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Background

WhEREEIE D\ © R R BEIE A\
7 X)) AT 1970 =LA 5 2010 F=ARICH T T, BEE DO REN RS (Mutual Consent
Divorce, MCD) Hh 5 BB EB#IE (Unilateral Divorce, UD) (221 L 7=.
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» BHSEHIE (UD): RS OHRED A CTREIERTAE
BEETHIEDZEIL

» FEIETHFOFRRICEE S XIS DDV
> TR DITE), FICANBANDREICREZ 5 XI5 5D

3/26



Stylized Facts

FX 1 BEEEBRIENTERVEBRERNIREZ RS T

SATHRZCH S, BEBISEE L, 2250 T =70\ (non-contractible), D & D B 5% 5 T TR LS
WARARBZT D TERCEZ NS AENLHIFUTOLSZH D,

» FEADHERE
» BLBEDOF v ) 7L ANERNDIRE

Stevenson and Wolfers (2006) T, BEEEEZEA L 12N T, BLEE D ABNEARNDEREDH
DL EAREINTLS.
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Stylized Facts

FXE2: BEEHBIIRHAEZ(RET S
BERIBEOBAICL3FBBEOZ L Z R O, UTORIBH ' 2E 2 3.

Edp, = Zki BEUD ) g(am) + B5 (BAPy X UDS ) 56m) )| + Stam) + Tg(m) + Ogm) X EdPy + €5
Ed® ,Ed #1987 7L m D Wife, Husband OD#E B E#

t(m): F&EH v I m OFEIEE 2 ELUR)

g(m): ¥E& v 7L m D FFIM

UDf: ¢+ k FICEERHE (UD) NEASNI L ER I H S —E#

kekel{{. —10},{-9,—8},....{—2,—1},0,{1,2},...,{10,..}}

PSID 0 1968-1992 |ZHEME L 1= DFTBED Y TILD T — 2 EBWVWTHE

vV v v v Vv Vv

"FRX DR EBRB DD, FIIEKIBEOFEBR DT —XZAVTWVWADT, t(m), g(m) EWSIREZHWLTWLS,

(B2 mISHLT, BBB L g DT — AN BBOITIEAV) £, EHOEIZ §, )L ENTVD X &4 L THREE
0. g x Edh,, CWSRED g 1355 <2 S —BHBOT, 5, DERDBOANBYIO & S IZBDONS.
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Stylized Facts
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Fic. 1.—UD and assortativeness in education for newlyweds.
& N /
BRHEDEALR:

» ROBBFHICT T E2EZOHBFHOMET g5 ERICEMNLTVDS
» FIREEOERDERE ST EBIRTES

6/26



A\Y

- J—XDTEE ¢ Imperfectly Transferable Utility (ITU)

1 Becker-Coase Theorem (BCT) MwE S (Chiappori et al., 2015)

'MCD H UD DMNEBEERICEZEZ S5 X730 WD BCT ICIFATDOREDNNETH B.
1. ABEMONEER I CRRERREE (TU) TH D
). SHADBED BB R D AIEE T H 5
3. MEUERF C BEIER OB ORBEXRH[E—TH 5 A OEBMEDFE—)

» BCT IXEIB AT < Y, Becker (1991) TR S N8R AV 7HRIER
» Chiappori, lyigun, and Weiss (2015) |&, BCT #E T L L, KA R 2 ETILZ R LT
» Stylized facts T/R L TcERBHEDEAKRDZELIE, BCT Z KAET 2
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Stage: Matching Household life
—
t: 0 1 2 T
| Il Il { e e e e e — o _{_'
Allocations: Mam“y Sj € S Ctty Cmt, qt, kh Dt7 Tt
or single Cit
Resources:
(married) wee X [1 — k] + Wi
(single) Wit
(divorced female) Wyt + Ty
(divorced male) Wit — Ty

Fic. 2.—Life cycle of individual i € {f, m} type s.

T feX EBMm ey B ERE (X, Y ISEFIK)
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uf (Cre, Qs ki) = log(as (ege + *r k) + O

unj\g(cmu 4, kt) — log(Qt(Cmt)) + emf,t

c;r: BN i DELAEE (private consumption)

q,: NEBEFEE (public consumption)

ky BEFHRAI— k=02 51XFBHHZTEL

0 fms t: RIBRID match quality. LR DK SICTVH LT =0T B

vV v v Vv

(s5:5m)°
Hfm,t — Hfm,t—l + €rm,itr Efmit ™ N (07 o ! '

9/26



i
5

“?(waqt) = 10g<cftqt)
u??z (Cmt7 Qt> — 10g<cmtqz/)
> BEIERRIL, SToRIGEIEZFHFILBRVWECRE T 27D, v < 1 DEID 5N RNEBBZFD
He&

) = log(c;y)
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log w;, = log W, (s;) + ay (s, )exper;, + o' (s;)exper?, + az(s;) K, 1{G; = Y} + ¢,

Wi(s,): B0 DFSSSHE
exper;,. HENT5 TORERFLX
K, =Y by SR
_ G’
Eit = €1 T &ty Sit ™~ N(O,aé ) )

BELRA 2 ME

> a3 ISBERBOBEOAITERIND. ELVEXTIHDOBRE, KOB®RIFILEFTD
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HMETWEZEFIFRBEDERZERNCENDAETHD. LIEH > TEIRES S, &
Sy =0US8 ={0,hs,sc,c+}.
FRE s DEDECEE s € 8y 2 ERROMBISLIFTERX 5N S.
Sf S Sf S

P + By

ol Cat (5,,5) DEEEN S8 5N B DA THS. FREIC, 5, DEUDNTHBE s € S, %

SfS

Uyom = Uy™™ + By°m.

RIS ClE, s, DMF CHEE LICERORFNRIET TICSEZAoNTWVWDIEERD. TDOEIKT,
TEIETIZIE Bt TEMEIL WA DEKT) price takers THh 3.
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= AOEIEESYIIE
BA i DIREE Y L TORENA U {U;@,US’S} IFUTDOLSICRSNS.
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» 6. B |EF
» 05 DT A — i BB LN s, DIMEEFD non-economic 784 EXN B
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To SRR A D HRTF XN A
TR ERE (BERE £ CI3BHEE) ORBRTEL, U TOREBERIMKTT 5
=N K e gy 6y O } €D
» AT ERIORSRICE T BB Y T b
EIEREREIT w, ICEDVWTED a,(w,) ZRET 3.
ay(wy) = {ep (W), Cme(wy), 4 (wy), By (wy), Dy(wy), Ty (wy) | € A,

» D,(w,): BEEA = —. D, = 172 5 (XBHEIRRE
> 7, (w,): BEER DD DEADIZES
> ARV TIRILI T =L KD, BREL, BN r, TS & L TEEDZ AT
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TR T %
81T 5, OBEDLA T s, DM CHEE L 1BEOPIFDABIIU T TSNS,

U, = %7 E, Z 5((1 = D,)ud (a,(w)) + Dyub (a,(w))) (1)
subject to
E, tz: 61((1 — Dy)ul (a,(w)) + Dyuf (a,(w))) > T (2)
ZHERIDOBMERT 2) DT> a8EE N\ £ 5.
FEHH

Cpp T Copp +q = wft(‘*’)(l — k) + wp(w) if D, =0

T+ qp = wft(w) + T Ty = Wy (w) — 7 if Dy =1
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e EEE (MCD)

D, — 1 E, ZT t 5TUM(at+r( )) <K, ZT t 5TuD<at+r(w))7 El{a’t—l-r} ‘v’g c{f,m},t> ](4
L 0 otherW1se

> EDBEIEIC K o C better off § 28070 a,,,.(w) D'FET 255G, D, =1 L85
BEUERSE(S (divorce settlement) DIRE

max AP (u; ,(ay0) + 0B [vf pg11]) + (1= AP) (y, 1(a;0) + OB [vh 15, ])

a,pD

> ﬁ&?ﬁb\/ﬂ%m L7 tP T, mEDED 1F/N L — MIERPISRE &
> vl o, BERETRODHA P 4 1 U DIFIR DRI IRRE (autarky) @Tﬁﬁ@@@?&
> HEEENE (UD) DS EISBIETEI37 <, 9 CISFHBRIERE v, 0 ICBITT S
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D, = {O " ZT 5 "y’ (e (1)) 2 B ZT o "ul (@ (W), 3{at+r} Vg€ {fim},t> ](5

1 othervvlse

HB33# (renegotiation) DIRE

» —HHBEESIC K o T better off $23FE, N7 HEIEL, BEEZH<C N TES
» MBEDEEIC K o T better off 38979 a,,,.(w) &N, HEELEBEWVEE, D, =1
» IHEHREIE (MCD) OBE L, BN BIEIC K > T betteroff 25D T, BRI IE L7
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L Bt KEODREROTIIEERT 5. = (T T
) LMD AL THEBEEDZ A FADEID LT 4: 8 8 HUTEBT.

:U‘sf—>sm (T> — :usf<—sm (T) V(Sf, Sm) = 8*

:U‘sf :“sf—>(7)+ Z /*Lsf—>sm(T) st €S
S, ES
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» CC T EEBEORERA Y HYMEMEE L TIRDEWV, RERISRET D
» HEOEE & —E ML Reynoso (2024) D Appendix B T/RENTWL S

18 /26



Calibration
Constrained SMM

(TL,A) = ar gmi (M (11, A) — Data)’ V(M (II, A) — Data)

n
A
subject to

V(Sf, Sm) : :u’sf—>sm (H7 A) = /J’sf<—sm (H7 A)

TIF/SL— oA b A= {A" m} L PERDENS
S §r8m)E€S?
— B H (X Reynoso (2024) D Onlme Appendix B = &8

» ETILHD A DNTAX—RIME AZKDDTEHIZ, 252 DE—XV b ZAHAWVD.

» Gayle and Shephard (2019) ¥ [E#k(Z, Su and Judd (2012) IC& > TERIL T %
» REEBELE (MCD) OIBEDT—2 =AW TA)TL—>3>9 %
» $&RIE Reynoso (2024) @ Table 1 &M Z &
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Assortative Mating (1% %, MCD)

TABLE 2
INITIAL PARETO WEIGHTS UNDER MCD,
AVERAGED ACROSS MARRIAGE MARKETS

Sm
S/ hs sC ct+
hs .50 43 37
SC .64 .56 42
ct .66 b7 44

NoOTE.—s,and s, refer to the education of women and men,
respectively. Each cell shows the weighted average across mar-
kets of the MCD equilibrium initial female Pareto weight in
couple (ss s.), weighted by market size.

» CCTCld A= >\+1 € (0,1) ICEBEINTULD
» FEANAFVEEEVWSL— T T A N (B5H)
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BN/ BEIE (UD) ORE
[BIXELE (Assortative Mating)

» BEEERE (UD) O

TABLE 3
ExXcESS MARRIAGES RELATIVE TO RANDOM MATCHING BY MARRIAGE MARKET

MCD UD FuLL MODEL MCD UD FuLL MODEL

AR hs sc ¢t hs sc ct  hs sc ¢t hs sc ct
Northeast Midwest and West
hs 10 —.05 —.07 Jd1 —.05 —.06 10 —.07 —.07 12 —.06 —.07
sC —.02 .04 —01 —-.0b .07 —.01 —.01 04 —.02 —.06 .06 —.00
c+ —.06 —.00 07 —.07 —.03 09 —.04 .00 .06 —.06 .01 .06
South Atlantic South Central

hs 09 —.05 —.0b 0 —.09 —.05 09 —.05 —.03 08 —.04 —.02
SC —.0b .04 —.00 —-.03 .07 —.01 —.05 .04 .02 —.05 .04 .02
c+ —.04 .01 .04 —.02 —-.00 .04 —.06 —.00 .04 —.06 —.01 .03

NoOTE.—s,;and s, refer to the education of women and men, respectively. Each cell shows
the difference between the fraction of marriages in my model relative to what would be
implied by random matching, keeping the fraction that marries constant.

BAICKD, EEEOIERD R E D (South Central LISV
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BB (UD) D&
BIEEE DO A H =X L

TABLE 4
RATIO OF MODEL’S SHARE OF SAME-EDUCATION COUPLES
TO THAT SHARE IF RANDOM MATCHING

UD with Divorce UD without

Market MCD  UD Full Model Settlement Renegotiation
Northeast 1.56 1.68 1.58 1.47
Midwest and West 1.52 1.59 1.48 1.45
South Atlantic 1.35 1.43 1.34 1.27
South Central 1.35 1.31 1.31 1.26

» BEUESE(S (divorce settlement) H'& %, BAR# (renegotiation) HV7a W\ & [EEEIED 55 £ 5
» BHEIIANEAREZRBALIFSNABWVWEETLRE (X) I > THA)

— FREEL FROBEVEEENFEE TR (K) ICRZFEEEN S L

— BHETREEISBEROEE TR LY, BRSISEEFIBOR S NZHD D
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EBAIRENS (UD) ORE
BRTRER

L T
115 I vcD EUD full model [ |UD with divorce settlement [ |UD without renegotiati
0.25
-9.14
14.82
0.2~ 1.38 A
-6.01 3.57
59 -2.32

0.15

01 i
0.05

0 ! |
hs men sSC men c+ men

F16. 5.—Share of men married to stay-at-home wives averaged across marriage markets.
Numbers above bars represent percentage changes relative to MCD.

EEEE (UD) IFEAWICIFEEZFRXRZT RO TS (BEED ) X7 W)
> f:f: L, 985 RE H 2760, EXFHEHIEINT 555 (s, FREICKD) HDH D

23/ 26



EBERE (UD) D&

BEUER

0.6 T T T 0.6 T 0.6
. vicD U with divorce settlement
[ UD full model [ JUD without iati
1268
o5 m 03
577 575 b 0.5+ | 0.5~ 7
1945 47.58 46 14
15.6615,03] o7.04 =
B | 0.4 - ]
4269
] 66.27
o734 =
26072831
259.26
724872.18 —
q 1 03+ |
191.8:
180.98 )
B 3| 0.2~ |
| 0.1+ 1
! i ! | ! 0 ! ! i
hs men sc men c+ men hs men sc men c+ men hs men sc men c+ men
hs women sc women c+ women

F16. 6.—Divorce probability, averaged across marriage markets, by type of couple. Num-
bers above bars represent percentage changes relative to MCD.

» BEEREIR (UD) OBEAICK D, BEHERIZIEINT 5
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BB BfLE (UD) D&
TEIEDFIZEL (Gains from Marriage, GM)

EEmcD ElUD full model [ JUD with divorce settlement [ JUD without renegotiation

25
0.68

3
0.07
1.13 0.83 2.26 -1.6
-1.98
15+ -
-11.92
0.5 -
0 i I [
hs c+

sc

N

-

F1c. 7.—GM and consumption equivalence for women averaged across markets. Num-
bers above bars are consumption equivalence measures (computed as explained in n. 38).

EREE (UD) WSIE DA & 11 & £ 2 DNSEERR
— BEIEOBERENEE D C CICKLBEEDOF] DN
— BEIERORAENE D C CIC K D FEIE D2 DR
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thsRREMS (MCD) H o BEEREEIS (UD) N

» BEEHIE (UD) DB AICK D, [FFE4E (Assortative Mating) 58 X > 7c
» FREEEIL FEMEVEEEOBHIED) X050 57120, ZEN5S
» Becker-Coase theorem (BEIESIE IFERICEEZ 5 X 0\ ZRARIICKEE L 72

Frictionless Marriage Market under Limited Commitment

» Imperfectly Transferable Utility (ITU) 52 Limited Commitment €7 )L Z 85
» RN EE CBENLRER (FEBO®RL) =157
» BEEEE (UD) DBEADEENFRCCICERD C 2 TRT 51ER
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