obnyad n gefn dleabaurvi (sBl au and
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the househol d. Goldin (2014) suggests that

hi gher incidmecenowoplkirhg schedules of women
convex relationship betwWwWé&ba earstegseanfl hbe
i mplies that eeBhewhen Wwemedereo expand thei
they may noisulsd aa ml e ntdo fwdll fy -icrodnpceend alt ces sf eos

mar ket mechani sm.

A preftfahding across most studies iIis the exis
mot hers which | imits the extent of their par
This penalty concmangip@@aot hcithe@t iexn easd vear ec
t he | nmaerngsips¥retme schedul e and offew heunbaebrouasf
Findings shaewhtitbat moitmh dEasr oppaet t(evrams Damme et
et al ., 2021) and imrtime WS @Chardd220H2ar kha
The rdedwuoné ngs capacity of separat e@gnmdo-ploestt s

separation childcare arrangements. Pedn ci es
incentives related to the decisioncoor avpe Ki
mot hfer gmr e )ienrigtheer mar ket whridleaterdp | ppoylnmecnite s (¢
availability, pfaa meinltyal r d cecarveei, | i wor b n measur
empl oyment rates (Uunk, In2@04;vad emaDa@pomanetc ha
arrangemehnhe, omohtehre rhsanadr,e more often the cus
of chil dr eni.ao30loenlcyu sftiohdayn c h a bbsugth cilotd $d sys 0 c o0 |

mot hers time orst hg khdmouoar s ma eBkoenvnee td aetta aflo.r

show that shared custody increases the empl
those in sole custody. The impact is found s
during the relationship and those with | ower

Chisludpport p a yanesntt .sd ibayl npoanr ent s may al so red

custodi al mot her s. However ,al ® @vogroalt | sotou chieer ss
receive all owances (Hakovirta eamrde Mewppliisd d,h
do obttslkee drop i n i ncome due to separation
Kal mi j n, 2016) .

Education and work experience positively im
separation. Hi gher education and |l onger mar
careers opportunities (Tamborini edt Kaalp.l,an20

%Goldin (2014) specifically ashillylsedchipgatit  yorsluicattehle
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16) . Conversely, repartnering decreases 1

mmi t ment on the mar ket (van Damme et al .,

. 2WRt kcioupl e inequality and i mpact on earnir
nder di fferences in separat-separaticomesc d]
dependence bet tve acore ftolremedre goraeret noefr smar i t al

99,; Bonnet et al., 2021; Chanda 2022; Brad
Few studies have adsde peasrsatdica nngw ietnipimre q u alf i tpy e
d on | abour supply (Bonnet et al ., 2021;

023) .

cggmann and Kreyenfeld (2023t)heanakyseaenbdel

ev aiulrii mgg mad rhaed rargien gan@ trajectories for div

ndings highlight an increase at the extens
erage increase of twlene nfse ameitien gosg.e n eTohues eafcf
rital breadwinning model . Specifically, th
eadwinner or dual elaameger piamd measdaiiprs exmpre
wasound for female breadwinners. They al so f
nalty in earnings for men who were primary

denackeofoo(l2nOl2 Oout a posi ti wdei vroerlcaet i eoanrsriinpg ¢
d earnings outcomes after divorce for Gerrm
milarly, BonnehaEtambesi@2a021xamoumsdhare of

enter the | abour mar ket the year after divor

crease in earnings of 12 %. However,- the m
paration degrneaeatofonmarmwiotmeln syheciwalre second
crease up to 2 8 %. Conversely, WO men wh o
| ati onship experience a drop in earnings (
naBrlaydbury and Katz (2002)seplhowti bat | wbme
tachment has a positive effeathdommlaposeho
paration perifadaweidbdi ngcrfe@ase hiesme househ:q

creases in earnings and especially in work



3. 2EBfectt smaafi t al property regime and marit.
behaviour

Both marital property regimes and marital st
and after the separation.

Marital pr ogpevdryre cleayw mies resources are di vi
di vorce (Deere et al., 2018) while marital s
at the end of the relationship.

The prevailing mar it al property regi,mes ar
respcetlUmdey the first regi me, both partner
throughout the relationship and upon separ at

provides for a redistribution of r esaauwrl ceess b

the actual ownership of the resources.

Accordiaoaglltecthee household model (Manser an
1981, Browning et al ., 1994, Chi appori et a
di stributional factorsoudaholmhybadrmdgdiureinte @dd
a.l, 2O e dnear i t al property regime which gove
separadtsiepm esents a distributional factor (Bt
aim at an equal redistchhogeonhbebwegai hbnage
coupl e, in favour of the partner that have
genertwahéeé ywomen. The shift in bargaining powe

of spouses during the relationship (Chiappor

The protection mechanism i mplied bgaicommuni ¢
negative i mpact of separation for the weaker
supflonpwversely, separation of property does n

therefore it doesi noeéerddiird mgyr tt hleabedrat mamlsdti r
it can positively influence women | abour mar
Empirical evidence supports the collective m

by di voraceommuwianyd property regi me reduces wo

Chiappori et al ., 200 2; Brassiol o, 201 3; Ll u
Mar it al status also affects the | abour mar k
di fferent l evel s of protection after separ
cohabitation, and civil partnerbadwpwi aher ef &
to dissolution rights, alimony, and property
typically t heaeaglointhyniom® sugomndepar at i-noanr iotrald i \
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rtnerships. Besi des, married couples are s
property, whil e cohabiting partners fall
di stribute tihmoagémoesny edmem t he pri mary €
sadvantaged partner implies a shift i n ba
mi |y l aw and di vorce l aw can bot esbe cCo
di stri $luetaidont oe faf edcetcr ease ifroredrhrei p@gs tared |
sources, typically women, while increasing

pically men (Gouss® and Leturcqg, 2022; Chi

this perspective, i nstitutional characte
cisions on | abour supply within the house
gi mena i amaymrea viasrieonpsut i n place to reduce tl

e more disadvantagAad f paipd @ ¢ e fhfo@i®ineeys etpeanrda t ti
cewiaashompl e i nequality in earnings and hour
d Leturcqg, 2022).

SThErench i nsdti twgi onal

e institutional coniseptar ahapas outheomdd ecn
haviour s. I n particul ar, the role of WOo me
gul ate separation and divorce ma)y. play a r
cording to Eurostat data, the rate of f ema
s slightly higher than the average across
creased by 1 percentage poinpernodQ0l?7heEsh
men 4 nmpaempl oyment slightlySdeceeabed2046
ereandeeargni ngs gap c aflocrul REtands €1 yp t E esihd P 13 avt

e awvendfgaerhe, EwWhi ch bywpcwonéapseamasd8tl. 1% to 36. 2¢
14 antdhedder overall earni ngsmagagutriienga ¢
mbi ned disparity between men and women ( wh

ffererowrlsy iiom@a rntoinet hd ,y average of thea hreumber

empl oymént rate

%For furthbttdet Ai kbs. saeopa-dau/atsteéesgeatD/ilweb/ product s

M (pH


https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-datasets/-/teqges01

France exhibhigbheshesbaredheof single parents
21% of all households with children i% .2020
According to Bonnet et akxhbhbBOoB2)y sheaqbtéopme
compared to partnered motwemo; eh owWwé wtif me e mp |
scheduiwer k Nag single mothersbemagftibtes slol end ni
Revenu de sol i-chantdienh ®f & tatxif viesd ePpEMdnng on hou

charact ewks$mnigc parewoskrbk®Faimetlyi al |l owances
untcihli ladr2e®near,anal ¢ he parent al | eave is paid
Kl asen, 2017) .

Upon separation, ad interim spousaledenai che @ na
by @bhuert. This measure i s ai medeparabmpensat

we-bkei ng bet ween f orameraspdhdeumreatsi cam do fi hmed rsr i a
repercussion of ma tl iatbalu r s pnaa ik & IfFir ZBBiiei acuoxm e &M
Leturcq, 2020) . Mor eover, after di vor ce, t he
entitled tsuml aompans$amery beenfefti ti.s Honweyv eary,.
t hose whoor melneyi e d.

Similarly, ppséepametinimhmdr ti doeecniedead sand enf or ¢
Court on the Ipasdangeuiaplt ec oonfd r d wedtcoayd ihireg c © me

| evefl spdrBeomtnet at al ., 2021) . Shared custod
concerns only small propor¥{(8onatttke fbtal 2
with mothers bei mprteh.eo fHosved voari ,alt hpearsemar e of
who receive child allowances is around 25% (
The analysis of thepFfenshthesbobippotritoamal ys e
separation across das$f esmmahtidmadr iptraolpelregyalr egt
and Leturcaqa, 2022) . The defaul't mar it al reg
pr operbauntt nper s mbhheopdefautt r-agpmeabiggragman
a notary. The cost depends also upon the amo
marriage (Fr®meaux and Leturcgqg, 2018). The d
(PACFacte civi) ide sopardatriibdu® apleanptongeprest toy an

S"How manypasriemag!l ehousehol dsPrardeu ctthse rEeuEriiomnsot satit@ t NEEQWESU r o p a . €
% Source: The Mut ual I nformation -MESOEmM dahab®&oe

(https:// www. diag sada.ser)g/ mi ssoc

®Bonnet et al. (2022) report that approximately the 2

Mo


https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/edn-20210601-2#:~:text=Approximately%2014%25%20of%20households%20with,for%204%25%20of%20total%20households.&text=The%20share%20of%20single%20parents%20varied%20considerably%20from%20one%20country%20to%20another.

regi me while signing their PACS ddraemment
di fference between t hetshee tfhacte tlhegtal o rsltyatnuasrer
claim for compenswhtiboehhumanr segaantdi BPACS can

i ncome taxation.

3. 4Data and measures

3.4D4ata and construction of the sampl e

The 1 mpact analysiwsidnagg abéeomi mhkeemwmecoad anc
Household Finance and Consumption Survey (HF

(ECB). Microdata collected through this surv
the househol d lanldewe!l t hal o mdle md glluaapbiver mkasa
France was chosen for the analysis due to it
the survey that all ows observation of t he
Addi titomeal d gt amaepbabf shatuwmadmiaed ¢, unregi st
regi steredi wiatrht near sbhf psciently | arge number
Regi st er edarparidiantéelrssah i PASCS whi ch represent arc
in France (Fr®meaux and Leturcgq, 2022) .

The fiirmts ettteipnwaspt hdhhecamstaructi on of- a | on

year 2014u@mmd20&ldlr o ws p o ndtiongt hree sspeecca nsav fed nyd t
t he HFiCsSe qublefeidni wmmrgi que panel identifier to |
waves. I constructed this uni que identifie
i nformation that -aeetpooali dedl easehel craddi t
i demt iwfhii e&shu p sl tnkoet yb iy reerboescsk | ngf cerhei akbfFesence
and t heiwi trheeliart invaersi t al status withecoam@auteho
witbtomphei cators at the baseline year

| h hsee c ondi ckd retpi, f iloefd stehpeagreanteiea nc a ltliyjher 8t par adi a
i's defined as the actual moment in which the
di fferenti nalayj ckeicegonemi,c terms (Aassve et al
separ atoitendbiydbe sur veyinfobdirrroend t b@nclhepari son
i ndividuals across the two waves.

The sampbeconstlruwudéedi ndi viduals that were i
period of (t-Daseércvohnattionnued t pabel pant pefi dotheof
t+1.i dencarmmdolpeein vati on include two subdgdoums,
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partnerships and individuals that dissolved
control and the treatment group, respecti ve
per-gear observations.

Since the focus of the stuldyr aestrontleab otuhre
i ndividual s aged 20 ytegdr6elh ey evaarsk iantg .tHmngee bpaospe
wor kssanngpl e i ncluyYyesar 8dB4depeasibans: 4088 men

Attriti e&moiwn a swallel f or di ssol ution &artd dti lees t

sample used in t hins psatrudhye uilrsa srko oef x cpeapnteil o na.t tl
men ( McManus and Di Prete, 2001; Jarvis and
complefxkothowing the same individuals for sev
are nested in householbdg haen ¢ atnhed tdreasdigmg nrawl
or individuaes.reéemonthactfimgti mdisvi dual s from
di fficonl brder to avoid a | arge reducthen in

constr udded mmmeeo®dé f ol |l owed the rule t hsahtouadtd | e

be observabl emotthmeweghhsuwtr,i layndbot h for mer part

3. 4M@8asur es

The outcome of I nterest I's indisuthualf @aammia
earnings from eemplogymeant anAll Iseddr ni ngs ¢ omg
(HFCS, 2020) and deflated wusing the Har moni
(HI€Rrostat). Earnings are aaty |t aboemro maokett
and top and bandd% aofo dtelde adi slt% i buti on 1 n or
The main explanatory variable i s wontaankbesn s ha
for each esceypmirat abogegpuigedvee | ¢i. f fledr-eprtat ed Il abo

bet ween former partners, measured as foll ows

0T 02
SRS P

wheRQe epresents the sharcerafi mgn d @ewmiaitlne arpaateidaon etr

the sum of I ndi vidua@Q ®&afmThesmpas eofmelmacstulr eparst |
only when at | east one of twhetpparst meons-died i ore
i ncome couples where both partners are inact

Tkeeshar ehawsaltueeeat ed as both a cont tlmma@usa var
categorical variabl e. Il n t he Ilcaattteegro rciaesse ,t hvaat

Mpp



mar it al specialization within the househol d.
ear nprsegp a rwetnitord rom 0 (maxi mum speciabndati or
i¢orresponds to thewmawemerw leadavi en@alrl modeimos
i n unpaid work. The secionhldhaodée eegaavranys nilgred lwie c e
0.40 and 0.60, indicating moderate specializ
I n this case both pettn@he Bwaherdncahegbapoano
shawaabove O0.60, indicating | ow specializat:i
| abour mar ket attachment Twiitsh creotsetg driinzea tsipem
I n ot her studies on the effect of di ssol ut i
Br¢ggmaakiney en f2e02d2 ) .

The measure géskkama@i angscsosupd tek ida rf if gir reantciersg a't
t he 1 nt en sexvtee nasnidvoeh tnmabhrkgei |nalbno uord dsewapptiuy e di f f e
ori gi natoinng holienltyensi veeh mmaeragsiunr,e It hcaotn satcrcuocutn
of hours wor ketdi, meu ss anfge dtuhlee woof metahseu r pea rwanse rcso.
when at | east one of the parttoersg rhufeca vepdo @lisd ia
categoricalimgriahbl espge@xfail i gstad e gomepd e

br eadwi nnnde ri nosabsuesirasd o not work or work few ho
The second and ptrhoex yt hai rddu acl a teeagmoreiiresse miow @ il v ia ¢
simil ari meorskc besegelipéai vt meyboirméel f our tchoncatdeg Gr
coupwheesr ke woman wor ks more hour ssttoh afne nhaelre
br eadw®Whmiilneg.t he share of hours can be-used |
household special i zianttiernpr etaiuntg otnh @ sd anteae dkealc
work are capped at 35 per week consi.stently
Anaddi ti onalvaex mlbd reatucsreydt hneartihteal a mpaloypsirs yi s
measure defines the type of mar it al proper
partnership. France is the only country in
i nformation about the kdgahdareaogememreids pfaol

““Due to the sample size, -twionmee ne nwphloo ydeod nwoot meawno rvke raen dc opna

category.
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sampiThe marit al property regi me has been cat
and community d property regi me.

Since -aegnxt e condition is that a,marrasasdgaednt
couple the propertyigeagiame vaefiiaméed by the s
assigned the defaul't regime in forces fbt th
means that wunregistered partnerships mamd PAC

ot her i nformation is availabl e. The underly
enf orceabl e contract whose default regi me i s
cost to stipulate a marital cdhtract to def.i

Thei nal expl anat orma rviatrawehbdaddn tuisst de ghpeeri e €issu n h ¢

to whom the couple belongs before separation

partnership (consensual uni on without | egal
(consensual wunion with | egal basis).

Proxies for human capital and | abour market
attained, empl oyment status and work exper.i

primary and secondary educatidrertumapegr aadu d
Empl oyment status considers three categori es
the | abour force. Work experience instead, ¢
in empl oyment . It té&kege Of s¥1805220 egoeli e830 wva
experiemédeneTd he measur ement toHe |iarbtoaunrs iswe prt
al scsiaowmme k|l y wor ki ng heurnse aenndp | setyameen tia § Pgae fti
by |l ess than 30 hours per week in main job t
A set of economic variables is also used in

across hbhuessd oireslevadtemepnt h o uasrerhtod tda li ne@umev a l:

“The variables that enabl e t o -odeerfe nweartihab Imeas i RMAO 5 M p:
The first concerns the existence of some form of | egse
4 categories f(oe. gd.h,e saeparnagteerte nars common owner ship of
“2Fol |l owing Fr®meaux and Leturcq (2022), | combined un
both the community of acquisitions and the full c¢commu

in France.

“According to Fr®meaux and Leturcq (2018), cohabitat
separation of property; in this sense, these coupl es
Fraboni and Vstatha(2Dg2d)vedggkes in cohabitations hayv

property differently from separate ownership which is

MO@T



household income before taxes constirdeertenk nitn
weal ahnmat wealth owned by the household bef
Private transfers represent annual regul ar 1
contains both compulsory and voluntamgfa&lrismo
are annual regul ar social transfers received
children, housi ngl cawan ceasu.c aun eomp Ireyl md retd lad n e f
taxes individual i ncome from unemployment. A
Har moni zed indices of Conk€umest Bt ) casndby opfu
coded at 1% asdrbbBb®wtobnt ®EECD, 2013). Al i n
l evel have been alsoamodgtiedl| ieged vadengi OELIB
wea-t ehated variables cons-hdesebolfadrtit aesfasarad
i nherarn ahicdiemsngyd t he rate (odurhmyneowner ship

Ot hseoredieomo g rvaaprhiiacb ¢t @e sni ndg vi dual | ;icdagaket (ebroitsht i
continuous and ccad tegggpariacmadl 1) mi ggreantdieorn (backgr
Furthermore, | alldamagisndenbed pfesédntdren w
under 18 years (categorical) and a suvartiuasbl e

(dummyl)his measure has been constructed expl

dependent children within the household and
scal e i-thr ¢ dtemeptsepéatoer measure does not di
sole cushedwboFerreasons, it should be inter

3.4D8scriptive statistics
Tabl ee8Bdlecswtri pti ve resulatss wiedtlr catsemeameo | and ac

subampl eomparing selected individual covaria
To provide information on the composition of
tabul ates the main variables i1identifying the

of separation.

Concerning demogr aplkiasuwydh mpdiev itdeunadlast i b retc hyeo dite
a slightly higher number of wo men. This conm
attrition, whi ch aff ectwh os elpeaarvaet etdh ehmafuasaeihloy ¢
frequaefnttelry sB@taineapemcne and n amhieiegh eorf fcchri | tdhr e )
sampl e bef obruet shespoaoreaet Sacomo $ 8 B mpdrecse t he event
pl ace. Furthermore, the share of custodi al p
of -paetnering i s a@awudnpatels26 or eBaepabdat pbpe mar it
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i s ma*tbruitage efbeataugsdesiugpht | y hi gher proportion

unregi stered partnerships (around 32%). Si mi
opt fcoormmulmd t yrropeirmeg ( 76 %) . However, itthle pr o
sepalnastets is |l arger for the treated sampl e

With respect to humarhec avhiotlael samd | lea thawre sup
i ndividuals that achieved tertiary education
i ndividuals are employed in both samples, bu
foll owi ngt tderfrd®.r enhhte praat e of oevheprl fobyrmeenhte tceonndt:
group while treated individuals increase th
i | | usbtyr attheed dr op ibrenerde mpl oysoegpidwread wer | past b
ear ntimmajsec tidperiseesp ar at itohne paemoiuwondt of earnings
control group butsdemar atnivamiagkeei mtldadhet postt ed
narrowing the gap bediwkes, tvhee k leyoseigoiwdruesy swiom K
prter eapmenbdbd i ns drmeb wtven csruebass enfiogrh etrhe tr eat ec
Overall, these descriptive results indicate
both at the extensi vwhiaogdd iant [timee iwnttehn stihwee In
al ., 2021; Tamborini et afFur t ednledo p evpapnd r @ a nom
empl oyed i ndi vtiidnuea | vwso rwki tshcdmaesdpualre i dasatsraanalsl éa e c

bet wierelne studba mpilnespostat ment period.

Tabl ®&e3cti ptive statistics: before and after
Before separati After separatio
Al l Contr. Treat Al l Contro Treat:
Ageyears) 47.47 47.76 41.35 50. 43 50. 72 44.28
(10.4z (10.3 (10. 8 (10. 4z (10.31 (10.7
Gendeéer=mal e’ 1.51 1.51 1.56 1.51 1.51 1.56
(0.50° (0.50 (0.50 (0.50° (0.50" (0.50
# of c(hciondtr 0.92 0.91 1.16 0. 84 0. 84 0. 84
(1.08 (1.009 (1.02 (1.06 (1.06) (1.01
Househol d v 0.51 0.50 0.65 0. 46 0. 46 0. 48
Chil driemrhi | (0.50° (0.50 (0. 48 (0.50 (0.50" (0.50
MaritalB3ta 1.96 1.97 1.76 1.96 1.97 1.76
“l'n particular, 80.22% of individuals in the whole sa
were in unregistered partnerships (cohabitations). Ta
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Hour s (sth)ar € 2.51 2.51 2.64 .
(1.01 (1.01 (1.01 (.) (.) (.)

Custptiepes) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.55 0.53
(0.00 (0.00 (0.00 (0.50° (0.50 (0.50

Repar{(deyes 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.26
(0.00. (0.00 (0.00 (0.11" (0.00 (0.44

N 4212 4020 192 4212 4020 192

Not e. Unweighted descriptive stati st pecter efaotrmeanhto | aen ds apn
treatment period. Source: HFCS data of second (2014)

Turning now to the cwarterioanlp | vea riindelsgluehilgaftryi hue
Si mi | agudaacmpoleessh i n terms of earnings and hou
specialization mmdek bseadwiTabéreaPhoe@&8t Append
Me an household i ncome anganpeCelatithi ndiofufsé 1ty Ima
I ndi viwduooanl saverage richer and wealthier at
equivalized i ncomedoavnedr nteitmewewah itlhe itnhcorseea scef
drpedn the aftermath oefd fepgapt ibenwe@&@hi ¢ hwei
Furt hetrhiemmuesehol d i ncome of <« ehpiagrhaetre ds hhaoruesse hc
private and wel-dapear dtriacrs fparsi ad. post

A graphatgbkis ofmntdhievicdhuaan g ee a rsreipmagsath ethweaend
separati on pebreiloodws tios gparionv ifduerdd her i nsights

drivers of earnings trajectories.

3.4Bdfore and after separation changes in in
Figufe?3and Fi3gmr dppendi x C. 1. di splay sets o
f

the outcome variable by gender (blue curve

di stributions show the proportion of individ
i mdii vi dual earnings across ihdibwobaedenbsedpoi
bel ow zero while a positive change by a mas:

the distributionlatdetéferentkesneveo si meab
Thept panel 1df spi gysefBealtyhaqegmeder . The di str
simil art hthaoiwiesv eaf two distribution difders:
their earnings whil e a |djar gdeerc rperlaospen.r olmo pa o é |
changes accouwsbupbe thequwaltihtynw of earnings.

assoaonidathesde pparreat i on share below the 40% and &

HNM



of women in dual edandecceoapPpéesnerpeni agse a

partially over Capvwer smeelny hsaete no ft omeenx.per i ence
i n each category but in dual earner dampl e w
i ncrease. Lookouwmm!| eti nérguavliitthy nin terms of h

both male breadwinner and female breadwinner
earner couples the tlvap.di stributions tend to
Figuaceon¥.iders instead the type of marital pr
al arpgreorpor ti on od@t hweoinre ne a rnrcirrecess ewhen t hey wer ¢
men show peaks at zero or belowdarerexplerieenc
no sizable changlde iboptatnpesiorvi @é@as nangno.r e det :

showing changes across regimes and earnings

the couple increase etghemers enahrinien gisn utnides r s am
proportion oda ndeenc reexgoseer icerncneo changes in botl
i n dual earners couple, show similar distrib
whil e both men and women seems to experience
mots prominent difference is displayed by the
the couple. I n this category the sitddaadateiion d
earnings whidtdhemenmnndlecr saparati on regi me. Un

proportion of both diaenns taenadd wao ndeenc reexapseer.i e nc e
These descriptive results highlight that the
across shares and regimes may | ead to differ
Figudie RAppendi x C. 1eahofivonrg Beceu sctheeohigedl o diimall npanr
Bot h cust odusatlo dinadl nwadme nn cergepadseia® mé¢ engs over
however a | arger proportidmom ehaoagssodi &Almowg
par eamtcrieaseaweatliemgger f or women compdraeadyetro n
decrease or no changes.

Overall, i nsights from descripti ve egptaataitd toinc
earnings trajectories depending on individue

rai se expectations of st r oanlgy shiest etroo gceonneei.t y o

HNH



Changes in earnings for separated individuals
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Figut@hanges in individual earnings betwaesqerpmreata nodn p
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Changes in earnings for separated individuals by property regime
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Data from HFCS for 2014 and 2017 waves. Own el aborati
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3. 5Met hodol ogy

To identify the treat ment effect of separ a
I mpl emeant el Propensity score matching (PSM)
Differences approa<cd.i fCemkeiniersg agpipfrfoarcdhn ave t h

(Heckman et al . , 1997, 190m8d f,t eern adbU tecso meos cofn
i ndiidual s with those of i ndividuals who rer
assumptiwo sSheéhgarvoeupsi mil ar baseliinnef acctt g r atch
characteristics differ, a problem of selecti
effect. This i1implies therefore accounting fo
dynamics affecting the probability of separa

I n the first step ofsthdecappalboaehf ectheof SMep
the propensity score (,Roiseenbatume apdoRalbii Ini, t
di ssol uti on oebssteirnvaatbelde ucghidiegact bei sasiscampti on
(treated) and continuously in a partnership
charact eThisg irausblestwsu ntodbser ved heterogeneity (¢
second step, the i mpkemeéfnoord scioonnf ocoufn dhilnDg eesftfi ent
on outcomes due to unobservable chamaatrerraindt
Thi ssteps pyriccdaddsunbi ased ¢ auscaol mpelftfeedcd mpdr isreg
potenti al outcomes of the two groups of inte
I n a standard DI D with two groups and two t
bet ween first and second period of the treat

outcome of the contrldén getdePpS Dl drs tti hmea tsoarmec apne |

as:
0000 Y0 O ©0Oz0 pmMmd O3 0O MM O p (2)
whem® represents the propensity score, i . e.
observable india®idual characteristics

This met hodol ogy has been | argely i mpl emente
of separation (Aassve et al. 2007, Ongaro et

HAp
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5Mat ching procedure

e matching 9¢ofoca&sdtuemes caopnpsricsac h . I'n the fir
tching s(mMMEMMent ed. The use of the exact m
cordisgt twantkhepl es chosen for the exact ma
fore i mplementing other probabilistic matec
e CEM algorithm balances data byssowvtaitm@n
atwi thin edacmost mhatvem,at | east one observat
eat ment Thirg arbdbaerssng observations outside t
act mat chi ng wtarseartumendn itnldrievea dpraé charact
mber of children. The effectiveness of 't he
e initial agdubge thempdthab dditece t akes val
rfect (global) balance and value 1 in casete
rr-my sample was 0.32 and reached a final b
v olsvceadr ddiing 85 o0 b seerfwaitnido nso wvhei cohutweearde of

e seciomdmasttcelpi ng pproeclealirlei $htase ldmathc il 1 g ,0 b
aracteristics that may influence selectior
revaist i mpl emented using nearest nei ghbour

opensity score is the synthetic i1indicator
ssol uctoinodni t i onat reemttmeentsatndofvi pqual charac
tching (Negri, 20@8) i n®Obviadmahg wi tshamphe
parating allows to control for selection

07; Ling et al., 2021).

e propensitgmpeoweien hals rmeieghbhlrour with repl
dt h equal to 0.20 of the standard deviati o
ecifically, the sdtreat meovawviahtues (aké¢wnmda
nfeategonumalk)y of children, |l ogarithm of e
household net wealth, guouwmplié ei mdé qualdii tvy
ategorical), education attainment e(vadegol
heritance and gifts ( c ateagroirtiaclal $t athuwosme O o
rital propertyyrreegiome c(haddtdegonr iwdalh)i n t he |
gration background (dummy) .

e evalfudthieofgumdtiahyi ng itnlmeebhwesotheokiangate
er al |l di stribution. Tabl e 8i @nidnifé&aepeemdiexs
t weematichheeat ed angwh segtomated by the proc
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mat cJsiimge the standar di s ¢ thceodvi af rfiearteensc easr @ nb eme
threshol d whfiviah vuies sulRgb@®®d) by Thi s ensures |
bet ween the <covariates. A graphical represe
matching is al soimr Apipeeadi xn CFRgusmmdd gebakh
densitys flumcaddinti on, t hégrbaghiomalplay eill lod s tFn ¢
(or commomassumpbront,hatndtilcetpmngpensity scor
overl ap.

The final sampl et hei ziempd etmeinnead | aht erf mat c h

i ndividual s, of which 160 in treatment group

3. 5E2onometric model

Estimating the impact of separatntghe odwowl i odi v
i ndividual fixed effect panel model
a®O | 7 YTITTY - (3)

where the oWrceopree yanmti @abe a&riminn @ &t fiadkme si nvdail wieds
for-sppar ati on pesre poadr a@insdo il @ nt rpeoasttment dummy
1 for separ at edt riemdimeindu agdesr iiondd peggnnces@ntos he
treat menti sgrtohem vtairmea n t unobserved -inhdi vheual
stochastic error term.

Taking the first di ftfreeraetnnceen tb ettowecebnt apirne tahned

peritohdee del in ®gaatiwvente®@n as the foll owing
mo d e |

0O ae 9 T - - (4)
where the time invariant fixed effect®dH have

represents the coeffAgeengeotfreatmerest ef haami
obtained by the differenhceabeewéeantdheoexpet

%See Wooldridge (2010), Cameron and Trivedi (2022) an

panel model s.

HNT



The dependent variable in equation (4) can
ear Mifnogrs eac hibien dviexeindt dle befwl(®)samar af it em 3¢
perti®dl). The i mpact of the separation on che

coef fbi ci ent

Fot=2, the i mplementation of first Tlpérfieodnci
mo d e | for eilashiinneéiguiaduah (4)HdWoetldramddyeSk 2
202%) .

Altlhreegr essi ons presented are weighte@di usi ng
potsteat ment period). Standard errors are rob
3. 6Empirical resul ts

3.6Génder ed seefpfaercattsi oonf on i ndividual earning:

The i mpact of sapdrfeeyrieglendear .eafhme ngsti mat ed
suggest opposite trajectories for men and wo

treamaeadgative and not sigapbsicainve famd meing m

women. On average, women experience a 40% in
results imply that the i mpact for men does
continuously in a sreepawatoends he pp e rCioennwea sa& | yar

earnings than their counterparts.
A clearer picture emerges by considering wit

Tabl &varage tr ead¢anremdtyn ggefnedcetrs. on

Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.15 0.40

(0.11) (0.14)
Cons. 0.°30 0.27

(0.078) (0.047)

“%“The growth rate of a variable can be approxi mated I

observation and the subsequent period.
““Mor eov@=2t hiffeioxed ef ffdatsst and ference model produce ide

(2010) p. 283.
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N 347 437

NotTehawtacome variabl e i s chlehregedast memti nidsi vsiedouaalate aornni ng
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust and cl us
"p< 0RO ,07°hE, 0. 01.

3.6S@8paratifeats on eampmirmadg s-omy pvp e hii mequal ity
The introduction iicmutphe amealquail s tgf pwiotvvhides
picture oQ ntsheadbwetstwod,wsl.e i nequal ity in indiv

first two columns). The 1 mpact of psreepva roautsil oyn
in male breadwinner or dual earner coupl es.
those of men who remained in partnership. Co

coupl es daxpdargindncdeec amt edean @@s al ong the sep:;
An opposite trajectory has beefnorfrewnnddmafl cr
breadwi nnexh miuipn ®ersease in earnings after se
i n other breadwinner couples that show no s
counterparts.
The effects of intrahousehold inequality at
third and fourth columns) show that both worm
compared to their former paattinemnr, iwlirleea sfeort hy
a similar working schedule to that of their
op in earnings when they were not primary
These results suggest that the transition fr
e earnings of the secondary earner in forr
relative to gender: negati ee wfcodhu pmeen iannedq upaol s
the intensive margin shows even stronger eff
Mechani sms at work may concern different i nc
and women. After separation, women tend to (
pply at the intensive mar pimghelrnde®mt woee nt
wer attachment to the mar ket compared to t

active. Conversely, men who had high c¢ommi

T S5 O C

end in the | abour maekéebhewhensthaynsepér &t
rel axed. Therefore, the reduction in | abour
specialization role (Kalmijn 2005). Men who

further decme arsaer ktelheicromma ld one nt . This may be

HNo



became unemployed or i nactive after separat.
may al so indicate a st-campbi ande heisteldu icrha d o

support paymeesisdéygtihle panent

Tabl &av&réage tr ecant neeanbty rresdefseaa tad icomu pwiet hinre qu al

Earnings sha Hour s6 shar ¢

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat me

0-40 % -0. 0058 0.75 Mal e -0. 035 0.97
(0.089 (0.22) breadwin (0.13) (0.32)

46 0% 0.077 -0. 027 Bot h-tpae" -0.18 0.71
(0.19) (0.10) (0. 45) (0.50)

> 60% 1,73 0.31 Bot ht f mé -0. 069 0.092
(0.41) (0.24) (0.068 (0. 13)

Femal e 1.0 0.%50
breadwin (0.72) (0.23)

N 347 437 337 427

NotTehamtaome variabhediivé doulah ergeast miemdgs .i sT separati on.
Source: HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and cl us
p< 0RO ,07°®S, 0. 01.

3.6S8paration eff ecrieepamaceamomi mags i bagnld proper

marital status
Mar it al property regi messeplaayataonolo@eticomdset
shown in Tabl ewh®.re Réawreelt rfeat ment effect I s

separation and c¢communWotnye nofwhas swetrse riengi anes o
separation regime during the relationship ex

partnered counterparts under the same regi me

previously 1 ne ciognmums tteadsetgie@altl|liwenatndsisg it fi
to partnered women under same regime. Men sh
regi me. The intersection betweeunplmari bhadgualr

H M



earnings (Table 3.5 Panel B) suggests that t
by women who were both wunder separation rec
primary earners within the former emug@iff erl
accordi ngetpaartaie o;mmr @gr operty regime and the r

the househol d.

Separation regime does not provide for the e
remain in ownership of their | egal owner . F
def aul t regi me for cohabitatmonh p@ndvirdeegi 50
compensation mechanism upon separation, as |
who were secondary eapoeiimiceentthivrest iteo coyprel a
economi es o f scale fol bowenrge sapamaatyi omar nVE
i ncentives to extend their presence on the |
Under community regime instead, the defaul't
claiming for some maymi ofl cempenbabbdbor mar ke
wo men . Further mor e, in case of extended abs
women -enot erre or enter for the first ti me, m:

mot her hood, aagle,y eeadwsc @tfi omor k experi ence.

The negative i mpact on earnimggni 6rcaeconadd
regimes. This suggest that | ower i ncome men
of scale, but 1t also raises the possibility

to the market resul tongtfaomtsow@hefehflect ao:

| arger than the effect of the property regim

A more detailed picture of these effects can
separation Trae italle safatube marit al property
separation on earnings is complementary to t
before, in France cohabitation and PACS def al
marriage is undergone under communityouwtf pro
for separ #Themef egemeanal ysing the i mpact C

di fferent property regime may provide a deertg

“¥ln 2018, approximately 20% of married couples chose

property (Fr®meaux and Leturcq, 2018).



i ndi vidual earnings. Table 3.6 Panel A provi
drive the increase in earnings found in the
found for other marital statuses.

This may be partially explained by the fact
previ ousniayr iitmlnonrel ati onships cannot <c¢cl aim a

Women who were in cohabitation hawve tmheiemtl al
supply in the event of sbheepairgat iWometno wheos tweerr e
married have a positive probability to recei
may | ack the same incentiweds heol abange maheé&e
separation for those women is found in fact
that of women who are stildl married.

Tabl &v@rage treabdmeebhyr epieflegasrtat i on mar i t al pr c

Panel A
Separation Regi Community Regi me
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.32 0.°66 0.092 0.083
(0.21) (0.19) (0.097) (0.16)
Cons. 0.60 0.26 0.3 0.27
(0.15) (0.065) (0.074) (0.068)
N 111 177 236 260
Panel B
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
040 % -0.19 0.9 0.071 0.41
(0.19) (0.26) (0.076) (0.33)
46 0% 0.30 -0. 0018 -0.11 -0. 055
(0.29) (0.20) (0.13) (0.084)
6 0% 2.'94 0.65 1.727 0.020
(0.53) (0.34) (0.67) (0.27)
N 111 177 236 260
NotTehawtac ome variable is chhaengtat mentnidsvesdpalateaonings
Source: HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and cl us

“p< 0 'pO,0 PGS, 0.01.



Similarly, no significant effect i's found &

However, the negative sign may sugnadsatyvea adi f
degree of household specialization similar t
any | egal claim upon the dissolution of the
relationship may | imit theitrhel alkd arn i marskhetp a
no significant 1 mpacittal $wobanusfor men in an
Breakdownscdowplw tenarmni ngs i nequality (Tabl e
Il ncrease in earnings for former cohabiting w
were primary earners. No effect s paarret nfeorusnhd pf

Former married men who were secondary earnei
and sizeable drop in earnings after separatdii
due to mechani sms explained in section 6. 2.

Tabl &vadr@ge treabomeebayr epfeffegasrtat i on mar it al ste

Panel A
Unregistered Marriage Registered p
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me -0. 36 0.71 -0. 090 0.080 -0. 28 -0. 097
(0. 24 (0.20 (0. 09 (0.16 (0. 32 (0.08
Cons. 0.67 0.°30 0.713 0.27 0. 42 0.11
(0.18 (0. 09 (0.07. (0. 06 (0. 32 (0. 07"
N 77 110 241 290 29 37
Panel B
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
040 % 0. 25 0.3 0.071 0.40 0.038 -0.23
(0.22 (0.29 (0.07 (0.32 (0. 16 (0.14
46 0% 0.39 -0. 034 0. 11 -0. 056 0.18 0.048
(0.31 (0.25 (0.13 (0. 08. (0.11 (0.14
> 60% 3.702 0.°66 -1.13 0.054 0. 000
(0.68 (0. 36 (0.63 (0.27 (0.03
N 77 110 241 290 29 37




NotTehaitaaome variable is chherg@timenindisviseépal acaomin@s
and |11 wave). Robust and clustered d&ap< tChe€p€,n0diOvsi,dual
"Pp<0. 0 1.

3.46Separation effect-scomomiac ndi maisa biye @ilosti ioc s

The analysis of the effects of separation o]
economic characteristics. The results can be
The presence of children, and in particul ar
l abour supply. I n this analysis it 1Is not po
since the data do not c¢dntcaisn oadryy Hmpeveivfeirg
can be retrieved by the presence of <children
equi valence factor of separated househol ds.
i ndividuals are.i Rucubéeondprebkdbobwhdreh the d
them are custodi al mot her s. Table 3.7 illus
i mpact onl vy -ecwmgtnd cdigal ommotnlbenr s whil e custodi a
Theset sreamé consi stent with the findings of
admi ni strative dat a.

When accounticogplfer eaimnihmgs i nequeluisttyo,di madt
fathers who were secondary earners, experien
could be due to a reduction in tismk spewmnempl
for both groups, and tcaasstodanégifathbehavi ddwon

ma

gnitude of the estimated coefficient for <c

keep high I evel of cemmcompatetbdbdhebhbbabhber
t hawoi k benefits may play a role in reducing
Conver seuyt odioal mot hers who were secondary
earnings, whil e custodi al mot hers do not di
suggest-cusbodinain mot hers may fheel @abwar man]
expanding their | abour supply compared to cu
custody of children.

Table 3.8 show the i mpact on earnings cont:
repartner significantly increase their earni



repartner experience a drop. Th¥asresmant ner
may reduce the financi al needs and restore t
second specification the role -obupkparnhegualkh

earnings (Table 3.8 ParnyeleaB)n.erMe m awheo awesri g ns

mpact on earnings after separation, regardlI

S more pronounced for those without a new |

coupl es, i nsteadar nimgseagsegtaheil ess of wheth
i mpact iis | arger f ereptam@ase owhonegpatibegr.f ol
Il mpact than the effect of repartnering, whil

eairmgs f or men.

The gendered impacts of separation have be
separation age, education and work experienc

younger separ at28 awodnetrh& sweothlog t4500easx g e viee red &

on earnings. The |l atter result could be att
however, is significant only for those with
women show an increase i91 reagwmlitngss afhet i Be
empirical evidence that highlighted a posit
earnings for separated women (Tamborini et a

wor bsrafl so a positive and significant effect
with more work experience, while in this ana

not sid¢nificant.

Age has instead a negative significant | mpac
as well as work experience for younger cohor
for those with | ower | evels of education.

Preeparation quintile of household i ncome a

although the results vary between men and wc
to be positive for women and negatefvifeecftori sn

negative and not significant for women and

results indicate a significant gendered effe
“Tamborini et al. (2015) finds systematic decrease in
(2022) finds a similar null effects on probability of
] considered only linear effects of age and work exp

HMp



by Bonnet °%Sepmarat(i2®®213eem to have a positiyv

regardless their relative position in the we
is found for the second quintile. Thfstmay r
di stribution (both in terms of household inc
due to separation, while women who were at t

~—+

o work or extend their woikigng t¥hliest wises u lot
i milar to those of van Damme et al. (2009)

r property income are more |ikely to enter

~ O u

o the fact that womBoumwitmcdmghmdyevedts bé

social transf er st easst e ch ebye meafei tosf.t en mean

3. 7TRobustness checks

This section presents four different types o
section 6. I n next subsection the benchmark
i ndividuals continuously emprhatyed. ofSubé&ectiir
separation on individual earnings consider.i
benefits. I n subsection 7.3, estimates are

subsection 7.4 presenussi ndg ea rfeisatlitosn aolf tar edta

3.7Sadmple restriction to individuals continu
The first robustness check replicates the e
continuously employed. This subsample includ
the | abour market during the tgtarnisdttiimogn tfhreor

t o conteinpuowseldy i ndechwiadgalssi axthbour supply a

i.e., excluding those who were previously in
|l eave the | abour t maomnkceetn tartahta nnggs sopnat at heni nt e
of the | abour supply. For continuously empl o
'However, this result differs from those of Bonnet et

they find a negative significant effect for women fr
signi ficarmti neftfheec ts afnoer gui nti | e.

A similar argumentation can be found in van Damme et

HMC



on earnings could be due to extended (reduce

wages. The first channel i s also analysed be
The results are presented in Tables 3.10, 3
restriction. However, the magnitude of the e
esti mates. An exception S represemptrednaby

breadwi nners whencoaupnd i dieme qqya l wittyhi inn ear n.
significant. The increase in earnings for th

al so for women who were conti.nu@arJer ssarnpyl ofy®

the i mpact of separation is negative althoug
Anot her exception is the effectoupfl esemagati
terms of hours worked (Table 3.10 Panel B) .

that were secondary earners bedchme mptacsi gi
driven by individuals who had | arger differ:
partners, i.e., i ndividual s who were in coup

few hours per week.

The i mpact of separation can be disentangl ed

the [ abour supply. Table 3.13 replicates the

main groups: those who mai nt ainncerde atsheedi rt hneu mt
the | abour mar ket and those who reduced the
separation on earnings is observed for women

l abour supply at theudetaefnstihve arfafreggdtn.i sT hlea ry
There is no significant effect for men in an

work schedul e, particularly among men.

Tabl eAv3erlaDg e t r eoant neeanfto renfgfeencttisnuousl y empl oye

PaneAveAr.age treatment effects by gender

Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.028 0.'29

(0.067) (0.13)
Cons. 0.6 0.20

(0.051) (0.035)




N 311 371

PaneAvearage tr eat prseenpta reaftficcacnt pWwidbtyh impre eual i ty

Earnings sha Hour sd shar«
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
0-40 % -0.023 0.54 Mal e 0. 054 0.53
(0.087 (0.22) breadwin (0.13) (0.35)
46 0% 0.076 -0. 055 Bot h-t pax 0.°22 0.59
(0.098 (0.064 (0.061 (0.90)
> 60% 0.4 0.740 Bot h-t f ot -0. 033 0.11
(0.31) (0.23) (0.064 (0.14)
Femal e -0.14 0.%57
breadwin (0. 24) (0. 25)
N 311 371 311 371
NotTehewtawome variable is chHaredtafenitndisviskpalr ad dromi. n ¢SS
individual s conS8duwruoes:s | §F @Snpd aotyae d(.1' I and |11 wave).

l evel standard "@cr0ia0ih. "pure@n@heses.
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Tabl eAv3e.rlalge treabmeear ef hgst f ori ncdoinvthiydnuuaoluss | y

prsseparation marit al property regi me
Panel A
Separation Regi Community Regi me
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.16 0.41 0.042 0.18
(0.14) (0.20) (0.051) (0.16)
Cons. 0.32 0.724 0.070 0.717
(0.11) (0.064) (0.043) (0.035)
N 102 145 209 226
Panel B
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment

0-40 % -0.15 0.57 0.032 0. 44
(0.20) (0.23) (0.070) (0. 42)
4860% 0.059 -0.18 0.082 0.041
(0.18) (0.12) (0.080) (0.032)
6 0% 1,78 0.%5 -0.T9 0.18
(0. 43) (0.34) (0.075) (0.25)
N 102 145 209 226
NotTeheawtawome variable is chHaredtafenitndisviskwpalr ad dromi. n ¢SS
individuals continuously employed. Source: HFCS dat a

l evel standard "@gr0ipo0ih."pare@n@heses.

Tabl eAv3erla2ge treaodomeear ef hgstfor conthiynuous]| )y

prseeparation marital status
Panel A
Unregistered Marriage Registered p
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me 0. 27 0.%42 0.0414 0.17 0. 114 -0. 043
(0. 17 (0.21 (0. 051 (0. 16 (0.009! (0.06
Cons. 0.%43 0.31 0.068 0.1T8 -0. 003 0.043

(0.13 (0.09' (0.04: (0.03 (0.08: (0.06




N 70 85 214 252 27 34

Panel B

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
0-40 % 0. 22 0.°46 0.032 0.41 0.038 -0. 058

(0.23 (0.27 (0.07 (0. 41 (0.16 (0.06
46 0% 0.056 0. 25 0.082 0.032 0.18 0.048

(0.24 (0.16 (0.08 (0.03. (0.11 (0.13
> 60% -2.06 0.63 -0.10 0.22

(0.55 (0.35 (0.08 (0.25
N 70 85 214 252 27 34
NotTehewtawcome variable is cHamgegdadtimenitndisvisckypalr a¢ aromi. n s
continuously employed individuals. Source: HFCS dat a

l evel standard "@gr0ipo0in. "pare@n@heses.

3.7E@rnings considering unempl oyment benefit

This section presents a robustness check tha

the inclusion of unemployment b%Thtifd tismplni ed
change in the outcome variable and in al/l t
computation of the propensity score. The r1 es:s

Appendix C. 4, Table 3.14.

The results show that the i mpact o f separat
remains robust even when accounting for inco
of the effect is small er .-c®Gupnl dgase d meiqulae intes
3.15 Panel B) are also robust and smaller in
all the effects remain robust except for the

that becomes not si gnisfiapprtar Mor dev ro,b utsh e

mar it al property regime and marital status (
compared to those in the benchmark esti mate
coupl es. Si mi Iramley, itnhe& eimmgd aectbrfeamadwi nner c¢co
I'n Bonnet et al. (2021), they include unemployment b

HHAN



whil e

negati ve

Tabl eAv3e rlabg e

me n i n

dual

earner

significant i

coupl es

mpact i s

show

i nstead

a p

0Ss

found

treaeganemitngs fey-cgpmdcdart icamdowpert é i 1

i nequality: | abour earnings including unempl
Panel A
Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0. 066 0.24
(0.10) (0.14)
Cons. 0.°18 0.7T9
(0.061) (0.037)
N 389 427
Panel B
Earnings sha Hour sd shar¢
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
0-40 % 0.083 0.%0 Mal e 0.20 0.89
(0.074 (0.32)breadwin (0.13) (0.39)
46 0% 0.13 -0. 025 Bot h-t pame’ 0.%45 0.15
(0.17) (0.079 (0.20) (0.66)
> 60% -1.°T0 0.23 Bothti me 0.037 -0.052
(0. 43) (0.18) (0.054 (0.13)
Femal e
breadwin 1,32 0.26
(0. 44) (0.22)
N 389 427 366 405
NotTehewtawome variable is change in individual earning:
empl oy memtp, oyenefnt an dT hueneecanmpnheonytmeinst .separ ati on.
Source: HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and clust
p< O 'p0,0. 'S, 0. 01.



Tabl eAv3erlabge tr oat mabyi-pEacati on marit al proc

| abour earnings including unemployment benef
Panel A
Separation Regi Community Regi me
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0.014 0.52 0.14 0.12
(0.17) (0.19) (0.10) (0.14)
Cons. 0.28 0.719 0.10 0.719
(0.11) (0.063) (0.066) (0.041)
N 142 178 247 249
Panel B
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40 % -0.020 1.°17 0.14 -0. 099
(0.084) (0.34) (0.100) (0. 40)
460% 0.%55 0.049 -0.12 -0.14
(0.33) (0.12) (0.10) (0.096)
60 % 0. 56 0.51 -1.°16 -0.090
(0.46) (0.27) (0.41) (0.13)
N 142 178 247 249
NotTehewtawome variable is change in individual earning:

empl oy memp, oyenefnt an dT huenesnmpnheonytmeinst .separ ati on.
Sour ce:
p< O 'p0,0: 'S, 0. 01.

HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and clust



Tabl eAv3derlafge tr eoat mabpi-pEBarcati on: maabduwr St

earnings including unemployment benefits
Panel A

Unregistered Marriage Registered p

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me -0.020 0.55 -0.114 -0.12 -0.001 0.041

(0.23 (0.21 (0.10 (0.14 (0. 06! (0.10
Cons. 0.735 0.26 0.10 0.719 0.712 0.022

(0. 16 (0. 08: (0.06! (0. 04 (0. 03" (0.009
N 94 119 252 274 43 34
Panel B

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat me

0-40 % -0.011 1.71 0.14 -0.11 -0.T2 -0.16
(0.09" (0.36 (0.10" (0.39 (0.02. (0.19
46 0% 0.92 -0. 007 -0.13 -0.14 0.063 0.16
(0. 41 (0.17 (0.10 (0.09' (0.05 (0.13
> 60% -0. 86 0.50 1.713 0. 069 0.081
(0.55 (0.27 (0.40 (0.13 (0.05
N 914 119 252 274 43 34
NotTehewtawome variable is changénichudedi vhdual deatni ad:
empl oy memtp, oyenefnt and hernetantpnheonytmeinst .s efpar ati on.
Source: HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and cl us

*

p< 0:'p0,0 'S, 0.01.



Tabl eAZerla&3ge trean meatnieide®ctsesr contibywously
changes of number of weekly hours worked.

No change i1 Hours incre Hours decr e

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me -0. 045 0.724 0. 034 0.70 0.14 -0.10

(0.06" (0. 14 (0.28 (0.32 (0.19 (0.07
Cons 0.°1I6 0.°19 0.33 0.23 0.16 0.22

(0.05. (0.04. (0.21 (0.08: (0.19 (0.06
N 297 279 9 43 5 49
NotTehewtawome variable is chHargedatafenitndisviskpalr ad dromi. n ¢SS
individuals continuously employed. Source: HFCS dat a

l evel standard "@cr0ia0ih " pRure@n@heses.

3.7.3 Anticipatory behaviour

I n this section, the possible presence of
empl oyment is tested. Anticipatory behaviour
in place to modify their | abohbhefouplt 1 aka:
The average treatment effect can be biased b
et al ., 2021). To perform tbitdher mbuundbtenr e sosf ¢yh
i ndi vsipdeunatl t he samehccpbd, dsi noée report own ez¢
preceding t(hTea mbiogs mliuteitonal . |, 2015; Bonnet e
Therefore, |l restrict the sample to individu

years before the -Ib.aseTllhiener eosbusletrsv aftoiro e naei ratv e r
robust across all specifications, al beit s |

Appendi x C.5). Wheoupbasidegualgi wy tihmmaatr1i n

are robust and often | arger in magnitude for
for both marital property regime and marit al
baseline observation ien aTlasbd er o3b.uls9t .( Appendi x



3.7.4 Placebo test: construction of a fictio

As a final robustness check, Il ran placebo t
treat ment was designed to replicate the actu
the study, with treatment emposgdnah aamphet

68 contr oDt memat eld6 i ndi vi dual s, 4Wi Whtha tlhhe afi ¢
treat ment, t he 3staamptl reolt¢ ocaermdt €xdle d ndf vé dual s.

The purpose of this exercise iIis to ensure t|
average treat ment effect on treated, namel vy
remain in a partnership and yt hsoisgen iwhioc amrte esfef

to the randomly assigned treatment.

With the exception of a few coefficients th
opposite signs to the benc-Btharh Appeotdsx Che
t hat none of the coefficientse ifncthenédlenthi

Changing the chosen quartile does not change
Additionally, | repeated the estimateduby r
agana,signi feimeamgte de Wheaote. it was expected

3.8 Discussion and conclusi ons

This chapter analysed the effects of separat
the Il ongitudinal component of the Househol d
conducted by the European Centr al Bank (ECB)

The main ai m oafs ctelret Acemappntgesre nncaes of het er ogen:
dri vens dparpatei on i ntrahousehold inequality i

| abour mar k etthe AcHdamdidornt ol layn,al yse how t he i mj

for different institutional characteristics,
setting, established by the French | aw. The
rel ad ippregpdar ati on i ntrahousehold Iinequsal ity i
“Bonnet et al. (2022) and Br¢ggmann and Kreyenfeld (2
tohreat ' .



France provides an ideal institutional fr ame
are subject to different mari HRC&aptrao pfeorrt yF rrae
in the setbedswhafie unique possibility in the

chosen by the coupl e.

The descri ptnidviet haootall ysewpge ated individuals

earni ngtsr e ant paomsttx peei eoaded an increase in hou
unempl oyment benefits. Women with | dwdrorleeve
t he di ssalnutrdeoans eorf teeanr ni ngs f ol l owi ng separ at

for women who werientthReipr i pnaeyi @e@as ngarstner sh

Thesti mat e st hyei eBblISl¥cdo nboymet rli &r gealryategryf i r med t
The i mpact of separation varied by gender.
earnings while the I mpact for men was not ¢
earnings di ffered lacrioys st dgemnmhd @ o0 p a rdteiga telearo
specialization, considered both in terms of
esults highlightld ¢thmpagée&nea neaatrinosea gheandd &r vy

-~

earner in the former couple, regardless of g
oppopgosietive for women and negative for men
| abouri mae Rhed iwsveegp afr at ed men and women. Wo me n
were secondary earner sstwriorhgenttihwee £moé& grdetep we u
shock duwe ssot wmhewph the market, especially
compensahaonnsme. Conversely, dtdamomntevhibnth@aea e g
andagvereduce the time spenteinhhehsepabatir omali
to be a birhd asd wliorerserant whol defer swcmay angt elae
able to cope with the negative shock of S e |

experience a higher risk of unemployment, as
Marital property regime and marital status p
| abour mar ket individual behaviour of women.
propehritbyptesxdgni fi cant incrwiaskosae whonwaeges, i

who opted for community epfarprtd peir tma.r i Goan s isd e
this result may be driven by women swhiochewer e
def aul t property regime for cohabitations i

i mpact for women in PACS, which are subject
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eff
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t o
pos
br e

I ncC

The
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us i
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ative coefficient althodugheristecwai sngnonarsittas
I t awi tsh aitmutsr ahouseholcdnifntehpaetadl i h ¢ p ;s ietair \n

aration concerned both women whnodewertehep
aratiomhesgi mesults support the collecti
ect of marital property and family | aw o
titutional setting maket nfdlecesc®nwomen' s
ationship but also after separation.

anal ysis of the I mpact of separation i
erhood penalty for separaustdodnodlhemaest lwdro:

h
erience, an increase in eardipgseviols$olwin
dings that suggested twaenmorlyemg may cha
solution through mar ket mechani sms. Pol i c
Il d help to close the rmgamp dred wamenhheaevrosne nMo
|l ementation of shared custody between se
gested by Bonnet et al. (2022)

resul ts bweawercalnfriabiesdt passr eswfeekst i ng t
continuously employed individual s, t he a
i tive i mpact of separation became signi
adwinner in the former towpbel aMgeeoVver, \
reased their working hours in the | abour
main | imitation of tdre &adaosmbynpgwasfatthhe istma
panel survey data for separated and di v
i mat es, many breakdowns in tsdhodiatcaishaan t
ng a combination of administrati weparmd st

l ysi s.

analysis therefore suggests overall oppc
h a positive i mpact of separation for wom
n women (re) enter or exprkhd@at thtehe @amstirrc
e within the market do not allow them to
solution. The existence of gender gap 1in
d work often due ttlmeimotdamrmiong ooaya hiatmpeir
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| ong run. This could explain dbleengepar ath
ermath of separation.

arated women, spat i itohed ammdsytt peoct chreamsi,cal | y \
S OMhiadtew.er epp bmagg et @i tvleins v utsimheoyaahbdiulriet y
sistengyalwi tofi tshueset ai ning and possibly i/
ticipation @y olng. st haed denretsisri en gl ittfhewms e mar ke
i et al mechani smgendart wgaapessr iabnudt ei nt oo vtehrea |
ordabl e and accessible childcare as well
t unambi guous.l yMagme & as fitehtess gisdrbeeabhbaenaef it

e ambiguous effects and shoul dedchromifor e

bweiitnhgp ut trheducilnagbour ma rgk e tb ya tittieamobhdteinrt g
ertyo.

thermore, divorce and maruilteasl opurgamesrittdye 1(Ira
a | ife ctyhcel etk pdelrdsgp eedf theescatnso moinc wel | bei ng o
ci al attentiposshbuéddbet gi vienwe tef fect s ¢
hin the dawvplhequhat ampcati on of resourc
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ct and indirect channel s.

di sadvantage that women tend to experien
parities occurJaTihng ats wwihryglienelqgiufad i $tyagdes
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Appendi x C

C.1 Univariate descriptive results

MNon-custodial Custodial
e d
o -
=
2
& |
I
— N
r k\&\_/\
I
o M \\_/\’\_/\_/\/\_/
T T T T [ T T I T I
2 0 2 4 6 2 0 2 4 6
Men —— Women

FiguB€ha&8nges in individual earnings betwedncpsteo@ando
chil.dBdmue kernel densities refer todhmemelwhdn et hree dl ekfetr

changes in €amsmhiong afopanents while panel on the righ
di stributions top coded at 99%. Data from HFCS for 20
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covar

C. 2 Matching procedure
Tabl eMe3a.n2s and standard deviations of
Control Treated Standardi zed dif
Age 40.96 39.93 --. 0510101
(9.14) (10.19
Gender 1.55 1.55 -. 0376557
(0.50) (0.50)
# of children 1.31 1.23 .0061886
(1.03) (1.01)
Househol d with 0.71 0.69 . 0267429
(0. 45) (0. 46)
Marital Status 1.87 1.75 .0746608
(0.53) (0.59)
Education 2.41 2.41 - 0775219
(0.67) (0.66)
Empl oyment stat 1.17 1.21 -. 0450916
(0.50) (0.53)
Mi gration backg 0.12 0.009 . 0217045
(0.32) (0.29)
Earnings 24952. 2 23339.1 - 0152742
(31482. (21023.
Household incon 27412. 3 25804. ¢ -. 1256444
(23082. (15704.
Net household w 282476. 188488. -. 0870637
(597126 (192938
I nheritance & ¢ 0.41 0.39 - 0507599
(0.49) (0.49)
Homeowner ship 1. 24 1.29 . 0414424
(0.43) (0. 46)
Regi me 1.65 1.58 . 0377817
(0.48) (0.49)
Earnings share 0. 42 0.41 . 0240092
(0.24) (0.26)
N 685 160

on

-

C



Balance plot Balance plot
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C. 3 Addesu

bnal

Tabl &var @dge tr e&abmeaebayr ecfuhsgtsotdy of chi |l dr en
Panel A
Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Nomustodi al 0. 35 0.'82
(0.22) (0.25)
Custodial -0.17 0.17
(0.088) (0.14)
N 347 437
Panel B
Custodial paren Nowsustodial pare
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40 % -0.073 0. 35 -0. 039 1.'57
(0.091) (0.23) (0.14) (0.36)
460% 0.024 -0.029 -0.029 -0.072
(0.077) (0.047) (0.31) (0.33)
6 0% 1.2 0.18 2.1T5 0.51
(0.49) (0.24) (0.75) (0.40)
N 241 336 106 101
Note. Outcome variable is change in individual earnin
Source: HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and cl us

"p< 0 'p0,0:°®HS, 0. 01.



Tabl &vadr &8ge

PaneAv eAritargecat men't

treabmeebayr erfehpgasrtt ner i ng

effect by repartnering

Me n Wo me n
treat ment
Nonepartnered -0.14 0.%42
(0.13) (0.16)
Repartnered
-0.°20 0.32
(0.091) (0.27)
N 347 437

PaneAveBr.age tr eat rseenptareaftfieocnt ss hbayr ep roef

earnings

No-nepartnered

Repartnered

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat ment

0-40 % 0.0065 0.69 -0. 052 1.°09
(0.098) (0.23) (0.10) (0.53)

460% 0.090 -0.0090 0.019 -0.074
(0.23) (0.13) (0.096) (0.064)

6 0% -1.'87 0. 38 -1.°66 0.0030
(0.47) (0.27) (0. 42) (0.066)

N 347 437 347 437

Note. Outcome variable is change in individual earnin

Source: HFCS datRao b(ulsit aamd Iclllu swaewee)d. at the individual

"p< 0 'p0,0:°®HS, 0. 01.



Tabl &var age

t r eocant meeanbty iesithfesenadtgs a p hi ¢

character

Panel Akerage tr @atcenpataeifdbprchgebyeducati on and work experi e
Age Educat i« Wor k expe
Men Wo me | Me n Wo me 1 Men Wo me |
2@8 0.1t 0.792 Low -0.791 0.27 < 5 -0.01 0.°70
(0.3 (0.2 (0.4 (0.3 (0.3 (0.2
2388 -0.3C 0.06 Upper -0.1¢ -0.00 5-9 0.6 0.05
(0.1 (0.1 (0.1 (0.1 (0.3 (0.5
398 -0.28 0.21 Hi gh 0.04 0.°78 l1a9 -0.2C 0. 214
(0.1 (0.2 (0.1 (0.2 (0.1 (0.1
4%8 0.12 0.43 2@9 -0.2¢ 0.1¢C
(0.1 (oO. (0.1 (0.0
5% 4 0.0 -0. 3¢ >= 30 -0.04 O0.61
(0.0 (0.4 (0.1 (0.5
N 347 437 347 437 347 437
Panel ABerage treatstepataeifbdbechesubghptrd income and wealth
Household Inc Househol d Weze
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
Q1 -0. 33 0.59 -0. 34 0.36
(0.26) (0.25) (0.33) (0.25)
Q2 -0.29 0.12 -0.21 0.°86
(0.14) (0.15) (0.18) (0.43)
Q3 0.13 0.31 -0.022 0.20
(0.0091 (0.28) (0.0093 (0.26)
Q4 0.11 0. 056 -0.15 -0. 054
(0.068 (0.060 (0.082 (0.085
Q5 0.°13 0.011 0.15 0.29
(0.057 (0.23) (0.22) (0.47)
N 347 437 347 437
Note. Outcome variable is change in individual earnin
Source: HFCS data (Il and I11 wave). Robust and cl us
"p< O0O'pO,0: 'S, 0. 01.
HOTM



C.4 Matching results for | abour
Tabl eM8andg and standard deviations of
Control Treated Standardi zed dif
Age 41. 94 40.57 .011228
(9.69) (10.51
Gender 1.52 1.55 . 0828111
(0.50) (0.50)
# of children 1.24 1.20 . 0059374
(1.01) (1.00)
Househol d with 0.70 0. 68 - 0511469
(0.46) (0.47)
Marital Status 1.85 1.76 . 0694772
(0.56) (0.61)
Educati on 2.36 2.38 . 0348499
(0.67) (0.67)
Empl oyment stat 1.22 1.26 .0620494
(0.57) (0.57)
Mi gration backg 0.08 0.009 . 0428165
(0.27) (0.29)
Earnings 24745 . : 23791. .0291417
(25168. (20370.
Household incon 27976 . ¢ 25697. . 0724236
(239009. (15640.
Net household w 307930. 216491. . 0042624
(761846 (418558
I nheritance & ¢ 0.40 0. 38 . 0722324
(0.49) (0.49)
Homeowner ship 1.26 1.31 .078074
(0. 44) (0.46)
Regi me 1.62 1.56 .0119007
(0.49) (0.50)
Earnings share 0. 44 0. 43 . 0077013
(0.24) (0.24)
N 697 169

i ncon

covar



C.5 Anticipatory behaviours

Tabl eAv3e.rla8ge t r e aé¢ ane mbotyn @gef medtesnperpea n at icomu pwiet hi
il nequality: anticipatory behaviours

PaneAveAr.age treatment effects by gender

1 year bef 2 years bel 3 years bef
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treatm -0.12 0.°32 -0. 086 0.°33 -0.12 0.733
(0.11 (0.14 (0.11 (0. 16 (0.13 (0.18
Cons 0.27 0.722 0.728 0.725 0.30 0.725
(0.07" (0. 041 (0. 08: (0. 04! (0.09: (0.05.
N 338 424 312 394 286 366

PaneAved8rage tr eat prseenpta redfttfitearmt 51 éoyi ppeceual ity in earnings

1 year bef 2 years be- 3 years be-
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
0-40 % 0.002 0.°73 0.005 0.°89 -0. 046 0.°95
(0. 08. (0. 25 (0. 08" (0.30 (0. 09! (0. 34
46 0% 0.15 0.029 0.26 0.040 0.25 0.038
(0.18 (0.009 (0.16 (0. 09" (0.18 (0.10
> 60% -1.64 0.11 1,71 0.12 1,72 0.12
(0. 43 (0.19 (0. 46 (0.19 (0. 46 (0.20
N 338 424 312 3914 286 366
PaneAve&€rage tr eap mseenptareaftficant pwidtyh inrequal ity in hours
1 year bef 2 years be- 3 years be-
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
Mal e -0.067 1.°02 -0. 052 1.°15 -0.11 1.16
breadwi (0.13 (0.39 (0. 14 (0.40 (0.16 (0.41
Bot h -0.18 0.26 -0.18 0.26 0.24
patime (0. 45 (0.57 (0. 45 (0.57 (0.59
Bot h 0.021 0.13 0.036 0.063 0.035 0.074
f utl il me (0. 04 (0.13 (0. 04: (0.15 (0. 04: (0. 16
Femal e 1.0 0.32 -1.°32 0.32 -1.32 0.17



breadwi (0.72 (0.21 (0.73 (0.21 (0.73 (0.22
N 328 414 302 384 276 356

NotTehamtaaome variable is chhegtt meagaratviiadual ear ni
Source: HFCS data (Il and 111 wave). Robust and

‘p< 0 'p0,0’®HS, 0. 01.

Tabl eAv3erla9ge t r & ab me ebayr epiefiegasgrtat i on mar i t al

and maritahtstapasory behavi

Panel A: Marital property regi me

our s

Separation Regi

Community Regi me

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment -0.37 0.3 -0.046 0.088
(0.27) (0.30) (0.092) (0.19)
Cons. 0.%1 0.22 .15 0.27
(0.21) (0.065) (0.083) (0.077)
N 82 141 204 225
Panel B: Marit al status
Unregistered Marriage Registered p
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me -0.40 0.76 -0.044 0.089 -0. 36 -0.721
(0.33 (0.32 (0.009 (0.19 (0.39 (0.06
Cons. 0.67 0.24 0.715 0.26 0.52 0.721
(0.25 (0. 09 (0. 08: (0. 07 (0.39 (0.06
N 55 8 6 208 249 23 31

NotTehawta@w ome var i aibd i visd cdhaenatart immengat asTi on

Sour ce: HFCS data (11 and ||

"p< 0 'p0,0:°®HS, 0. 01.

I wave). Robust and

ngs

cl

cl
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C.6 Pl acebo test resul ts

Tabl eAv3e r2a0g e
i nequalranhgoml y

t r ecant meeanbty iegf g sedtetmBrpear at icomu pwiet hi 1

assigned treat ment

PaneAveAr.age treatment effects by gender
Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0.25 0.031
(0.22) (0.11)
Cons. 0.22 0.733
(0.060) (0.054)
N 347 437

PaneAverage

t reat mrseenpta reaftficcacnt pWicbtyh impre eual ity

Earnings sha Hour s6 shar ¢
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me
0-40 % 0.0013 0.19 Mal e 0.17 0.13
(0. 14) (0.20) breadwin (0.23) (0.31)
46 0% 0. 12 -0.011 Bot h-t pax 0.40 0. 42
(0.15) (0.066 (0.62) (0.30)
> 60% 1."39 -0."26 Bot h-t i ont 0.19 -0. 033
(0.84) (0.14) (0.15) (0.073
Femal e 0.41 0.10
breadwin (1.35) (0. 22)
N 347 437 337 427
NotTehautawome variabl e is chhaengtat menitindsevrdodbmégrasnegsg
Sour ce: HFCS data (11 and |11l wave). Robust and cl us

“p< 0 'pO,0 'GS, 0.01.

Hoy



Tabl eAv3e.r2alge t r & ab me ebayr epieffegasgtat i on mar i t al pr
randomly assigned treat ment

Panel A
Separation Regi Community Regi me
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment 0. 25 0.12 0.23 -0. 083
(0.38) (0.19) (0.25) (0.095)
Cons. 0.47 0.°37 0.069 0.°30
(0.12) (0.074) (0.042) (0.078)
N 111 177 236 260
Panel B
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat ment
0-40 % 0.11 0.41 0.060 0.17
(0.16) (0.27) (0.17) (0.21)
46 0% 0. 25 -0.081 -0. 050 0.048
(0.25) (0.13) (0.14) (0.046)
6 0% 0.42 -0.745 2.92 -0. 082
(1.10) (0.23) (0.53) (0.12)
N 111 177 236 260
NotTehawtac ome variable i s chhaengtat mBntindsvidodbmégrasnegs
Source: HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and cl us

"p< 0RO ,0:'BS, 0.01.

Tabl eAv3e.r2a2ge t r & ab me ebayr epieffegasgtat i on mar i tal st
assigned treat ment

Panel A
Unregistered Marriage Registered p
Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n
treat me 0.43 0.084 0.23 -0.060 -0.62 -0.11
(0. 44 (0.23 (0.25 (0.09 (0. 41 (0.10
Cons. 0.%48 0.%47 0.069 0.30 0. 46 0.12
(0. 14 (0. 09 (0. 04; (0. 07: (0. 30 (0.08




N 77 110 241 290 29 37

Panel B

Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n Me n Wo me n

treat me
0-4 0 % 0.16 0.32 0.060 0.11 0.048 -0.7%62
(0.18 (0.31 (0.17 (0.20 (0.13 (0.16

486 0% -0. 20 0. 21 -0. 050 0.045 -0. 30 0.16

(0.31 (0.17 (0.14 (0.04: (0.31 (0.12
> 60% 0.81 -0.57 2.43 -0. 055 -0. 062

(1.31 (0.27 (0.92 (0.13 (0.04
N 77 110 241 290 29 37
NotTehawtac ome variable is chhegttmenindbvidodbmégrasnegs
Source: HFCS data (Il and |11 wave). Robust and cl us

"p< 0RO ,0:'BS, 0.01.



C.7 Descriptive st astepsariactsi ofnore awonmemg skt

Tabl eD8s 2r3i pti ve statisti ¢marfiotralwopmreampadbryt ye arre

mari tal status
Panel A. Earnings srheagieme.nd marit al property
Separation Community r N

0-40% 261 7009 970
46 0% 175 394 569
> 60% 106 311 417
N 542 1414 1956
Panel B. Earnings share and marital status.

Unregi st Marri ag: Regi ster N

partners partners
0-40 % 111 798 61 970
46 0% 70 425 74 569
> 60% 58 333 26 417
N 239 1556 161 1956
Note. Unweighted descriptive statistics fsaratwoesmenP abnye |
B). Earnings share is calculated when at | east one of
second wave (20214). Own calculations
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