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Abstract

Unilateral divorce could impact how households allocate their time due to changes in bar-
gaining power. This paper uses data from Mexico to analyze the impact of unilateral divorce
on married couples. Using the exogenous variation by states in the unilateral divorce imple-
mentation, and data from the time allocation survey ENUT and the labor panel ENOE, we
find evidence that married women decrease the time dedicated to caring for their kids. This
effect is not driven by increasing the demand for domestic labor or having fewer children in
the household. We complement the empirical analysis with a theoretical model that, under
specific conditions, replicates the observed reduction in women’s caregiving time in response

to changes in the divorce regime.
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1 Introduction

The early twenty-first century has witnessed profound transformations in family structure
and gender roles across Latin America. Fertility rates have declined markedly, and cohab-
itation and union dissolution have become more common, reshaping household dynamics
and individual behavior (Esteve et al., 2025). These changes have occurred alongside per-
sistent inequalities in how men and women allocate their time. Using time-use data from
Lima, Avolio and Moreno (2025) document that women continue to shoulder the majority
of unpaid household work across age and socioeconomic groups, even when they are equally
or more engaged in paid labor. This unequal distribution of time contributes to mounting
pressures on women’s work-life balance and reflects enduring gender norms in the region.

While these demographic and social shifts have received growing attention, less is known
about how legals reforms— particularly those affecting marital dissolution— shape patterns of
time use within households. Over the past two decades, most Mexican states have adopted
unilateral divorce laws, which allow either spouse to dissolve a marriage, replacing earlier
mutual consent. Such reforms can alter the intra-household balance of power, potentially
shifting how partners allocate their time to paid and unpaid activities. Indeed, divorce laws
can function as a mechanism for woman’s empowerment (Guarnieri and Rainer, 2018) by
enhancing their ability to exit marriages that no longer reflect their preferences or inter-
est. Existing evidence from developed countries supports this view: for instance, Genadek
(2018) shows that the introduction of unilateral divorce in the United States led to a de-
cline in women’s time devoted to housework and increased men’s relative contribution to
domestic tasks. However, no equivalent evidence exists for Latin America, a region that
has experienced both dramatic legal shifts and persistent gender inequalities (Berniell et al.,
2024; Camou et al., 2017; Rodriguez, 2017). This paper fills that gap by examining whether
cumulative exposure to unilateral divorce affects the time allocation of married men and
women across key domains—market work, household production, childcare, and leisure—in
the Mexican context.

A growing body of research suggests that access to unilateral divorce laws can enhance
women’s bargaining power within marriage by lowering the cost of exit and making threats to
leave more credible (Gruber, 2004; Stevenson and Wolfers, 2006; Brassiolo, 2016; Corradini
and Buccione, 2023). Other evidence presented by Ferndndez and Wong (2017) states that
unilateral divorce is costly for women as they earn lower wages and can spend more time
raising children. However, the effects of such reforms are not universally positive and may
vary by context. In the case of Mexico, for example, Garcia-Ramos (2021) finds that while

unilateral divorce laws had no immediate effect on intimate partner violence (IPV), they led



to an increase in [PV in the long run among women who remained married.

A rich theoretical literature has explored how household decisions reflect both coopera-
tion and conflict between spouses, and how institutional and social structures shape these
dynamics. Early collective models of the family (Chiappori and Molina, 2020) formalize
intra-household decisions as Pareto-efficient outcomes in which resources are allocated ac-
cording to each spouse’s relative bargaining power. Empirical evidence for Spain confirms
that these Pareto weights can be recovered from household behavior and are consistent with
observed patterns of altruism and egoism within couples (Molina et al., 2023). Yet, other
frameworks emphasize that efficiency does not necessarily imply equality. Within a sequen-
tial (Stackelberg) setting, Beblo (2001) shows that even with identical wages, the spouse
who moves first—typically the husband—enjoys greater leisure, thereby reproducing gen-
dered asymmetries in time allocation. Similarly, Mizushima and Futagami (2015) model
education and leisure choices as part of a two-stage family game and find that when the man
acts as a leader, he both invests more in education and enjoys more leisure than the follower,
consistent with persistent gender gaps in domestic work. Together, these contributions sug-
gest that family decision-making depends not only on economic fundamentals, but also on
the timing and structure of choices within the household.

Building on this literature, we develop a sequential model in which marriage decisions
and time allocations are shaped by the prevailing divorce regime. Under mutual consent,
both spouses must agree to remain married, whereas under unilateral divorce, either spouse
can dissolve the marriage. This change modifies the threat points and thus the internal
distribution of power. We formalize this process as a Stackelberg game in which one spouse
(the leader) anticipates the follower’s best response in home production and can offer a lump-
sum transfer to sustain the match. The model shows that when transfers are feasible, the
equilibrium allocation coincides with the efficient solution that maximizes joint surplus, but
in their absence, asymmetries in timing and bargaining weights can reproduce or amplify
gender gaps in household time use. This theoretical framework provides the foundation for
interpreting the empirical evidence presented in the following sections.

In recent decades, time-use surveys have emerged as a key instrument for document-
ing gendered patterns of labor allocation in both paid and unpaid domains, particularly in
developing countries. These instruments are especially useful for capturing economic activ-
ities often excluded from conventional labor force surveys—such as subsistence production
and unpaid care work—thus providing a more accurate picture of women’s contributions
to household and national economies (Hirway and Jose, 2011). In Latin America and the
Caribbean, the adoption of time-use surveys has grown significantly, bolstered by interna-

tional and regional commitments such as the Beijing Platform for Action, the Consenso de



Quito, and the Consenso de Brasilia (Aguirre and Ferrari, 2014). Despite constraints like
limited statistical capacity and high illiteracy rates in some areas, many countries have suc-
cessfully developed the technical and institutional infrastructure needed to implement and
sustain these surveys (Esquivel et al., 2008). Harmonized time-use data now exist for several
countries, including Mexico, Chile, Colombia, and Peru, enabling cross-national analyses of
intra-household dynamics. For example, recent evidence shows that increases in women’s
earnings are associated with reductions in their time spent on housework, while men’s con-
tributions to domestic work remain largely unchanged—highlighting enduring asymmetries
in gender norms and bargaining power within households (Amarante et al., 2024).

Mexico gradually introduced unilateral divorce at the state level, beginning with Mexico
City in 2008 and followed by staggered adoption across other states over the next decade.
This legal change allowed either spouse to dissolve the marriage without the other’s consent,
replacing the previous fault-based system. This staggered implementation offers a valuable
natural experiment to examine how altering the legal basis of marital dissolution can affect
intra-household dynamics among married couples. Prior research shows that this reform led
to a substantial increase in divorce rates: Aguirre (2019) estimates a 26.4% rise in adopting
states, while Hoehn-Velasco and Penglase (2021b) confirm a sharp increase in divorce fil-
ings—especially among women—and a decline in spousal alimony settlements. However, the
consequences extend beyond divorce. Evidence from Hoehn-Velasco and Penglase (2021a)
suggests that while the reform did not significantly boost married women’s labor force par-
ticipation overall, it did lead to modest increases in hours worked among those already em-
ployed, pointing to underlying constraints such as social norms and limited access to formal
employment. Moreover, Garcia-Ramos (2021) finds that, in the long run, unilateral divorce
increased intimate partner violence (IPV) among women who remained married—consistent
with theories positing that men may use violence to reduce their partner’s likelihood of exit.

To investigate how unilateral divorce laws influence intra-household time allocation, we
combine data from two complementary sources. The first is the National Survey of Occu-
pation and Employment (ENOE), a large-scale rotating panel survey conducted quarterly
since 2005. The ENOE provides rich information on labor market participation and time use,
with national and state-level representativeness. We use data from 2005 to 2019, leveraging
its panel structure to construct indicators of cumulative exposure to unilateral divorce laws
at the individual level. The second source is the National Survey of Time Use (ENUT), a
cross-sectional dataset that offers detailed measures of time spent on market work, household
production, core housework, childcare, leisure, and sleep. We use the four available rounds
of ENUT—2002, 2009, 2014, and 2019—which allow us to study changes in time use across

different cohorts and reform periods. Together, these datasets enable us to capture both



short- and long-term adjustments in time allocation following legal changes that alter the
intra-household bargaining environment.

We use different regression methods. First, we begin by running the conventional fixed
effects, then we include the difference-in-difference estimator with multiple periods treatment
by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021). We also include event studies to check how the effect
changes over time.

Our results go in line with a previous finding on the effect of unilateral divorce on the
labor market. Hoehn-Velasco and Penglase (2021a) find that married women increase the
number of work hours, which could be a mechanism for how they change their dynamic at
home. However, it contradicts other results that state that women decrease their bargaining
power based on the increase in domestic violence.

This paper has several contributions. First, we analyze the effect of unilateral divorce
on time allocation, a topic that needs more evidence in developing countries. Second, the
results seem to contradict the fact that unilateral divorce decreases the bargaining power
of married Mexican women, which provides new evidence for other developing countries on
where this law may be implemented. Third, we use current methods that have proven to
have less bias when the treatment has a staggered implementation.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a context about Mexican divorce
law and its implementation. Section 3 explains the details about the datasets included -
ENOE and ENUT. Sections 4 and 5 include the empirical strategy and results, respectively,

and Section 6 concludes.



2 Context: Unilateral divorce in Mexico

Table 1 presents information on the implementation of unilateral divorce laws. The first
date indicates when the law was passed, and the second denotes when it went into effect.
Mexico City was the first state to implement the law in 2008. Between 2008 and 2019, 24

states adopted the law, leaving 8 states to serve as the control group.

Region State Unilateral Divorce Law Date Law Law (forced)
Mexico City v 10/2008 10/2008
Guanajuato
Hidalgo v 03/2011 05/2011
Contra] | Mexico v 05/2012 05/2012
Morelos v 03/2016 03/2016
Puebla v 03/2016 03/2016
Queretaro v 11/2016 12/2016
Tlaxcala v 02/2016 02/2016
Aguascalientes v 06/2015 08/2015
Baja California
Baja Cal. Sur v 12/2016 01/2017
Coahuila v 04/2013 05/2013
Chihuahua
Durango
North Nuevo Leon v 12/2016 03/2017
San Luis Potosi v 05/2017 05/2017
Sinaloa v 02/2013 03/2013
Sonora
Tamaulipas v 07/2015 07/2015
Zacatecas v 09/2017 03/2018
Colima v 03/2016 03/2016
Jalisco v 10/2018 11/2018
West Michoacan v 09/2015 09/2015
Nayarit v 05/2015 05/2015
Campeche
Chiapas v 01/2019 01/2019
Guerrero v 03/2012 05/2012
Oaxaca v 04/2017 05/2017
South East Quintana Roo v 05/2017 07/2017
Tabasco
Veracruz
Yucatan v 04/2012 02/2013

Table 1: Unilateral Divorce Laws 2005-2019



After the unilateral divorce law was implemented, the number of divorces increased
sharply in those states. For example, Table 2 shows the number of divorces per 100 mar-
riages, provided by the National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI). States like
Aguascalientes went from 19.9 in 2014 to 54 in 2016. Similarly, states such as Nuevo Leon,
Coahuila, and Sinaloa nearly doubled the number of divorces per 100 marriages in less than
ten years. This provides compelling evidence that mutual consent divorces were deterring

individuals from accessing divorce, which was in fact improved by the unilateral divorce

legislation.
States 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
All States 15.1 16.0 17.0 186 196 222 257 279 312 31.7
Aguascalientes 214 187 228 239 199 252 54.0 545 536 48.6
Baja California 194 214 188 195 177 21.0 21.5 20.0 227 245
Baja California Sur 177 244 261 29.7 279 269 383 352 475 428
Campeche 19.7 200 21.6 245 266 243 570 50.0 457 552
Coahuila de Zaragoza  21.0 21.5 23.8 348 420 36.0 385 30.8 422 50.2
Colima 279 259 194 222 263 269 316 41.7 406 37.1
Chiapas 7.5 7.7 8.8 7.5 7.5 103 13.2  11.8 121 144
Chihuahua 30,5 349 331 323 315 351 438 559 56.9 53.6
Ciudad de México 321 324  31.3 298 279 36.8 393 409 48.0 445
Durango 13.2 147 16.7 16.7 20.1 23.6 23.8 28.7 288 26.6
Guanajuato 155 16,6 153 183 194 224 241 26.8 30.2 34.2
Guerrero 5.7 5.6 7.4 11.3 10.6 103 134 184 246 24.8
Hidalgo 13.1 133 189 21.3 242 235 247 28.0 30.7 38.3
Jalisco 108 11.2 109 106 109 11.6 125 125 139 152
México 122 139 178 260 278 289 290 305 31.8 320
Michoacéan de Ocampo 10.3 124 134 142 146 173 195 21.7 254 269
Morelos 16.6 163 177 181 175 209 181 149 180 23.1
Nayarit 16.2 156 177 20.0 183 19.7 232 30.7 298 27.9
Nuevo Leén 24.1 255 28.0 252 31.7 351 56.3 66.0 63.8 56.0
Oaxaca 3.0 2.7 3.7 5.1 5.7 6.8 7.5 8.1 13.8  16.0
Puebla 114 125 138 161 183 16.0 14.1 209 244 232
Querétaro 180 179 175 21.7 230 280 304 338 33.0 308
Quintana Roo 16.1 177 11.2 102 140 17.0 178 174 286 28.5
San Luis Potosi 122 131 132 132 116 132 138 200 382 308
Sinaloa 19.8° 206 22.0 244 325 333 36.5 41.8 447 50.1
Sonora 201 196 208 204 209 212 245 290 371 353
Tabasco 14.8 149 164 133 142 157 16.7 152 191 21.5
Tamaulipas 10.3  11.1 129 115 11.6 203 29.0 42,6 46.5 45.0
Tlaxcala 6.2 7.9 7.9 8.5 131 107 136 145 186 196
Veracruz 11.0 109 11.1 123 108 126 142 123 134 11.8
Yucatan 16.9 205 207 154 136 249 213 241 239 264
Zacatecas 15.0 154 188 204 207 21.3 241 29.8 289 351

Table 2:  Number of Divorces per 100 Marriages by States, 2010-2019 (INEGI)
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Figure 1: Divorce Rate, by type. INEGI 2000-2019.
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Figure 2: Judicially Divorce Rate, by treatment states. INEGI 2000-2019.
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Figure 3: Divorce Rate, by cohorts of treated states. INEGI 2000-2019.

3 Data

We primarily used the national survey on time use (ENUT, for its acronym in Spanish) for
our analysis. In addition, we added the National Survey of Occupation and Employment
(ENOE for its acronym in Spanish) to check if our results hold under a different source
of information. Even though the ENOE is the largest and most representative survey in
Mexico, it does not include detailed time use variables, so we leave it as a robustness check

rather than our main analysis.

3.1 ENUT

ENUT collects information on remunerated and non-remunerated work, time use in daily
activities— including hobbies, entertainment, and sports— as well as perceptions of welfare
and well-being. The survey targets individuals aged 12 and older and covers both urban and
rural areas, with national and state-level statistical representation. ENUT has four rounds of
data collection: 2002, 2009, 2014, and 2019, which allows us to observe pre- and post-policy
implementation periods. For the purposes of this study, we restrict the sample to individuals
aged 15 to 65, focusing on the working-age population whose time allocation is more directly

shaped by labor market participation and household responsibilities.



Following Genadek (2018), we define five aggregate measures of time use: market work,
household production, core housework, childcare, and leisure. The time allocation measures
are constructed by summing the total minutes spent in each activity over the 24-hour diary
and converting them to weekly totals. These categories are based on standard classifications
used in previous time-diary studies, particularly those in Aguiar and Hurst (2007). Core
housework includes activities such as cooking, washing dishes, cleaning the house, ironing,
and doing laundry. Household production encompasses all activities in core housework, and
additionally includes time spent on household maintenance and repairs. Childcare refers to
time devoted to caring for children, including feeding, bathing, playing, and helping with
homework. Market work captures time spent in paid employment or income-generating
activities, while leisure includes activities such as watching television, reading, engaging in
hobbies, or participating in sports. All time-use variables are expressed in minutes per week,
based on the time reported for each activity during the reference period.

As covariates, we included a set of individual and household characteristics typically as-
sociated with time allocation decisions. These include age and age squared, a binary variable
indicating whether the individual has completed higher education, and two indicators cap-
turing the presence of young children in the household—one for children under six years old
and another for children between six and twelve. We also include a dummy variable indi-
cating whether the individual is currently employed, and an indicator for urban residence
to account for differences in infrastructure, services, and time constraints between rural and
urban settings.

To measure access to domestic support, we incorporate a variable that captures whether
the respondent receives help with household tasks. This variable is available in most survey
waves; however, for the 2002 round, we approximate it using information on non-resident
household members who report contributing to domestic chores. Finally, we construct an
index of socioeconomic status (ses) using principal component analysis (PCA) based on a
set of asset ownership variables (Vyas and Kumaranayake, 2006). Further details on the
construction and distribution of this index are provided in the Appendix.

Table 3 presents some descriptive statistics about the sample. We see that the average
age of respondents is approximately 38 years, with substantial variation across the working-
age population (standard deviation of 13.2 years). About 31% of individuals have completed
higher education, and 75% reside in urban areas. Regarding household composition, 39%
report having children between the ages of 6 and 12, while 33% have children under 6, sug-
gesting that a significant portion of the sample faces caregiving responsibilities. A majority
of respondents (56%) are currently employed, and women represent 53% of the sample. Only

4% report receiving help with domestic tasks—a figure that may reflect both limited access
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N Mean Standard deviation Min. Max.

Receives domestic help 106779  0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Age 106779  37.80 13.15 18.00 65.00
Higher education 106760  0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00
ses 106683  0.00 1.00 =276 2.11
Children aged 6-12 106779  0.39 0.49 0 1
Children under 6 106779  0.33 0.47 0 1
Employed 106779  0.56 0.50 0 1
Urban area 106779  0.75 0.43 0 1
Woman 106779  0.53 0.50 0 1

Table 3: ENUT 2002, 2009, 2014, and 2019. Sample restricted to individuals aged 15 to 65.

to such support and measurement differences across survey waves, particularly in 2002. The
socioeconomic status index, constructed via principal component analysis using household
asset ownership, is standardized with mean zero and ranges from —2.76 to 2.11.

Figure 4 reveals stark gender differences in weekly time allocation across key activity
domains. Married men dedicate nearly three times more minutes to market work than
women (3,003 vs. 1,116), while women spend considerably more time on unpaid work.
Specifically, women allocate 2,746 minutes per week to household production compared to
755 minutes for men, and they also devote more time to childcare (790 vs. 215 minutes)
and core housework (1,302 vs. 98 minutes). In terms of leisure, men report slightly more
time (1,716 vs. 1,542 minutes), whereas sleep time is broadly similar between genders, with
women averaging just under 100 minutes more per week.

Figure 5 shows the evolution of weekly time allocation by gender across three main
activity categories—market work, household production plus childcare, and leisure—for in-
dividuals aged 15 to 65. Over the 2002-2019 period, market work among women increased
steadily, while men’s market work declined significantly until 2009 and then plateaued. In
contrast, women’s time dedicated to unpaid domestic responsibilities decreased sharply be-
tween 2002 and 2009, but has since rebounded slightly, though it remains well above men’s
levels. Men’s time in household production and childcare increased modestly over the pe-
riod. Leisure time declined slightly for men until 2014 and then stabilized, whereas women’s
leisure time remained relatively flat throughout.

While the previous figure shows how time use evolved over time, Figures 6 and 7 explore
how institutional context—in particular, the prevailing divorce regime—is associated with
gendered patterns in weekly time allocation. Among women, unilateral divorce is associated
with a reallocation of time toward market work and leisure: women in these states spend on
average 1,812 minutes per week in market work and 1,640 minutes in leisure, compared to

1,543 and 1,486 minutes, respectively, in mutual consent states. Concurrently, time spent on
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Figure 4: Average weekly minutes spent on different activities by gender. Data from the ENUT (2002,
2009, 2014, and 2019) restricted to married individuals aged 15 to 65.
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Figure 5: ENUT data for individuals aged 15 to 65. Trends in weekly minutes spent on market work,
household production plus childcare, and leisure, disaggregated by gender.
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Women's Time Allocation by Divorce Regime
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Figure 6: Weekly time allocation among women aged 15-65, by divorce regime. ENUT 2002-2019.
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Figure 7: Weekly time allocation among men aged 15-65, by divorce regime. ENUT 2002-2019.
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unpaid domestic responsibilities—such as household production (1,985 vs. 1,966 minutes),
core housework (645 vs. 784), and childcare (571 vs. 585)—is modestly lower under unilateral
divorce. For men, the patterns are more muted but directionally similar. In unilateral divorce
states, men report slightly less time in market work (1,828 vs. 1,866 minutes) but more time
in household production (1,952 vs. 1,630), core housework (641 vs. 588), and childcare
(573 vs. 498), alongside a small increase in leisure time (1,625 vs. 1,526). These patterns
suggest that the introduction of unilateral divorce may shift the intra-household allocation of
time, leading to modest convergence in gender roles, with women increasing their economic

autonomy and men taking on a slightly greater share of domestic work.

3.2 ENOE

ENOE provides information for people aged 15 years and older about their employment
situation, work hours, occupations, informality, unemployment, and time allocation. It has
information for 32 states -all of them- and for 39 cities. The survey is a rotating panel where
each household appears in five consecutive quarters, but the data is collected on a monthly
basis.

We limited our study to married people who are between 18 and 65 years old, since
18 is the legal age when people can legally get married. We are using monthly data from
2005 to 2019. The categories that we used for time use are different than those in ENUT
due to survey discrepancies in the questions. We have 9 categories related to time use:
studying, taking care of someone, repairing, building the house, doing chores, sharing with
the community, shopping, taking someone to school, or working. These categories are also
measured in minutes per week. Given the availability of variables, we use as covariates the
variables related to education, income, number of children, and access to domestic services.

Table 4 summarizes the main variables we use in the ENOE. The sample has 52% women,
the population mean age is 42 years, they have on average 3 kids and spend around 27 hours
working. The number of observations varies because not all the variables started to be
collected in the same year.

Figure 8 shows the average time allocation for men and women from 2005 to 2019. Men
work 41.25 hours a week, and women around 14 hours. Regarding household activities,
chores and taking care of someone at home are the ones where women spend approximately
28 and 10 hours, respectively. Men seem to dedicate fewer hours to those, spending only
3.45 and 2.2 hours, respectively. Even though the minutes reported for these activities in the
ENOE are lower than those presented in the ENUT survey, the proportions remain similar;

for instance, the time men allocate to market work is almost three times that of women in
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Variable N Mean SD Min Max
Women 6919367  0.52 0.50 0 1
Years Education 6909537  9.02 4.56 0 24
Income 6919367 2762.87 5285.00 0 900000
Number of Kids 6508883  2.99 2.00 0 25
Age 6919367  42.60 11.48 18 65
Minutes Working 6919367 1618.86 1507.11 0O 10080
Minutes Studying 6919367  16.08  160.47 0 5820
Minutes Taking Care 6919367 368.58  698.01 0 5820
Minutes Doing Chores 5545054  967.94  951.61 0 5820
Minutes Building the House 6919367 203.18  596.55 0 5879
Minutes Repairing 6919367  16.29 103.91 0 5820
Minutes with the Community 5545054  5.60 75.40 0 D722
Minutes Shopping 4439799 104.86  169.67 0 5820
Minutes Taking Someone to School 3515278  34.67  110.89 0 5520
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2,000+

1,500+

1,000+

500+

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics ENOE, 2005-2019

Weekly time allocation married individuals, 2005-2019

2475
1665
207
133
14 - 47T 30 g 4 5
Men Women
B Studying B Taking Care
I Chores I Building House

P Repairing House [ Comunity
e Market work

Figure 8: Average weekly minutes spent on different activities by gender. ENOE 2005-2019.
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Women's Time Allocation by Divorce Regime, 2005-2019
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Figure 9: Weekly time allocation among women aged 18-65, by divorce regime. ENOE 2005-2019.

both surveys.
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Men's Time Allocation by Divorce Regime, 2005-2019
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Figure 10: Weekly time allocation among men aged 18-65, by divorce regime. ENOE 2005-2019.

4 Methodology

To identify the effect of divorce law on time allocation, we use difference-in-difference re-
gressions and event studies. The first difference is the treated group, which consists of those
states that implemented the unilateral or non-fault divorce law. The second difference is
that, after the implementation, however, as it did not occur at the same time, it differs

across states, with the first one starting in 2008. Equation (1) describes our approach.

Yist = 60 + BlTreats * POSt + Xz'ts + Vs + Ht + €its (1)

Where y; is the time used for any of the categories (i.e., market work, household pro-
duction, core housework, childcare, leisure ) for individual ¢ in the state s at time ¢. Treat,
is a variable that takes the value of one for those states that have implemented unilateral
divorce and zero otherwise. Pos; is a dummy variable related to the time when the unilateral
divorce was implemented. Xj;;, represents the covariates, 7, state fixed effects, 6; time fixed

effects (quarters or years), and the error term e;,.
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3
Yist = Po + Z By - Reform®, + Xips + v + 0, + €its (2)
P

To estimate the dynamic effects of unilateral divorce laws on individuals’ time allocation,
we rely on the event study specification presented in equation (2). This approach allows
us to examine how outcomes evolve in the years before and after the implementation of
unilateral divorce across different states. One key advantage of using the ENUT dataset is
that it contains four waves spanning nearly two decades (2002, 2009, 2014, and 2019), which
provides sufficient variation in timing across states and enables the study of both short- and
long-term effects of the reform.

Following a strategy similar to that of Garcia-Ramos (2021), we exploit the fact that
some states— such as Ciudad de México, Hidalgo, Sinaloa— have been exposed to the reform
for multiple survey waves. This variation allows us to distinguish between states with recent
exposure to unilateral divorce and those with longer-term exposure. In our context, 8y trace
out how individuals’ time use evolves with increasing exposure to unilateral divorce laws
across survey waves. This approach allows us to compare states that have been recently
exposed to the reform with those that have experienced the reform for multiple periods,
capturing potential dynamic adjustments in intra-household behavior and gendered time

allocation.

5 Results

5.1 Empirical Estimates - ENUT

Using specification (2), we estimate separate regressions for married women (Table 5) and
married men (Table 6) to evaluate how the divorce regime is associated with time allocation
in key activity domains. The dependent variables are weekly minutes spent on market work,
household production, core housework, childcare, and leisure.

Table 5 presents the estimated effects of cumulative exposure to unilateral divorce laws
on the weekly time allocation of married women. The coefficients on k1, ko, and k3 represent
the effect of being exposed to the reform for one, two, and three survey waves, respectively,
relative to no exposure. Across most outcomes—namely market work, household production,
core housework, and leisure—we do not find evidence of either short- or long-term effects
associated with exposure to unilateral divorce laws. In contrast, for childcare, we observe a
clear pattern: unilateral divorce is associated with a reduction in the time women allocate to

this activity, with the effect emerging in the short term and becoming larger and statistically
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significant in the longer term. This finding is consistent with the notion that increased outside
options may shift bargaining dynamics within the household, allowing women to reduce time

spent on caregiving responsibilities.

(1) (2) 3) (4) ()

Market work household production Core housework  Childcare Leisure
k1 -22.557 87.160 24.920 -213.790* 46.997
(55.005) (65.602) (48.799) (115.924) (55.739)
k2 -130.842 108.258 -2.070 -419.117* 87.466
(84.714) (143.372) (87.383) (213.730) (106.509)
k3 -56.873 169.591 -87.446 -743.915%* 53.785
(113.422) (185.523) (120.661) (286.183) (124.860)
Receives domestic help -75.735 27.781 18.942 10.699 -86.638*
(45.507) (48.463) (39.899) (65.156) (48.163)
Age 11.028%** -5.928 -4.919 -5.018 18.817***
(3.147) (6.438) (4.060) (6.779) (6.237)
Age? -0.130%** 0.072 0.059 0.079 -0.238%**
(0.037) (0.078) (0.052) (0.090) (0.079)
Higher education 23.278 184.094*** 91.830%** 358.695%**F  323.713%**
(31.917) (31.303) (22.279) (27.215) (23.458)
ses 18.249 -13.899 -8.628 -29.235% -15.518
(12.297) (12.471) (8.798) (16.692) (17.598)
Children aged 6-12 -16.816 16.054 2.341 41.659 -47.062%*
(30.414) (38.368) (23.485) (30.683) (21.468)
Children under 6 30.700 19.200 17.045 12.637 -17.688
(24.441) (24.242) (13.613) (24.210) (32.615)
Employed 2,916.898*** -1,051.706%** -641.136%** -313.778%H%  273.327***
(41.754) (37.377) (22.424) (25.785) (34.091)
Urban area 9.517 -126.913* 8.507 -42.277 72.7732%%%
(35.701) (65.097) (25.215) (32.232) (25.689)
State fixed effects v v v v v
Time fixed effects v v v v v
N 14,739 14,739 14,739 14,739 14,739
R? 0.640 0.151 0.158 0.039 0.072

Standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses
¥ p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 5: Effect of unilateral divorce on weekly time use among married women.

Turning to the results for men, shown in Table 6, we examine how cumulative exposure to
unilateral divorce reforms correlates with changes in married men’s weekly time allocation.
Unlike the case of women, a clearer pattern emerges in household production and childcare.
After three waves of exposure, men increase their time spent on household production by
513 minutes per week (p < 0.01) and reduce time allocated to childcare by 480 minutes (p <
0.05). These results suggest that unilateral divorce may be associated with a reallocation of
domestic responsibilities among men, particularly in routine house-related tasks. We find no
statistically significant effects on market work or core housework across any exposure period.
A marginally significant reduction in leisure time at k3 (—223 minutes, p < 0.1) may reflect a
trade-off with increased household engagement. Overall, the evidence points to modest but

meaningful behavioral adjustments among men following sustained exposure to unilateral
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divorce reforms.

0 @ ) @ ©)
Market work household production Core housework  Childcare Leisure
ky -5.925 100.556 41.734 -111.541 -0.685
(58.683) (76.609) (51.058) (129.938) (44.425)
ko 29.334 181.131 22.480 -240.804 -164.271
(110.500) (122.290) (81.986) (178.002) (101.454)
ks 69.537 512.532%** 131.618 -480.334**  -222.620*
(148.647) (144.347) (95.280) (212.253) (118.657)
Receives domestic help — -137.172%* -82.997 -27.210 4.549 -37.016
(65.851) (52.511) (35.587) (64.158) (67.919)
Age -2.751 5.539 1.692 -2.119 6.311
(7.359) (7.780) (3.436) (5.229) (4.078)
Age? 0.047 -0.075 -0.020 0.029 -0.086*
(0.092) (0.100) (0.045) (0.068) (0.045)
Higher education 32.868 155.826%** 74.766%** 389.258%H*  347.270***
(25.378) (31.504) (19.294) (23.769) (33.478)
ses 38.193 -1.629 -12.802 -36.232 -9.076
(22.730) (13.684) (10.444) (21.476)  (15.561)
Children aged 6-12 -7.058 5.171 19.414 76.288%* 45.358**
(27.838) (26.535) (17.880) (36.877) (20.154)
Children under 6 2.193 -64.952 -39.102* 24.254 -11.086
(25.590) (39.660) (19.416) (34.010) (19.807)
Employed 2.193 -64.952 -39.102* 24.254 -11.086
(25.590) (39.660) (19.416) (34.010) (19.807)
Urban area 51.749* -178.305%** -14.655 -60.239 02.357H*
(29.680) (48.870) (17.209) (38.498) (26.058)
State fixed effects v v v v v
Time fixed effects v v v v v
N 12,830 12,830 12,830 12,830 12,830
R? 0.651 0.144 0.158 0.043 0.076

Standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses
K p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 6: Effect of unilateral divorce on weekly time use among married men.

Given that the treatment—exposure to unilateral divorce laws—varies at the state level,
and that unobserved determinants of time use may be correlated within states over time, all
regressions cluster standard errors at the state level. This approach aligns with the identifi-
cation strategy and accounts for serial correlation in state-level unobservables, following the
logic outlined in Bertrand et al. (2004); Garcfa-Ramos (2021); Nichols and Schaffer (2007)

and consistent with other empirical applications of staggered legal reforms.

Table 7 has the results of the estimation of the Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) method.
It indicates a reduction in women’s time spent on childcare activities. This finding aligns
with the previous two ways fixed-effects results, confirming that married women in unilateral

states decreased the time they dedicated to childcare. Event study show that the effect grows

with time ( See Figure 11).
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Market work Household production Core housework — Childcare  Leisure

Women

ATT -3.004 64.542 -0.690 -198.115%**  47.052
(46.993) (58.952) (35.842) (53.153) (48.027)

Men

ATT 68.839 23.081 -11.185 -37.738 -117.703
(83.102) (75.442) (49.478) (92.273) (78.431)

N (Women) 17,785 17,785 17,785 17,785 17,785

N (Men) 15,586 15,586 15,586 15,586 15,586

Standard errors in parentheses. Estimates from csdid using bootstrap.
% p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

Table 7: DiD regressions, Effect of Unilateral Divorce on Weekly Time Use among Married
Women and Men
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Figure 11: Event Study for Women: Effects on Time Use for Childcare
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5.2 Empirical Estimates - ENOE

Similarly to what we did with ENUT, we analyze the changes in time use for women and
men separately. Table 8 presents the regressions for Equation (1) for women. The results
are consistent with the ENUT findings, where women reduced the weekly time dedicated to
taking care of someone (i.e., a child) by 78.6 minutes. They also decreased the time spent
on activities such as building, repairing the house, and sharing with the community, but
increased it for working and shopping. The changes on minutes working are consistent with
Hoehn-Velasco and Penglase (2021a), which identifies that married women in states with
unilateral divorce did not increase their labor participation, but they raised the number of

hours dedicated to work.

o) ® ® @ 8 © @ ® ©
Working Studying Taking Doing Building  Repairing ~ With the Shopping Going to
Care Chores the House the House Community School
Treatment 10.693** 0.105 -78.608*** 18.360%F*  -5.965%**  _1.15G%** -0.419* 5.419%** 0.059
(5.299) (0.785) (3.287) (3.277) (1.411) (0.186) (0.245) (0.643) (0.557)
Year Education 7.406%** 3.297* 10.859%** -11.609%%  -2.384%*%  (.089*H* 0.196%** 1.264%F%  1.690%**
(0.834) (0.065) (0.260) (0.308) (0.117) (0.015) (0.022) (0.054) (0.047)
Income 0.156%** 0.000%*** -0.016%+* -0.041FF%  -0.008***  -0.000%**  -0.000%**  -0.001***  -0.001%**
(0.004) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Number of kids -25.718%*%  (0.528%F* 42.739%F* 19.958%** 3.586%+** -0.034 0.071* 0.592%** 5 287*H*
(0.865) (0.077) (0.505) (0.550) (0.250) (0.035) (0.041) (0.116) (0.100)
Receives domestic help  -71.822%** 5. 880*** 73.379%FF  _373.830%HF  -83.022%F*  (.984%** 4.523%*% -0.982 12.707*%*
(8.895) (1.284) (4.959) (4.830) (2.561) (0.335) (0.467) (0.964) (0.950)
Age 62.525%+* T 142%%% ST7.710%%* 42.826%** 9.566+** 0.264%** 0.357*** 4.544%F% 3 448%**
(1.031) (0.210) (0.596) (0.544) (0.232) (0.029) (0.041) (0.111) (0.098)
Age? -0.728%F* 0.074%** 0.541%** -0.485%** -0.107FF% - -0.003*** -0.003*%**  -0.051%F**  -0.066%**
(0.012) (0.002) (0.007) (0.006) (0.003) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Constant -606.609***  145.900%**  2,629.264***F  898.031***  175.220%**  _2.737¥**  _5583%**k  3].530%** 1.295
(21.669) (4.490) (12.967) (10.945) (4.676) (0.604) (0.793) (2.282) (2.103)
State fixed effects v v v v v v v v v
Time fixed effects v v v v v v v v v
N 3,595,171 3,595,171 3,595,171 2,882,867 3,595,171 3,595,171 2,882,867 2,303,582 1,824,379
R? 0.215 0.017 0.208 0.159 0.800 0.002 0.002 0.281 0.072

Robust standard errors in parentheses
¥ p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 8: Effect of unilateral divorce on weekly time use for women (ENOE sample).

Table 9 provides the findings for males. The results show that males also decreased their
time spent on taking care of someone. However, the coefficient is three times smaller than
the one for women. We can also highlight that men increased the time dedicated to building
their homes and decreased time on leisure activities such as shopping. This is consistent
with the opposite behavior observed in women, indicating a possible reallocation within the
household, which could result from an increase in bargaining power among Mexican women

in places where unilateral divorce was implemented.
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o) ® ® @ B © @ ® ©

Working Studying Taking Doing Building  Repairing =~ With the Shopping Going to
Care Chores the House the House Community School

Treatment 30.339%** -0.587 -25.810%%F  _5.645%F*  4.350%* 0.261 -0.596%*  -5.071F¥F  -1.650%**
(6.100) (0.596) (1.434) (1.450) (0.678) (0.454) (0.304) (0.576) (0.460)

Year Education -14.008%*F 2586 F*  §.373%** 4.288%** 0.519%** -0.047 -0.044** 2.110%%F  1.381%**
(0.535) (0.048) (0.094) (0.102) (0.049) (0.032) (0.022) (0.042) (0.030)

Income 0.036*** 0.000%**  0.000%**  -0.002***  -0.001***  -0.000***  -0.000***  0.000***  0.000%**
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Number of kids 2.178%* 0.220%%* 3. 761FF*F  -10.767FF*  _1.721%F* -0.109 0.627*%F  _1.828%**F  (.627***
(1.107) (0.074) (0.192) (0.244) (0.145) (0.093) (0.073) (0.111) (0.066)

Receives domestic help 7.186 3.906%**F  38.843%FF  _(8.931F¥*  _16.112%F¥F  4.846F*F  2.425%* 4.119%%F  5.438%**
(8.372) (1.088) (2.434) (1.778) (0.783) (0.557) (0.407) (0.851) (0.742)

Age T3.485F*  _3.048%%K  _23.022%%K g 498%*Kk 1. 710%F*  0.613%** 0.324%F%  (0.838%**F  1.455%%*
(1.242) (0.193) (0.293) (0.287) (0.143) (0.088) (0.057) (0.116) (0.074)

Age? -1.096%** 0.039%**  (.182%** 0.122%** 0.022%** -0.001 -0.003***  0.012%**¢  -0.019%**
(0.015) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Constant 1,452.741%%F  79.679***  745.435%**F  378.959%** 79 820**F*  8.366%** -2.199%* 66.628**F*  -20.119%**
(24.746) (4.296) (6.651) (6.011) (2.939) (1.778) (1.161) (2.446) (1.607)

State fixed effects v v v v v v v v v
Time fixed effects v v v v v v v v v

N 2,904,784 2,904,784 2,904,784 2,329,577 2,904,784 2,904,784 2,329,577 1,868,176 1,481,256

R? 0.092 0.013 0.096 0.036 0.211 0.020 0.019 0.062 0.019

Robust standard errors in parentheses
¥ p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 9: Effect of unilateral divorce on weekly time use for men (ENOE sample).

Model

Suppose we have a pool of married households who must decide whether to remain married
or to divorce. Individual 7 is matched with individual 57 and the within—household interaction
takes place in a single period as a sequential game: spouse i moves first, anticipating spouse
Jj’s best response. This Stackelberg structure, inspired by Beblo (2001), captures the strategic
nature of intra—household decisions, where asymmetries in outcomes may persist even under
symmetric wages. For tractability, however, we follow Mizushima and Futagami (2015) and
assume no pure leisure. Each spouse has a unit time endowment that is split between market
work and home production:

Preferences combine income from market work with a quadratic home—production term
and a simple interaction in domestic time. Let w, > 0 be wages, z; match quality in
marriage, and g > 0 scale the marginal utility of income; let § > 0 denote the curvature of
non-market time and v the home-technology parameter (complements if v > 0, substitutes
if v < 0). When married, spouse k’s utility is
(3)

Uk = Zk + /L(lUlhl—Fw]h]) + ﬁk(l—éék) + ”)/Eigj, k € {Z,]},
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which, using hy = 1 — {;, we also write as

If the couple divorces, spouse k consumes own income and produces alone at home. We

summarize the single outside option by
U,f = by + ,uwk(l — gk) + Ek(l — 5€k),

with by capturing idiosyncratic utility outside marriage. Under a unilateral divorce regime,
each spouse chooses Dy, € {0,1} (stay = 1, leave = 0); divorce occurs if either chooses 0.
When married, we allow for an intra-household transfer s so that the allocation (¢;, ¢;) can
be chosen efficiently and the surplus is split according to Nash weights (the transfer affects
distribution but not efficiency). Throughout, we maintain the standard concavity condition

d > ||, ensuring a unique interior optimum for the efficient allocation.

5.3 Payoffs under unilateral divorce and mutual consent

Outside options. If the couple divorces, each spouse acts alone. The single (outside)
utility for k € {4, j} is

U,f = bk + HllaXka(l—fk) + gk(l—(;gk), (4)
k

with optimal single choice £ = (1 — pwy)/(25) and outside value US = UZ(¢;7). These
outside options discipline participation in marriage.

Spouse i (leader) first chooses whether to propose marriage (D; = 1) or not (D; = 0). If
D; = 1, i simultaneously proposes an own time choice ¢; and a lump-sum transfer s (positive
s is a transfer from i to j). Spouse j (follower) then decides whether to accept marriage
(D; = 1) or opt out (D; = 0); if she accepts, she also chooses ¢; to best respond to ¢;. If
D; =0 or D; = 0, divorce obtains and both receive U*.

Given (D, 4;, s), j’s continuation value is

U Sx* 2 Sx
Vj (Dj, i, s) = Singlgll\%aﬁriage {Uj , D; (Zj+nl€?x [u(wi(l—ﬁi)erj(l—Ej))+£j—5 €j+’y ej&'] +S>+(1—Di)Uj }
(5)
When D; = 1, the maximization yields j’s best response
1 —pw; + ’7&‘
BRopy = - 779 T 1™
) 20 ’
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so j accepts marriage iff

Dyt ) = 1{ Uy (6 PR (E) +5 > U ).

Anticipating j’s best response and participation, ¢ chooses (D, ¢;, s) to maximize

V;U = max {Uis*, max [Dj(ﬁi, s)(zi + Ui(fi,EfR(&-)) — 5) + (1 — Dj(t;, s))UZ»S*} } (6)

l;,s

Equivalently, if ¢ proposes marriage, he solves

Iléliix 2 + Uz(gza KJBR(&)) — S (7)
s.t. Uj(4, EfR(&)) +s > UJS* (follower’s participation).

Given the efficient allocation (£7, ¢7) that maximizes U; + Uj, the intrahousehold transfer s is

determined by a Nash bargaining problem over the gains relative to outside options. Let

A = U6, 0)=U, A = Ui(6,6) = U™,
and recall that a positive s is a transfer from i to j, so post-transfer utilities are UV = U; (€%, £%) —s

) ¥
and U]TU = U;(4;,¢;) + s. The Nash transfer sN solves

« -«
sN e arg se[I—ng-},(Ai] <UZ.TU _ UZ,S*) (U]TU _ UJS*) = arg 86[311&9;}7(&] (A; - s)® (Aj+ 5)1 @
(8)
where the feasibility interval [-Aj, A;] enforces individual rationality and is nonempty whenever
the joint surplus ¥ = A; + A; > 0. The objective in (8) is strictly concave in s on its feasible set,

yielding the closed-form solution
V= (1-a)A; — al; (with a € (0,1)). 9)

By construction, sV does not affect (£7, ¢7)—only the division of the efficient surplus—so all real-

allocation comparisons with the mutual-consent benchmark should be made between /; and KE.
Under unilateral divorce with transfers, the real allocation of time is chosen efficiently: (¢}, 7)

solves maxy, o.{U; + U;} and is independent of the transfer. With the quadratic specification and

d > |~|, the unique interior solution is

o= 00 = 2pwi) + (1 — 2pw;)
T 2(52 _ ,},2)

o= 00 = 2pwj) +9(1 — 2pwi)

J 2(52 _ 72) (10)

The transfer s only redistributes the efficient surplus.

To make transparent how transfers depend on match quality and outside options, define the
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pre-transfer individual surpluses at (£7, £7):

A= Ui(, ) — U, Ay =U; (6, 05) — UJS*.

Because U; (7, 6;‘) = z;+C; and U; (¢, K;‘) = z;+C; for constants C;, C; that depend on (u, 9, v, w;, wj),

while U,CS>k depends on b and wy, we can write
A=z + Cl(bl), Aj =z + Cj(bj),

with C; decreasing in b; and C; decreasing in b;.

(a) Nash transfers. If the intrahousehold transfer is set by Nash bargaining over gains from mar-

riage, with weight o € (0,1) on spouse i, the transfer solves

sNEargmax(Ai—s)a(Aj—i—s)l_a = sV =(1-a)A; —al;

Hence, no transfer (s’ = 0) occurs precisely on the straight line

11—« 11—«
2

1-a)A;=ald;, — zj= Ci(b;) + Cj(b;), (11)

«

intercept

whose slope is (1 — «)/a and whose intercept shifts with the outside options (b;,b;). Above this

line sV < 0 (a transfer from j to i); below it s > 0 (from i to j).

(b) Leader—optimal “minimal compensation”. If instead, in the Stackelberg timing, the leading
spouse 1 sets s unilaterally to maximize own payoff subject only to the follower’s participation, the

optimal policy is to choose the smallest s that satisfies U; (¢}, E}") + s> UJ-S*:

sMin — max{UjS*—Uj(E;‘,E;), s} = max{—-Aj, s}.

If negative transfers are allowed (i.e., s = —00), then ™ = —A; and ¢ extracts any positive
pre-transfer surplus from j. If negative transfers are not allowed (institutional constraint s = 0),

we obtain a transparent “no-transfer” region:
Sminzo < Aj >0 <= Zj > —Cj(bj),

i.e., whenever the follower is already weakly willing to marry at (€7, f;), no compensation is needed.

Marriage feasibility and geometry. In both (a) and (b), marriage is feasible iff the joint

surplus is nonnegative:

S=Ai+A; = (2 +2) + (Cilbs) + Cj(b))) > 0,
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whose boundary is the line z; = —z; — (C;(b;) + Cj(b;)) (slope —1). Taken together with (11),
these straight lines give the partition of the (z;,2;) plane used in the figures: a marriage region
(X > 0) split by the s = 0 locus into areas with transfers to j (s > 0) and to i (s < 0). Changes
in b; or b; shift both lines in intuitive ways: higher outside options shrink marriage feasibility and
tilt the s = 0 boundary via C;(b;) and C}(b;).

Under mutual consent without side payments, either spouse can veto marriage; if either vetoes,
divorce obtains and the outside option U ,f * is realized. Conditional on marriage, efforts are chosen in
sequential (Stackelberg) fashion: spouse i (leader) chooses [; first, anticipating spouse j’s (follower)
optimal response /;. Let

c = wi(l—=1)+wi(l—1).

Agent i:
MC _ —_D)7S* (. 572 . A 572 7.
yME = Iélfﬁ({(l D) U>* + Dj<zz—i—lrnlax[uﬁ-lZ Wk —i—’ylllj]), zz—i-mlax[,uc—&-lz S0 + 1l }
Agent j
MC _ —_ D) [J5* (. 812 . ) 872 .
Vit = Iélfﬁ({(l D;) Uz + Dz<zj —|—rnlax[uc+l] ol; —i—'ylzlj]), z]+rrllax[uc+l] ol; +'ylzlj] }
7 5 i

Here D;, D; € {0,1} denote consent (1) or veto (0); in equilibrium, D; = 1{UM® > US*}, D; =
H{UMC > UP*}.

Follower j (best response). Given l;, j solves

max pic +1; - 5lj2» + L,

J

SO
1 — pwj + I

BR(7\ _

(12)

Leader i (anticipating j). Spouse i chooses [; to maximize own utility, taking into account
(12):
max z; + el IPR(L)) + 1 — 617 + v L IPR(L).

The first-order condition delivers

[MC-S _ 6(1 — pawi) + %(1 — 2pwy) (13)
‘ B 262 — 2 ’
valid under 6 > |v| (hence 262 — 4% > 0). The follower then plays (12) at this choice:
[ & 2
MO _ |BRMC-S) _ ~ pw; + 62 — Fpwi + F - ¢ ' (14)

5 (202 —~?)
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Mutual-consent utilities and consent conditions. Evaluated at (15, 1MF),

UlMC =z +,U,C<Z£VIC_S,Z§VIC_F) +Z£WC_S _ 5([21\40-5)2 _’_,YZZ[\JC-Slé\/[C-F’
U;WC =z +IU/C(Z,£WC_S,Z§MC_F) +Z§WC_F _ 5([?40—F)2 _i_,yli\JC—Sl;WC—F'

Marriage under mutual consent obtains iff both participation constraints hold:
MC S MC S
U; > U™, U; > U™

5.4 Comparing allocations: unilateral with transfers vs. mutual

consent

We compare the efficient time allocation under unilateral divorce with transfers (TU) to the mutual-

consent, sequential (Stackelberg) benchmark without transfers.

Closed forms (recall). Under TU (utility—transferable; efficient real allocation),

1TV _ 6(1 = 2pw;) + (1 — 2pw;) U — 6(1 = 2pw;) + (1 — 2pw;) (15)
’ 2Ty 2077
Under mutual consent with sequential timing (leader 4, follower j, no transfers),
JMCS _ 6(1 — pw;) + (1 — 2pw;) (16)
! 262 — 2 ’
[ [ 2
MOF _ & pw; + 6% — Fpw; + F — (17)
J 5(262% — 2)

All expressions are valid under the standard concavity condition § > |~|.

Allocation gaps. Define the TU-MC differences

—jTU MC-S —TU MC-F

With 0 > |v|, denominators are positive, so the signs of A;, A; are governed by linear cutoffs in f.
(i) Leader’s gap. One obtains
(6 +1)

? J

(ii) Follower’s gap. Likewise,

i __ 0+9)*(20—1)
Aj <0 <= pu> uj(wi,wj) = 25(253wj n 7(352 — 72)101') . (19)
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Aw) =1V —11C Aw) =1V —1IC
= +0.30, u=0.30, 5 = 1.00 . 7= 030, =030, § = 1.00

_me

Aw) =10

Figure 12: Mutual consent (sequential/Stackelberg, no transfers). Spouse i (leader) chooses
I; anticipating spouse j’s best response [7#(l;) in (12); the outcome (;}7<%, 1M F) in (13)-
(14) serves as the MC benchmark for the comparison with the TU-efficient allocation.

(Under 6 > | 7| and positive wages, the denominators in (18)—(19) are typically positive; if a denom-

inator were negative, the inequality reverses. The symmetric case below is especially transparent.)

Symmetric wages w; = w; = w: a single, sharp cutoff. When wages are symmetric,

both gaps share the same threshold:

A 5(y — 26pw) A:_(5+v)(26—7)(25uw_7)
C2(6 —)(202 —2) ’ 45(6 — 7)(202 =12
Hence,
, , Y
A;j<Oand Aj <0 = pu > B (20)

Interpretation. If home time is substitutable (7 < 0), the cutoff in (20) is negative, so for any
>0 we get A; < 0and Aj < 0: TU assigns less home time than MC for both spouses. With
complements (y > 0), larger x or higher wages push the allocation toward market work in the
TU (efficient) regime, so beyond the threshold both /; and [; are lower than under MC—Stackelberg.

Across both agents, TU’s efficient internalization of market returns (through p and wages) tends
to reduce home time relative to MC—Stackelberg whenever those returns are sufficiently valuable.
This aligns with the empirical pattern you emphasize (leU < l;vlc), and the symmetric case provides

a neat, closed-form diagnostic pu > v/(2dw).
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6 Conclusions

This paper studies the effect of unilateral divorce on time allocation among married individuals in
Mexico. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to identify changes in time distribution
resulting from the bargaining power gained by women in a Latin American country. Our paper
also has the advantage of using two detailed datasets -ENUT and ENOE-, which provide robust
and consistent findings across surveys.

The results show that the unilateral divorce law changed time allocation within households.
Married women in states where the legislation was implemented decreased their time dedicated to
childcare or taking care of someone and increased their working time compared to those in which
mutual consent was the main way to obtain a divorce. In contrast, men seem to increase the time
dedicated to household production or activities such as building the home, but also decrease the
number of minutes spent on childcare. Even though both men and women show declining patterns
in childcare, the effect is larger for women.

Our results align with previous literature on time use and unilateral divorce (Genadek, 2018;
Rof, 2017), where there are intra-household changes in time allocation after the non-fault divorce
was implemented. They also align with Hoehn-Velasco and Penglase (2021a), who finds that
even though married women did not increase participation in the labor force, they spent more
time working. However, they contradict the findings of Garcia-Ramos (2021), which identify an
immediate null effect and intimate partner violence in the long term as a coercion method to keep
women in marriage, indicating a backlash result rather than a gain in bargaining power. Since
mutual consent and domestic violence were both grounds to file for divorce, we hypothesize that
our results may differ from Garcia-Ramos (2021) because women who were victims of violence may
have obtained a divorce by proving this fact, which could explain the null short-term effect of the
legislation the author finds. However, this remains a gray area that requires more research to fully
understand household dynamics in developing countries. Our study has a limitation. The main
data source, ENUT, provides information every five years, which does not allow for identifying
immediate changes after the legislation took place. To address this, we use a second survey, ENOE,
which also includes time allocation data, though its primary aim is to gather labor information.
Still, both surveys show generally consistent results, which reduces our concerns.

According to our findings, both women and men decrease time allocation in childcare, which
raises questions related to children’s well-being and health outcomes, which other papers could try

to understand in further analyses.
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