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ABSTRACT

The Risk of Divorce and Household Saving Behavior

We analyze the impact of an increase in the risk of divorce on the saving behaviour of
married couples. From a theoretical perspective, the expected sign of the effect is
ambiguous. We take advantage of the legalization of divorce in Ireland in 1996 as an
exogenous increase in the likelihood of marital dissolution. We analyze the saving behaviour
over time of couples who were married before the law was passed. We propose a difference-
in-differences approach where we use as comparison groups either married couples in other
European countries (not affected by the law change), or Irish families who did not experience
a significant increase in the expected risk of divorce (such as very religious families, or single
individuals). Our results suggest that the increase in the risk of divorce brought about by the
law was followed by an increase in the propensity to save of married couples, consistent with
a rise in precautionary savings interpretation. An increase in the risk of marital dissolution of
about 40 percent led to a 7 to 13 percent rise in the proportion of married couples reporting
positive savings.
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1. Introduction

This paper aims to test empirically the effect ofiacrease in marital instability on the
saving behavior of married individuals. Previousdietical studies have not been able to
unambiguously sign this effect, due to conflictichannels at work. We use the
legalization of divorce in Ireland in 1996 as argenous shock to the risk of divorce.
We propose several comparison groups (unaffectetthddyaw change) that allow us to
use a difference-in-differences approach. Our figdisuggest that the legalization of
divorce led to an increase in the propensity toesby married individuals, which is
consistent with individuals rising their precautoy savings as a response to the increase
in the probability of a negative income shock.

Previous studies have looked into changes in @benomic behavior of
households as a response to a higher risk of ddvoFbe most common outcome of
interest has been the labor supply behavior of hithaseholds, especially the female
spouse (Johnson and Skinner 1986, Parkman 199ps P&06, Stevenson 2008). Other
outcomes that have received some attention arelébece of specialization within the
marriage (Lundberg and Rose 1999), the divisionlaifor between the spouses
(Lommerund 1989), and the investment in marriageefic capital (Stevenson 2007).
The findings suggest that an increase in the riskvmrce may lead to increases in labor
supply (especially among women) and a decline irriage-specific investments.

A popular empirical strategy in the most recentis is to exploit the variation
across US states in the introduction of unilateligbrce legislation. However, recent
research suggests that the effect of unilateraslitgpn on divorce rates may have been

limited in the long term (Wolfers 2006), which rassthe question of how much unilateral



divorce effectively affected the perceived riskmoérital separation. At the same time,
European countries have in recent decades undengoich broader reforms in their
divorce legislation, and some countries have eegalized divorce fairly recently, such
as Spain in 1981 or Ireland in 1996, resulting ignicant increases in divorce rates
(Gonzalez & Viitanen 2008). We thus exploit theericlegalization of divorce in Ireland
in the view that it provides a stronger shock te tisk of divorce than the legal reforms
previously exploited in the literature.

The determinants of the saving behavior of indigid and households has long
been the subject of study by economists, but we stite far from reaching full
understanding of the factors that drive consumpdioth saving decisiorfsThe  standard
stylized models of saving do not account expliciily life-changing events such as
marriage and divorce, which have potentially refgévand long-lasting implications on
income and consumption. This is regrettable givenhigh levels of marital instability
reached in Western countries over the past fewd#stavhich may well have had a
significant impact on saving rates.

Some recent theoretical work has made an attemmtttoduce marriage and
divorce explicitly in a model of savindsstressing different channels through which
marital transitions can affect consumption and rsgsii None of them, however, provide
an unambiguous prediction regarding the effectnofaasing marital instability on the

saving behaviour of married couples.

! An example is the lack of consensus in the literategarding the source of the drastic fall insgvates
in the US since the 1980’'s (Browning & Lusardi, 8R9

2 The divorce rate peaked in the US in the early0198t about 5 annual divorces per 1,000 peopk,jman

the UK in the late 1980’s/early 1990’s at about 3.

% Cubbedu & Rios-Rull (1997), Lupton and Smith (20@owning, Chiappori & Weiss (2004), Guner &
Knowles (2004), Aura (2007).



Divorce is generally viewed as a costly evéavyer fees, etc). Moreover, the
economies of scale associated with marriage ataifmsh marital dissolution. Therefore,
an increase in the perceived risk of divorce wdddsiewed by the married individual as
an increase in the probability of experiencing gatiwe shock, which is expected to lead
to an increase in precautionary savings, similathi effect of an increase in labor
income risk (Cubbedu & Rios-Rull 1997).

However, a divorce also implies that the commasetsof the couple must be
split between the partners. Uncertainty regardiveggharing rule (i.e. how much of the
couple’s joint savings each partner will get to Reémplies that an increase in the
likelihood of divorce makes saving while marriedmoisky, thus creating incentives to
increase current consumption.

There are additional channels that can also leadtegative relationship between
the risk of marital instability and savings, fostance if divorce involves fees that reduce
the net worth and thus the return to saving of cbeple, or if divorce is potentially
followed by remarriage, which implies that indivalwassets will have to be shared with
the new partner (Cubbedu & Rios-Rull 1997).

Overall, the expected effect of an increase inrtble of divorce on the saving
behaviour of the spouses is ambiguous, thus the foeeempirical work to test which of
the channels dominates in practice. To our knovdedg provide the first empirical test
for the effect of the increase in the risk of marinstability on the saving behavior of
married couples. In order to do so, we take adgsntd an exogenous increase in the risk

of marital dissolution generated by the recent llegaon of divorce in Ireland, and

* Aura’s theoretical model (Aura 2007) focuses aneffects of different aspects of the divorce liegjisn
on the spouses’ incentives to save.



follow a difference-in-differences approach to itiignits effect on households’
propensity to save.

Using both macro and individual-level data, welfthat the saving rate increased
in Ireland after 1996 relative to other Europeanntoes. This increase was particularly
pronounced among married individuals, and even rsoréor non-religious marriages,
relative to religious ones. We interpret the eviems consistent with an increase in
precautionary saving by married individuals in @%ge to an increase in the risk of
divorce.

The remainder of the paper is organized as foll&estion 2 introduces the data
and the methodology. First we provide support for ientifying assumption that the
Irish divorce law of 1996 led to an increase in peeceived risk of marital dissolution.
We then propose several alternative control groams provide some support for the
claim that, while they were subject to similar emorc conditions, they did not
experience an increase in the perceived risk afrdevas a result of the law change. Next
we introduce the econometric specification and viscu$s the measures of saving
behaviour available in the data. Section 3 discufise results when using the alternative

control groups, and section 4 concludes.

2. Data and M ethodology

2.1 Thelrish divorcelaw and therisk of marital dissolution

We propose to identify the effect of an increaseha risk of marital dissolution by
taking advantage of the legalization of divorcdragland in 1996, which was followed by

a rapid increase in divorce rates.



The Irish Constitution of 1937 banned the dissotubf marriage. After frequent
debates over the issue, a referendum was calledoirember 1995, and the ban on
divorce was lifted after the “Yes” prevailed by ary narrow margin (50.28% of the
vote)® The removal of the ban was subsequently incorpdrit the Constitution in June
1996, and the new divorce law became effectiveeiorérary 1997.

The new law dictated that a divorce could be gr@amnly after the partners had
been separated during four out of the previousyea's. The Irish courts were granted a
great deal of discretion regarding the economicequoences of divorce for the spouses.
The law states the factors to be taken into consima, including the contributions made
by the two spouses (both pecuniary and non-pecgniaunt there is no explicit policy of
equal division of assefs.

The legalization of divorce was followed by a hjpmcrease in the number of
divorce applications filed as well as the humbediebrces granted over the following
years. Figure 1 displays the number of divorcestgdhbetween 1996 and 2004. In 1998,
the second year after the law came into effectuttigbO0 divorces were granted. By
2004, more than 3,000 new divorces were grantedadiyn

Of course, it is possible that the new divorce \aa&s merely allowing previously
separated couples to provide legal burial to théeady broken marriage. Our claim,
however, is that the legalization of divorce intfarcreased marital dissolution rates. In

1994-1995, only 1.78% of Irish adults aged 18 todiorted being separated or divorced

® Judicial separation was posible since 1989.

® We take this as an indication that there werelear@xpectations that the referendum would leaa to
removal of the ban. Moreover, a similar referendarh986 failed to gain enough support for the “Y.dg"
that sense, the legalization of divorce was ndtguatted.

" The law does mention the responsibility of botk-(epouses to maintain one another, even after the
divorce. The calculation of actual maintenance payis up for the courts to decide, and it shiveld
based on the financial resources and needs optheses (Boele-Woelki, 2003).



(Living in Ireland Survey). In 1997-2001, this figuhad jumped to a significantly higher
2.66%° The next subsection provides additional evideheg tertain subgroups of the
population experienced substantial increases inpthbability of separation or divorce

following the 1996 law.

2.2 Finding a control group

In order to identify the effect of the increasetle risk of marital dissolution generated
by the legalization of divorce, we would like todi a source of variation in that increase
in risk across the population.

Our first approach is to identify a subgroup oé thish population that we can
plausibly expect would be less affected by thelleggon of divorce. One possibility is
to use religiosity as a source of variation. It nieyplausible to think that very Catholic
families would be “less affected” by the legalipatiof divorce, given that the Catholic
church bans marital dissolution.

Table 1 shows the percentages of the adult populatihat reported being
separated or divorced by religiosity, both pre @9%) and post (1997-2001) the
legalization of divorce. Individuals are classified religious if they report attending
religious services at least once a wédkefore 1996, non-religious individuals were
significantly more likely to be separated thangielus ones (3.1% versus 1.2%). This

difference remains after 1996 (4.3 versus 1.6%).

8 The increase was from 3.45 to 4.33% for the evaried adult population (also statistically sigafit).
® Studies in the Economics of Religion typically asemeasures of religiosity at the individual lesi¢her
church attendance or self-reported religiosity ¥&ers to the question “How religious are you?”), see
lannaccone’s 1998 survey. Our main dataset doeaskatbout religiosity directly. However, the 2002
EES survey for Ireland asks about both church d#tece and self-reported religiosity (on a scalenffbto
10). Among those who report not being religiouduga 0, 1 or 2), only 3.4% report attending chuath
least once a week, while the percentage is 82.1&thgrthose who report being very religious (8, 4@y.



Moreover, religious individuals did not experiergesignificant change in their
separation and divorce rate after 1996. However stparation and divorce rate among
non-religious adults increased significantly, fr8mM06% before 1996 to 4.28% after (a 40
percent increasey. We conclude that it is plausible to claim thatakzjng divorce
affected non-religious families differentially, me@asing their risk of marital breakup,
relative to religious ones.

The additional identifying assumption required h&tt the saving behavior of
religious and non-religious families would haveldaled similar trends over time, in the
absence of the law change. Figure 3 provides sampeost for this assumption by
showing that the trends in several indicators ofirgpbehavior were similar for both
groups in the years preceding the legalizationasrde ™

One could also think that single individuals wobklless affected by the increase
in divorce rates relative to married ones. Thus, als® use singles as a comparison
group, expecting their saving behavior to be ledksienced by the increase in marital
instability.

It is of course hard to claim that either religgdamilies or singles in Ireland were
completely unaffected by the legalization of divalt Thus we propose an alternative
control group, composed of individuals in other &hgan countries where divorce was
already legal and no changes in the regulationivadrde took place during the 1990’s.

Although families in other European countries weeegtainly not affected by the Irish

1% This is even stronger if we look at separation dindrce rates among ever-married adults. Whilg thi
rate remained stable at 2.3% among religious iddais, it increased significantly from 5.7 to 7.886
non-religious ones.

1 See section 2.4 for the definition of these saunuicators.

12|n that sense, our estimates when using religiamslies or singles as a control group can be ssen
lower bounds on the effect of interest.



divorce law, we need to find countries that werauplbly under similar economic
conditions during the relevant period. This is easy given that Ireland experienced an
unprecedented period of economic growth duringl@@0’s.

The two EU-15 countries with more similar econonsnditions to Ireland
during the period appear to be the UK and Spairallirthree countries, GDP growth
slowed down in 1990 and 1991, and then surged ampaining at a higher level until
2000. That level, however, was about 8% for IreJasampared with 4% for Spain and
the UK. As for unemployment rates, they increasethe three countries until 1993-94,
falling steadily since then, with the levels mucegher in Spain than in Ireland or the UK.
Figure 2 also shows that private sector savinga psrcentage of GDP attained similar
levels in the three countries in the early 199@1sout 18% in 1992), reaching a peak in
1994-95 and then declining slowly.

Although there are some differences in macroecangrarformance across the
three countries, we feel the trends are similaughdo allow for the use of Spain and the
UK as alternative control groups. For robustnessalgo perform the analysis including
additional European countries as controls.

The international comparison of saving behavioerotime is carried out both
using aggregate, macro data on saving rates asrcenpege of GDP, and using
individual-level, micro data for the different cduas, which allows us to focus on the

behavior of the married population as well as tdude individual-level controls.



2.3 Econometric specification, data and sample

We estimate different versions of the following netard difference-in-differences

specification:

S =F(a+ BT, + B,Post, + B;T;Post, + Xi‘jty+£ijt)

Where S is a measure of the saving behavior (s&e subsection for the specific
variables used) of an individual (or household¢@untry) i in group j (treated or control)
and year t. The function F will depend on the dpeation (linear, probit and logit

models are estimated). T is an indicator for imdlingls belonging in the treatment group,
while Post takes value 1 for all years after dieomwas legalized in Ireland. An

interaction between T and Post is also includedl Anstands for a set of control
variables that are thought to affect savifiys.

The coefficient3; measures the average difference in saving beh&atween
the treated and the control group, wifilecaptures the overall change in saving behavior
after the reform. The key parameterf3 which indicates the change in the saving
behavior of treated individuals after the reforelative to the control group.

We estimate three sets of specifications. In tret §et, we use aggregate data on
saving rates as percent of GDP by country. Theatéa group” in these regressions is
Ireland, while other countries serve as controlugroThe data on national saving rates
are obtained from OECD and Eurostat publicly avdddigures.

A second set of specifications uses micro-leveh dat Ireland from the Living in

Ireland Survey, a longitudinal household surveyt ttwvers the period 1994-2001. The

13 Some specifications use more than one controlpgriouvhich cases the necessary additional dummy
variables and interaction terms are included.



treated group in these specifications is compodedoa-religious marriages, and the
comparison group includes religious marriages andiogle individuals. A couple is
defined as “religious” if both partners report gpito church at least once a week in their
first interview, typically in 1994%

The main sample in these specifications is compadadarried individuals. In
order to avoid potential selection into marriagee@t (since the legalization of divorce
may well affect the incentives to marry), we exdwbuples whose marriages took place
in 1996 or later. In order to avoid selection doeéparation or divorce, we also exclude
all individuals that are observed getting separatedivorced at any point during the
survey. Thus our married sample is in practice amsgd only of “stable marriages that
started before 1996”. We include individuals of afjes up to 65, in order to exclude
retired individuals, whose saving behavior is expeédo be different. Our pre-reform
years are 1994 to 1996, while the post-reform pesjmans 1997-2001. The sample size is
about 2,800 married couples in the Irish samplen&additional specifications include
singles as a control group. We define “singles’irabviduals aged 18 to 65 who were
never married in all the survey interviews.

Finally, a third set of specifications includes iindual-level data for Ireland,
Spain and the UK. This multi-country, individual## data set merges the Living in
Ireland sample with the Spain and UK samples frdma European Community
Household Panel (ECHP). The ECHP is a longitudswaley spanning 1994 through

2001 and covering all EU-15 countries.

*We explore different variations in the definitioh“religious marriages”, as we report in the roimess
checks section (3.4).
15 Unfortunately, the ECHP does not include informatbn religiosity or church attendance.
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In this final set of regressions, the treatmentugres defined as married lIrish
individuals, the controls being married individuats Spain and the UK. Additional
specifications use non-religious married Irish deams the treated group (thus religious
married couples in Ireland serve as an extra cosgargroup). We also run
specifications where we include singles as an mmhdit control group. The married and

single samples, as well as religiosity, are defiagtbefore.

2.4 Saving measur es

The aggregate specifications use national savitgs ras a percentage of GDP as the
dependent variable. There are three measuresiohabsavings available: gross national
saving, private sector saving, and household savihgortunately, household saving
rates are not available for Ireland before 1996usThwe perform our macro-level
analysis with both national saving and private aeslaving rates. Figure 2 displays
private sector saving rates for Ireland, SpainthedJK between 1991 and 2001.

As for the individual-level analysis, the literaguinas typically measured savings
either as current income minus consumption, ohasiges in wealth holdings over time.
Both measures are deemed to be very noisy as sslilgect to substantial measurement
error. Our micro data sources, however, lack go@Asures of either consumption or
wealth. They do, however, include a range of indicaof saving behavior, both at the
household and the individual level. We thus usetao$ binary variables that we think
capture the propensity to save of households adididuals, but we cannot attempt to

construct continuous measures of saving rates.
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The appendix reports the exact definition of ladl variables used to construct our
saving indicators. The household-level variabledude two alternative measures of
whether a household saves a positive fraction ef ihcome. One is derived from the
answers to whether the household is “able to s@\8dve2”), while the other is derived
from a more detailed question that asks whethersidering the household’s income and
expenses, at the end of the month there is morieyhkg the household members can
save (“Save”). A third household-level saving iradar measures negative savings by
indicating households that are currently repayiegtdther than mortgage payments or
credit card debt (“Debt”).

Descriptive statistics for the household-level nuees of savings are shown in
table 3 (panel a). The two binary indicators of ifpes household savings show
significant differences in levels, suggesting theasing of the question may have an
effect on reporting. For instance, in the pre-nefoperiod, 50% of non-religious
households report being “able to save”, but onl%32port that there is usually money
left at the end of the month that household memtemnssave.

At the individual level, we use a binary indicatamstructed from a question that
asks whether an individual's savings, in the banlother financial institutions, have
increased over the previous 12 months (“Savingease”). This variable is closer to the
standard definition of saving and is phrased maoeeipely. Summary statistics for this
variable can be found in table 3 (panel b). Betbeereform, about 21% of all individuals
in the sample reported an increase in their savongs the previous year.

We also report the results for some additional ddpet variables that we think

may be indicative of saving-related behavior. Fmstance, a household may increase

12



savings by reducing the consumption of goods ovises in the market by producing
them at home. We thus create a binary indicatoestalalue 1 if the household reports
significant savings (more than 1,000 pounds a yaeanyed from do-it-yourself repairs or
other home production activities (“DIY savings”).

One may also think of housing wealth as a sourcawings. We thus include an
indicator of house ownership (as well as one faosd-house ownership) as additional
dependent variables. There are also other duréidésnay be thought of as wealth, thus
we also run specifications for car ownership. Dipsiee statistics for these additional

dependent variables can be found in table 3 (panel

3. Results

3.1 Aggregate multi-country analysis

The evolution of the private saving rate as a peege of GDP in Ireland, Spain and the
UK between 1991 and 2001 can be found in Figurehis period covers 5 years before
and 5 years after the legalization of divorce ieldnd. In the mid-1990’s, all three
countries had private saving rates around 20% d? GD

We estimate simple diff-in-diff specifications wieethe dependent variable is the
log of the private saving rate, and report the lteso table 2 (columns 1 to 3). The first
column includes only the UK as a control countrfjlesthe second adds Spain and the
third also includes France and Germany.

On average, private savings declined after 1996@Herthree sets of countries.
However, relative to the control countries, privavings increased significantly in

Ireland after 1996. The size of this (relative)rease was about 20% relative to the UK,
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down to 13% when including Spain as an additioramitol, and 10% when adding
Germany and Francé.

A longer time series is available for the aggregat#onal saving rate, running
from 1988 to 2007. The results of specificatiors tse the log of this measure of saving
rates as a dependent variable are reported in caldihthrough 7. The results show that
the Irish saving rate increased after 1996 by 38Htive to the UK (col. 4). The size of
the estimated effect remains almost unchanged whennclude additional control
countries: Spain (col. 5), France and Germany @gland finally also Italy and Portugal
(col. 7). The estimated effects are strongly sigaift’’

Thus, we find that the saving rate in Ireland iased significantly after 1996,
and this increase was significantly higher thant thgperienced by other European
countries (where in fact saving rates were stablgealining). The next subsections will
provide some evidence that this relative increassaving rates may have had something

to do with the 1996 legalization of divorce.

3.2 Religious families as control group

Descriptives
Table 3 (panel a) shows some descriptive statigbcsthe Irish household sample,
separately for religious and non-religious houseéfoblnd for the pre and post-reform

years. Religious households are defined as thossenmboth partners report going to

16 We also run specifications that include a linémettrend, but the trend is never significant at 10%
level and its inclusion barely changes the mageitoicthe estimated effects.

" We also run aggregate saving rates specificafmrthe restricted 1991-2001 period. The resulés ar
similar to those in cols. 1-3, with estimated efifeaf .203, .200 and .222, respectively, all sthpng
significant. Including linear trends in all specétions does not significantly alter the results] the trend
is typically not significant.
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church at least once a week in the first intervidws the religiosity indicator is time-
invariant for a given family.

Note that non-religious households are youngen tiefigious ones (by about 5
years on average), have slightly lower income, slightly smaller household size (due
to slightly smaller number of children). Thus itlmbe important to control for these
factors.

Note also that non-religious families are lesglijjkto save and more likely to be
in debt than religious ones. Before the reform, 58%eligious families reported positive
savings, compared with 50% of non-religious onefierA1996, the proportion of
households that reported positive savings increfgdabth treatment and control groups.

The descriptives for the individual sample areorggd in table 3 (panel b). The
proportion of all individuals that reported an iease in their savings over the previous
year was between 21 and 22 percent before themeforboth groups. Again, treated
individuals are younger, have lower income and Enabusehold sizes than the control
group. After 1996, the proportion reporting thatithsavings were increasing rose for
both groups.

Figures 3.a through 3.d show the year-by-year uthmi of the four main
individual-level measures of saving behavior fdigieus and non-religious marriages
(and singles). Both indicators of positive housdhsévings were higher for religious
families before 1996, and both display a positrend for both groups over the whole
period. However, after 1996 it appears that theemee is steeper among non-religious
marriages. The proportion of households in debteappto peak in 1997 for all three

groups, declining subsequently. Finally, the praparof individuals reporting increases

15



in their savings evolves very similarly for all ggs until 1997, but from then on non-
religious married individuals are more likely tocrease their savings than religious
marriages and singles. The next section reportseblts of a more formal regression

analysis.
Regression Results

The main regression results for the household saiamgl reported in tables 4 and 5, while
table 6 shows the results for the individual samflable 4 focuses on the binary
dependent variable “Save”. Results are reportedsteral different specifications.
Columns 1 through 5 include only the married samplee first specification is linear
and includes no control variables, thus the resatsbe interpreted as pure differences in
means, straight from figure 3.a. Married househaldse significantly more likely to
save after 1996, while religious families saved entbian non-religious ones. After 1996,
non-religious families increased their propensdysave by almost 5 percentage points,
relative to non-religious ones.

Column 2 includes age, age squared and age cubedomtrols, with no
substantial changes in the main coefficients. Thdull set of controls is added (col. 3),
including educational attainment dummies (for thesbdand), a linear time trend, log
household size and log household income (coeffisigot reported). Some of these
variables, however, could be determined endogenoumsiich calls for some caution
when interpreting these results. More educated higther-income households are
significantly more likely to save, while larger fdims are less likely to. The time trend is
not significant, and neither is age once all theeotcontrols are included. The effect of

interest is now estimated at almost 6 percentagego
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Column 4 reports the marginal effects from a Rrspecification that includes the
more plausibly exogenous controls (age and edugafide estimated effect remains at 6
percentage points. Finally, column 5 includes hbake fixed-effects. Even then, the
estimated effect is a significant 4 percentagetgoin

The last specification includes singles as antmgil control groug® The results
show that non-religious married couples were 3 gr@age points more likely to save
after 1996, relative to both religious marriaged aimgles.

Table 5 reports the coefficients on the interacterm between “Post” and “Non-
religious” for the remaining household-level depemdvariables and several different
specifications. Each row reports the results folifeerent outcome variable. The results
go in the same direction as those in table 4. T#worsd indicator of a household’s
propensity to save (“Save2”) increased by 3 to fce@age points more for treated
relative to control families after divorce was |legad. We also find that non-religious
families were significantly less likely to be inldteafter the reform, relative to religious
ones (and singles), by 3 to 6 percentage points.

Regressions are also estimated for the indicatof'do-it-yourself’ related
savings, as well as for house and car ownershipfildethat after 1996, non-religious
marriages were more likely to report “do-it-youf$ekelated savings and were more
likely to own a house and a car, relative to thatad groups. We find no effect on
second-house ownership.

Table 6 reports the results for the individual swea of saving behavior, “Savings
increase”. We report the results for specificatitret include both men and women, but

we also ran separate specifications for husbandsisevives. The control variables show

18 Note that we do not separate singles by religiosit
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the same patterns as in the household-level spattdns (coefficients not reported).
Older, more educated individuals are more likelygport savings increases. Females are
significantly less likely to report increases ieithsavings than men. Individuals in non-
religious households are less likely to report éases in their savings, especially men.
The overall propensity to save increased signitigaafter 1996.

Non-religious individuals were significantly moridly to report increases in
their savings after 1996, relative to religious ®as well as singles, by 2 to 4 percentage
points. The size of the effect is not significardifferent for men and women.

One may also be interested in the timing of theneded effects. We run
additional specifications where we interact nomngrelis marriages with each single year
after 1996, instead of with a single post-reformicator. The results for the three main
measures of saving behavior are reported in Tapferthe fixed-effects specification.
The coefficient estimates suggest that the efféotsease over time for the three
outcomes. In 1997, the effects are essentially, zmrooming positive but small in 1998
(and still not significantly different from zerojhe estimated effects become significant
in 1999, and they increase in magnitude in 2000204 .

In sum, we find that married households in Irelarede more likely to save after
1996, and this increase was significantly higheromagnnon-religious families. Non-
religious households were also less likely to incudebt relative to religious married
households and singles. Also, individuals were iiggantly more likely to report that
their savings had increased over the previous wflar 1996, and this increase was

higher for non-religious individuals. The resultaggest that non-religious married
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individuals in Ireland became more likely to saveldtive to religious ones as well as

singles) after 1996, the time when divorce wasliezgd.

3.3 Individual-level, multi-country analysis
Descriptives
Table 8 shows some summary statistics for the tboeeatry sample, separately for
Ireland, Spain and the UK and for the pre and pefstrn periods. Before the reform,
saving rates were much higher in the UK than itairé or Spain (68% compared with
33-35%). Before 1997, saving rates were increasiath in Ireland and in Spain,
although the increase was steeper in Spain. Theopron of households in debt before
the reform was lowest in Spain.

The age profile is similar in the three countrighjle income levels (expressed in
euros) were similar in the UK and Ireland but digantly lower in Spain. Household
size was highest in Ireland. After 1996, the prgitgnto save increased in all three

countries, while the proportion of households ibtdemained essentially flat.
Regression Results

The regression results for the three-country sarapereported in tables 9 and 10. The
control variables show similar patterns as in thshl sample. Higher education is
associated with a higher propensity to save amvarl likelihood of being in debt, while
the age profile has low significance levels.

After 1996, the propensity to save of married designcreased in Ireland by
about 4 percentage points, relative to the UK apdir§ and this effect was significant

(table 8, cols. 1 and 2). In fact, this effect iegtty driven by the comparison to the UK.
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When including only the UK as a control countrye #stimated effect is a significant 9
percentage points, while it is only a less sigaific2 points relative to Spain (not shown).

Columns 3 and 4 show the results when using niogiees Irish couples as the
treated group. Since the ECHP does not includecthech attendance variable, we
cannot separate couples by religiosity in the UK &pain. These specifications also
include an indicator for Ireland interacted withnA@ligious (not reported). The results
show that married couples were more likely to savieland after 1996 relative to the
other countries, but this increase was more procedimamong non-religious households.
The estimated effect is between 4 and 5 percemtaigés.

Finally, the last two columns show the results mwhiecluding singles as an
additional control group? These regressions now include a dummy for married
interacted with each country, plus an indicator fiearried interacted with post-1996
(common for all countries), the interaction betwéshand and non-religious marriages,
and the quadruple interaction of Ireland, marriedn-religious and post. The results
show that married individuals save more than segiall three countries (not reported),
while savings increased overall after 1996, andiBaantly more for married individuals
relative to singles (not reported). We also findttthe increase in the propensity to save
was significantly more pronounced in Ireland (bpétcentage points). Moreover, non-
religious married individuals in Ireland increasduir propensity to save more than
religious couples and singles in Ireland, relatteethe other countries, by about 4
percentage points.

Table 10 shows the results for the remaining degeindariables. The first two

columns include only married couples and do noas#p by religiosity, while columns 3

9 Note that singles are not broken down by religjosi
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and 4 include singles and also break down Irishriedchicouples by religiosity. Focusing
on the most complete specification in column 4,find that non-religious marriages in
Ireland were less likely to be in debt after 19@8ative to the control group of singles
and religious couples in Ireland as well as maraed single households in the UK and

Spain. We also find a positive effect on the likebhd of owning a house and a car.

3.4 Additional specifications and robustness checks

We have estimated a number of alternative spetiica as robustness checks. All
individual-level regressions have been estimatadgua probit, a logit and a linear
probability model, with no significant differenceédoreover, we estimate specifications
with and without individual fixed effects. The imsion of the individual fixed effects
affects the coefficients of interest surprisinglitld, and typically does not alter the
significance level.

We have also explored some variations in the samselection and the control
variables included. For instance, we have seletttedsample based on the age of the
husband or on the age of the wife, and have indwadea control the age of the husband,
the age of the wife or both at once. These vanatimade little difference in the results.
We also tried including additional control variahlsuch as the aggregate unemployment
rate instead of a time trend, which barely affe¢tedmain coefficients.

Perhaps more relevant were the specificationsubed alternative definitions of
religiosity. Our main definition of “untreated” hsehold includes couples where both
husband and wife report going to chuatheast once a week in the first interview (66%

of the married sample). A more strict definitionwa include couples where both report
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going to churchmore than once a week, but that would account for atlgut 5% of the
sample. A less strict definition would include ctagowhere at least one of them goes to
church once a week, but this would include alm@&8 Df married households. Finally,
we could classify as religious couples those whmth report going to church at least
once a month (76% of the sample). Using this legst definition barely alters the
magnitude of the estimated effects, which beconghtyy stronger for some of the
dependent variables, as would be expetted.

We also experimented with different clusteringatgies in the individual-level
specifications, to account for the fact that tHevant variation is over time and by group
(treated versus control). Allowing the residualsb® correlated within year and group
reduces the significance of the estimated effestgxpected.

The main specification excludes couples who endliuprcing or separating by
2001. When we estimate specifications that incltiee separating couples, the effect
typically gets stronger; indicating that those rhehads adjust their saving behavior
(while still married) more than the couples whordi break up, as would be expected.
However, we observe few separations in the dats&chaay explain why the size of the
coefficient only changes slightly.

The baseline results include all years betweerd 1881 2001, but we also try
dropping years 1996 and 1997, the “reform yearsiis Weakens the estimated effects

slightly, but they remain mostly significant.

2 Other definitions that we have tried use multipkerviews for each household (as in “both spogge®
church at least once a week in all interviews”)use different thresholds for each spouse (ashia “t
husband goes to church at least once a week andifthgoes more than once a week”). These resiuited
small changes in the “treated” sample but did filgicathe results substantially.
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Finally, when using families in other countries esmparison groups, we
explored using only Spain and only the UK as cdrtomuntries?* The estimated effect

was smaller and less significant when using onlgitsps a control country.

4. Conclusions

We have shown that the propensity to save incresigmificantly in Ireland after 1996,
relative to other European countries. This incremas significantly higher among non-
religious married couples, compared with religiaunges, and also relative to unmarried
individuals.

One possible reason for this increase in the ppeto save of Irish married
individuals is the legalization of divorce that koplace in 1996, which increased the risk
of marital breakup, especially for non-religiousnfies. These results are consistent with
married individuals increasing their precautionaayings in anticipation of a potential
divorce.

We estimate that an increase in the risk of masgglaration of about 40% led to
a significant rise in the proportion of married Beholds reporting positive savings (of 7-
8% or 10-13%, depending on the saving indicatoduddarried couples became 10 to
13% less likely to be in debt, and were about 17&tenikely to report that their overall
savings had increased over the previous year.

This suggests that divorce legislation may affemt enly marital breakup rates

and the income of individuals directly affected aydivorce, but also the economic

2L \We also explored using all other EU15 countriesagrols.
22 Regression results for all the alternative speaifons in this section are available from the argtupon
request.
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behavior of individuals who stay married, who majuat to the change in the risk of
future marital separation. Previous studies haggested that one channel of adjustment
is likely to be labor supply, and we provide evidethat saving behavior may also adjust
significantly. The increase in savings can of ceutake place both directly through
changes in consumption, or indirectly through iases in labor supply that in turn
increase household income.

In order to tease out these channels, we havesatsnated parallel specifications
where the dependent variables are labor supply kangsehold income. The results
suggest that both men and women increased thair falpply significantly following the
legalization of divorce, with increases in employinef 4 to 8 percent. This resulted in
an average increase in household income of abpat@nt®

Some caveats of our analysis are worth mentiorkingt, in our individual-level
analysis we are only able to use binary indicatdrsaving activity, thus cannot draw
conclusions about changes in the individual savaig as a proportion of household
income. Second, we lack a true control group withiedand, thus our analysis uses
alternative “comparison groups”, but the resultsymuaderstate the true effect if the
comparison group is also partially affected by légal change. And third, we only have
access to few pre-reform years, and are thus unahbtentrol for long-term pre-reform
trends, which would strengthen our identificatidrategy. Although we have performed
a number of robustness checks, these caveats sutigésthe results should be

interpreted with caution, and further studies auired to confirm their robustness.

% More detailed regression results are availablmfiiee authors upon request.
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Appendix. Variable Definition

A.Livingin Ireland Survey

1) ZH37 Save (Household File)
When you consider your household's usual incomi@mwne hand and its expenses on
the other would you say that there is usually sameey left which household members
can save?

YES i 1
No (or very little)......cccceees vvenn.nn .2

2) ZH28 37 Save2 (Household File)
Here is a list of things which a person might havée able to do. [Int. Show Card HB]
Could you tell me which of the things listed yowear can avail of?

- Able to save?

3) ZH29 Debt (Household File)

Do you or anyone in your househaigtrently have to repay debts from hire purchases or
any other loans, apart from any mortgage or loameoted with the house and apart

from outstanding credit card debts?

YES o 1
NO (e, 2
MiSSINg.....cccvvieninnnnnn. 9

4) 22364 Savingsincrease (Individual File)

| would like you to consider, in general, all trevigs you have (both in your own name
and jointly with other household members) in th@lBauilding Society, Post Office,
Credit Union, Savings Bank or in Savings CertifesatSavings Bonds or Prize Bonds.
How does your TOTAL balance in all these saving®mjocompare with what it was 12
months ago? Would you say, in general, that it ..ay@s 2-8 only]

Increased a Lot ........ccocevvvvivniiinnnnns 1
Increased a Little..............c........... 2
Remained the Same..................... 3
Fell a Little........coooevvvviiiiieeeinnn, 4
Fella Lot ..cocoeeieeiiiiiiiiciccei 5
Missing ......ocovvviviiiiinnen . 9

5) (ZH46_1+ ZH46 2+ ZH46 3) DIY savings (Household File)

Would you say that any of the following resultsaiggnificant saving (of say IRE1,000
or more each year) in your household’s expenditure

ZH46_1 ... Consuming food you produce on your owmfar garden Yes/ No
ZH46_2 ... Consuming goods from your business (atiem farming) Yes/ No
ZH46_3 ... Saving money by carrying out any form ofrfe production, repairs,
maintenance, all forms of DIY etc. Yes/No
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6) ZH11 House ownership (Household File)

Does your household own this dwelling or are ydereant or sub-tenant? If you own, or
are purchasing, please say whether the purchasthweagh a local authority or with a
private mortgage (or no mortgage).

Owner (or purchasing) — not Local Authority......... 1
Owner (or purchasing) — Local Authority.............. 2
Accommodation provided rent-free.....................3
Tenant/subtenant..................coei i 4

7) ZH28 9 Car (Household File)
Here is a list of things which a person might havée able to do. [Int. Show Card HB]
Could you tell me which of the things listed yow&ar can avail of?

- Hascar?

8) ZH28 49 Second house (Household File)
Here is a list of things which a person might havée able to do. [Int. Show Card HB]
Could you tell me which of the things listed yowear can avail of?

- Has second home?

B. European Community Household Panel

1) HF013 Save (Household file)
Is there normally some money left to save (congsidenousehold’s income and

expenses)
YeS..ooooviviiinnl
No or very little........ 2

2) HF0O01 Debt (Household file)

(Repay Debts Other than Mortgage)

Does anybody in the household presently have tayrdpbts from hire purchase or
loans, etc., not connected with the house? To ektant is this a burden on the
household?

Yes, repayment a heavy burden..................ccooiiiii 1
Yes, repayment somewhat a burden..............ccooeiiii i, 2
Yes, repayment not a problem..............ccooi i 3
Yes, repayment, but whether a burden or not is owkn.......... 4
No, does not have to repay..........ccoevvviviieiii i i i e D

3) HA023 House (Household File)
(Tenure Status)
Does your household own this dwelling or do you r&h
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Tenant/subtenant, payingrent..........................

Accommodation is provided rent-free............ 3.
Not applicable................cooiiiiiiiiiin -8

4) HBOO01 Car (Household File)
Possession of a car or van (for private use):

YES. i 1

No- cannot afford................. 2
No- other reason.................. 3
No- reason unknown............. 4

Not applicable....................-8
MissiNg.......coovveivnnnnnnn . F9

5) HB007 House2 (Householf File)

Possession of a second home (e.g. for vacation):

D S T 1

No- cannot afford................. 2
No- other reason.................. 3
No- reason unknown............. 4

Not applicable....................-8
MissiNg.......ccoevviiinineen . ”9
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Figure 2. Gross Private Sector Saving as % of G2Rynd, Spain and UK, 1991-2001
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Table 48.
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Figure 3. Individual-level Saving Measures, Ireldr@®4-2001
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3.b) Save2
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3.c) Debt
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3.d) Savings Increase
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Table 1. Separation and divorce rates by religrosieland 1994-2001

1994-95 1997-2001 Difference
Religious 1.181 1.552 0.371
(0.108) (0.124) (0.164)

Nonreligious 3.059 4.278 1.219 **
(0.172) (0.202) (0.265)

Difference 1.878 ** 2,726 ** 0.848 **
(0.203) (0.237) (0.312)

Note: The main body of the table show the percentdghe population aged 18 to 65
(by religiosity) who reported being either sepadate divorced in each time period.

"Religious” is defined as "attends church at lesste a week". Two asterisks indicate
99% significance.
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Table 2. Aggregate saving sate results

Log Private Saving Rate

Log Aggregate National Saving Rate

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Post-1996 -0.1729 *** -0.1018 **  -0.0703 *** -0.0004 0.0241 -0.0003 -0.057 **
(0.0551) (0.0405) (0.0229) (0.0390) (0.0234) (0.0166) (0.0197)
Ireland*Post-
1996 0.2003 ** 0.1292 * 0.0976 * 0.3009 0.2763 *** 0.3007 *** 0.3574 ***
(0.0779) (0.0701) (0.0513) (0.0552) (0.0408) (0.0377) (0.0530)
N 22 33 55 38 58 98 138
Years 1991-2001 1988-2007
Control UK, UK, Spain, UK, Spain, UK, Spain, Germany,
countries UK Spain Germany, France UK UK, Spain Germany, France France, Italy, Portugal

Note: All regressions include individual countrynalonies.

Source: Eurostat for private saving rates, OECDafigregate saving rates.
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Table 3. Summary statistics, Irish married sambpierfg in Ireland Survey).

3.a) Household-level variables

Religious Nonreligious
Pre (1994- Post (1997- Pre (1994- Post (1997-
1996) 2001) 1996) 2001)

Save 0.3406 0.4477 0.3169 0.4708
Save2 0.5526 0.7182 0.4975 0.6919
Debt 0.3575 0.3880 0.4433 0.4208
DIY savings 0.4286 0.2623 0.3851 0.2551
House 0.9423 0.9504 0.8249 0.8572
Car 0.9231 0.9554 0.8144 0.9008
2nd house 0.0681 0.1106 0.0692 0.0966
Age of husband 47.90 49.91 42.07 44.97
Univ. Degree 0.133 0.144 0.200 0.201
Hh income (pounds per

week) 418.55 576.42 399.24 565.54
Hh size 4.55 4.38 4.30 4.37
N 3952 4376 2010 2630

3.b) Individual-level variables
Religious Nonreligious
Pre (1995- Post (1997- Pre (1995- Post (1997-
1996) 2001) 1996) 2001)

Savings increase 0.2140 0.2786 0.2208 0.3077
Age 47.35 49.33 41.44 44.32
Univ. Degree 0.122 0.128 0.178 0.188
Hh income (pounds per

week) 431.96 570.04 411.17 568.32
Hh size 4.48 4.31 4.30 4.35
N 4985 9274 2486 4771
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Table 4. Regression results, Irish household sandplgendent variable “Save”

1 2 3 4 5 6
Post-1996 0.1071 *** 0.1071 *** -0.0039 0.0994  *** 0.0999 *** 0.1085 ***
(0.0107) (0.0107) (0.0167) (0.0109) (0.0096) (0.0060)
Non-religious -0.0237 * -0.0258 * -0.047  **= -0.0418 ***
(0.0133) (0.0136) (0.0124) (0.0142)
Non-rel.*Post 0.0468 *** 0.0499 *** 0.0567 *** 0.0599 *** 0.0398 ** 0.0312 **
(0.0182) (0.0182) (0.0165) (0.0193) (0.0163) (0.0145)
Religious Religious Religious Religious Rel. marriages and
Control group  marriages marriages marriages marriages Religious marriages singles
Age, age
Control squared, age Age and
variables None cubed All education None
Linear, indiv. fixed- Linear, indiv. fixed-
Specification Linear Linear Linear Probit (m.e.) effects effects
N 12698 12698 12675 12698 12698 29759

Note: The married sample includes all couples redrbefore 1996 and never separated or divorcedsihigees sample includes all
never married individuals who do not change mastalus. Marginal effects reported in the Probécsjcation. One asterisk
indicates a 90% confidence level, two indicate 988 three indicate 99%. "All" controls in col.r®lude age, age squared, age

cubed, four educational attainment dummies, aiheee trend, log household size and log houselmadme.
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Table 5. Regression results, Irish household sarépllependent variables

1 2 3 4

Save2 0.0312 * 0.0395 ** 0.0266 0.0325 **
(0.0182) (0.0158) (0.0164) (0.0142)

Debt -0.05 w* -0.0594  *** -0.0258 * -0.0434  ***
(0.0179) (0.0174) (0.0154) (0.0151)

DIY savings 0.029 0.0561 *** 0.0241 0.0414 ***
(0.0182) (0.0172) (0.0155) (0.0149)

House 0.0036 0.0224 *** 0.0033 0.044 ***
(0.0074) (0.0052) (0.0096) (0.0062)

Car 0.0111 0.0487 *** 0.0272  *** 0.0487 ***
(0.0074) (0.0072) (0.0097) (0.0078)

2nd house -0.0137 -0.009 -0.007 0.0007
(0.0093) (0.0098) (0.0082) (0.0083)

Control Religious Religious Rel. marriages Rel. marriages and

group marriages marriages and singles singles

Control Age and Age and

variables education None education None

Specification Probit (m.e.) LPM w. f-e Probit (m.e.) LPM w. f-e

N 12698 12698 29759 29759

Note: The coefficients reported correspond to theraction between “post-1996” and
“treated” (nonreligious) in cols. 1 and 2, and “pt896”, “married” and “nonreligious”

for cols. 3 and 4. The married sample includesaliples married before 1996 and never
separated or divorced. The singles sample inclalegver married individuals who do
not change marital status. Marginal effects regbirtethe Probit specifications. Also
included in the regressions are the separate dusroriépost-1996” and “treated”, and a
dummy for “single” in specifications 3 and 4. Orgtagisk indicates a 90% confidence
level, two indicate 95%, and three indicate 99%.
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Table 6. Regression results, Irish individual sengependent variable “Savings

increase”
1 2 3
Post-1996 0.0635 *** 0.0653 *** 0.0651 ***
(0.0076) (0.0078) (0.0059)
Non-
religious -0.0041
(0.0114)
Non-
rel.*Post 0.0245 * 0.0368 *** 0.0370 ***
(0.0140) (0.0135) (0.0126)
Control Religious Rel. marriages and
group marriages Religious marriages singles
Sex, age and
Control variables educ. None None
Linear, indiv. fixed- Linear, indiv. fixed-
Specification Probit (m.e.) effects effects
N 21516 21516 35775

Note: The married sample includes all individuarned before 1996 and never
separated or divorced. The singles sample inclalegver married individuals who do
not change marital status. Marginal effects regbtethe Probit specification. One
asterisk indicates a 90% confidence level, twodati 95%, and three indicate 99%.
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Table 7. Regression results over time, Irish mdrs@mple, 1994-2001

Savings
Save Save2 Increase
Nonrel.*1997 -0.0288 -0.0137 -0.0039
(0.0212) (0.0206) (0.0168)
Nonrel.*1998 0.0125 0.0186 0.0203
(0.0223) (0.0216) (0.0176)
Nonrel.*1999 0.0453 * 0.0587 ** 0.0780 ***
(0.0239) (0.0232) (0.0188)
Nonrel*2000 0.1216 *** 0.0877 *** 0.0506 ***
(0.0247) (0.0240) (0.0193)
Nonrel*2001 0.1694 *** 0.1329 *** 0.0977 ***
(0.0255) (0.0248) (0.0199)
Religious Religious Religious
Control group marriages marriages marriages
Control
variables None None None
Linear, indiv. Linear, indiv. Linear, indiv.
Specification fixed-effects fixed-effects fixed-effects
N 12698 12698 21516

Note: The sample includes all individuals marriedobe 1996 and never separated or
divorced. One asterisk indicates a 90% confideacel] two indicate 95%, and three
indicate 99%.
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Table 8. Summary statistics, three-country marseaiple

Ireland Spain UK
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Save 0.3326 0.4558 0.3469 0.4621 0.6820 0.7214
Debt 0.3864 0.3995 0.2601 0.2599 0.3999 0.3759
House 0.9027 0.9178 0.8255 0.8762 0.8409 0.8580
Car 0.8864 0.9363 0.8678 0.9052 0.9272 0.9520
2nd house 0.0684 0.1057 0.1826 0.2037 0.1101 0.0987
Age 45.94 48.18 46.02 47.55 44.93 47.29
Univ. Degree 0.155 0.164 0.177 0.191 0.388 0.506
Hh income

(euros) 25381 33557 16637 20241 25149 38498
Hh size 4.43 4.38 3.93 3.95 3.32 3.38
N 5962 6736 11387 12380 4739 6688

Source: Living in Ireland Survey for Ireland, ECI? the UK and Spain.
Note: The sample includes all individuals marriedfobe 1996, younger than 65 and
never separated or divorced.
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Table 9. Regression results, three-country sandpleendent variable “Save”

1 2 3 4 5 6
Post-1996 0.0814 *** 0.0693  *** 0.0816 *** 0.0693 *** 0.0422 *** 0.0431 ***

(0.0051) (0.0045) (0.0051) (0.0045) (0.0048) (0.0047)
Ireland*Post 0.0402 *** 0.0443 *** 0.0232 ** 0.0306 *** 0.0767 *** 0.0717 ***

(0.0098) (0.0094) (0.0115) (0.0111) (0.0088) (0.0094)
Ireland*Post*Nonrel. 0.0505 *** 0.0398 **

(0.0176) (0.0172)
Ireland*Post*Nonrel.*Married 0.048 *** 0.0398 **
(0.0178) (0.0174)

Non-rel. mar. in Ireland, married in UK Non-rel. mar. in Ireland, married in UK and

Control group Married couples in UK and Spain and Spain Spain, singles in Ire., UK and Sp.
Age and Age and Age and
Control variables education None education None education None
Linear, indiv. Linear, indiv. Linear, indiv.
Specification Linear fixed-effects Linear fixed-effects Linear fixed-effects
N 47892 47892 47892 47892 106636 106636

Note: The married sample includes all couples redrpefore 1996 and never separated or divorcedamSthe UK and Ireland. The
singles sample includes all never married indivisiweho do not change marital status in Spain, tdeabld Ireland. One asterisk
indicates a 90% confidence level, two indicate 98f@ three indicate 99%. All specifications includeintry dummies.
Specifications 3 to 6 also include a dummy fordrel*Nonreligious. Specifications 5 and 6 also idel@lummies for
Married*country, Married*Post, and Ireland*Post*Nliad.
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Table 10. Regression results, three-country samMpdependent variables

1 2 3 4
Debt 0.0225 ** 0.0377 *** -0.0486  *** -0.0594  *x*
(0.0096) (0.0094) (0.0170) (0.0169)
House -0.0244  *** -0.0238 *** 0.0213 0.0224 **
(0.0069) (0.0042) (0.0139) (0.0089)
Car 0.0205 *** 0.0250 *** 0.0595 *** 0.0487 ***
(0.0059) (0.0030) (0.0132) (0.0093)
2nd house 0.0277 *** 0.0195 *** -0.0153 -0.0090
(0.0071) (0.0057) (0.0129) (0.0108)
Control Non-rel. mar. in Ireland, married in UK
group Married, UK and Spain and Spain, singles in Ire., UK and Sp.
Control Age and Age and
variables education None education None
Specification Linear LPM w. f-e Linear LPM w. f-e
N 47892 47892 106636 106636

Note: The coefficients reported correspond to theraction between “post-1996” and
Ireland in cols. 1 and 2, and Ireland, “post-1996&iarried” and “nonreligious” for cols.

3 and 4. The married sample includes all couplesiethbefore 1996 and never
separated or divorced in Spain, the UK and Ireldie. singles sample includes all never
married individuals who do not change marital statuSpain, the UK and Ireland. One
asterisk indicates a 90% confidence level, twodatli 95%, and three indicate 99%. All
specifications include country dummies and a durfonypost-1996”. Specifications 3
and 4 also include dummies for Ireland*Post, Marroeuntry, Married*Post, and
Ireland*Post*Married.
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