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A New York Times

The New York Times (NYT) printed the 1860 New York law, discussed in the main paper Sec-
tion III.A, in its entirety upon passage (New York Times, 1860c). However, interest in the topic
was so great that they did not only print updates of laws in New York, but also around the
U.S., and indeed the UK. as well. For instance, in 1852 they reprinted an article entitled
“Women’s Rights and Wrongs” from the Detroit Tribune explaining exactly the difference in
legal rights between men and women in the state at the time (New York Times, 1852). They
also reprinted an article from the St. Paul Press when Minnesota granted women economic
rights (New York Times, 1869). It is worth noting that this article refers to the old laws as
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“barbarous,” and explains exactly what rights the new laws do and do not convey to each
spouse. In 1870, they printed an article explaining to their readers that the “married women
of Connecticut suffer injustice,” as women had not yet been granted rights in that state, be-
fore delving into the efforts in that state to change the law (New York Times, 1870). After
women’s rights were eventually passed in 1870, they reported on a New-Haven Journal article
providing a “summary, more complete than we have yet seen, of the provisions of the new
law of Connecticut in relation to the property rights of married women ...” (New York Times,
1877a). The NYT also printed updates on the debates and legal changes in the United Kingdom

(New York Times, 1871, 1877b, 1882).

The NYT also updated readers on court cases and legal scholar’s opinions on marital property
rights. For example, consider the case of Vandevoort v. Gould, 36 N.Y 639 (1867), which asked
legal questions pertaining to whether married women’s property acts applied to property ac-
quired before the passage of the act. The NYT covered this case closely, giving readers updates
while the case was still on, as well as the final decision and implications (New York Times,
18604, 1862a,c,b). This court case is not unique. We found several other articles in the New
York Times covering other cases of importance for women’s economic rights (New York Times,
1854, 18600, 1865a,b, 1866). Again, they did not confine coverage to New York. They reported
on court cases in Maine (New York Times, 1868), Illinois (New York Times, 1875), and Mis-
souri (New York Times, 1888). They also went into detail covering public lectures on women’s
rights, such as given by James T. Brady, Esq. entitled “The Legal Disabilities of Women”
(New York Times, 1858).! They reviewed scholarly work, such as Ostrogorski (1893), when

this work was imported into the United States (New York Times, 1894), and gave summaries

1The article covers the first of a series of lectures to be given on women'’s rights by Mr. Brady, and gives details
as to his view on the legal history of women’s economic rights. As further evidence as to how interested people
were in the topic, the article describes the audience as “large and markedly fashionable.”



of cases where married women did not seem to have their rights enforced (New York Times,

1879).

B More on Coverture

Much of this discussion is adapted from Online Appendix A of Hazan, Weiss and Zoabi (2019).

B.1 Children, Custody, and Bodily Autonomy

Under coverture, legal rules governing children and a wife’s bodily autonomy directly shaped
household bargaining and reproductive choices. Custody doctrines located authority squarely
with husbands, and marital powers over wives’ bodies and movement constrained women’s
ability to refuse sex or exit abusive situations - mechanisms with clear implications for fertility
timing and desired family size. For instance, consider custody over children, of which one au-
thor notes “The common law on this matter is easily summed up: the father had the absolute
right to custody of the children; the mother had no rights at all.” (Holcombe, 1983, p. 33). Fur-
thermore, a husband had a great deal of control over his wife’s body and actions, as “. .. women
could not refuse sexual relations unless performance of the duty threatened their lives, nor
could they withhold domestic services. A man controlled access to the home and could ‘im-
prison’ his wife to prevent her from ‘going off with an adulterer’ or ‘squandering his property.’
In [a legal commentator]’s view, because a man was ‘criminally responsible for her acts of crime
committed in his presence, and civilly for her torts whether he is present or absent,” he needed

‘physical control over her’ sufficient to ‘free himself’ from liability” (VanBurkleo, 2001, p. 77).
B.2 Origins and Rationale of Coverture (Legal Background)

The historical rationale for coverture also matters for fertility because it reveals the legal logic
that placed wives’ persons and property under husbands’ authority during marriage and chil-
drearing. A concise articulation appears in the U.K. House of Commons debate of May 14,
1870, where Mr. Jessel explained the lineage of coverture while supporting reform of married

women'’s economic disabilities:

“The existing law was a relic of slavery, and the House was now asked to abolish
the last remains of slavery in England. In considering what ought to be the nature
of the law, they could not deny that no one should be deprived of the power of
disposition unless on proof of unfitness to exercise that power; and it was not intel-
ligible on what principle a woman should be considered incapable of contracting,
immediately after she had, with the sanction of the law, entered into the most im-
portant contract conceivable. The slavery laws of antiquity were the origin of the

Common Law on this subject. The Roman law originally regarded the position of



a wife as similar to that of a daughter, who had no property, and might be sold
into slavery at the will of her father. When the Roman law became that of a civi-
lized people, the position of the wife was altogether changed. She was allowed, as
was proposed by this Bill, to have the absolute disposal of her property, and full
power of contracting, with the sole exception that her immoveable property was
not to be alienated without the consent of her husband. The ancient Germans -
from whom our law was derived - put the woman into the power of her husband
in the same sense as the ancient Roman law did. She became his slave. The Law
of Slavery, whether Roman or English, for we once had slaves and slave laws in
England, gave to the master of a slave the two important rights of flogging and
imprisoning him. A slave could not possess property of his own, and could not
make contracts except for his master’s benefit, and the master alone could sue for
an injury to the slave; while the only liability of the master was that he must not let
his slave starve. This was exactly the position of the wife under the English law; the
husband had the right of flogging and imprisoning her, as might be seen by those
who read Blackstone’s chapter on the relations of husband and wife. She could
not possess property - she could not contract, except as his agent; and he alone
could sue if she were libelled or suffered a personal injury; while all the husband
was compellable to do for her was to pay for necessaries. It was astonishing that
a law founded on such principles should have survived to the nineteenth century”

(Hansard (1869)).

B.3 Property Rights Under Coverture: Curtesy, Dower, and Intestacy

Property allocations within marriage and at death influenced incentives around marriage,
childbearing, and the economic security of mothers and children. There are a few aspects
of married women’s property rights under coverture worth elaborating on. The first is the
“curtesy” right of the husband. While married, the husband had the right to manage his wife’s
real estate and take the income it might generate. Upon the wife’s death, the land was to re-
vert to her family. However, the husband was allowed to continue managing her land for his
benefit, by curtesy, while he was still alive, full control over real assets would return to her
family after his death. Widows, on the other hand, had a one-third interest in the income gen-
erated by their husbands’ real estate after his death, which the husband could not bequeath
away except by permission of the wife. This right was called the “dower,” or “the widow’s
third.” In addition, intestate laws gave a woman a one-third interest in her husband’s move-
able property should he die without a will. These allocations rose to one-half if there were
no living children (Salmon, 1986, p. 141). The rules regarding dower rights varied in the U.S.

See Salmon (1986), chapter 7, for a history of several states. Importantly, men had the abso-



lute right to expropriate their wives” movable property, and only limited rights over her real
property. Furthermore, there was a limitation on the right of men to appropriate their wives’
moveable property. “Paraphernalia” was a subset of moveable property including clothing
and jewelry. Husbands could sell or give away paraphernalia during their marriages, but not
bequeath it. However, given that men had absolute control and disposition of paraphernalia

during the marriage, this distinction typically had limited practical effect.

B.4 Separate Estates and Marriage Settlements (Equity)

Equity mechanisms provided a potential, but often inaccessible, means for married women to
shield assets from husbands, with consequences for mothers’ bargaining power and intergen-
erational transfers. These separate estates date back to sixteenth-century England, and were
run under courts of equity, or “chancery,” rather than courts of common law. In principle, they
allowed married women to have property put into a separate trust, run by a trustee, that was
immune from their husbands’ influence. These trusts were either created before marriage or
upon receipt of an inheritance. They varied widely in the level of protection from the woman’s
husband, the amount of control the woman had, and the degree of control the trustee had. In
England, these separate estates were prohibitively expensive for all but the wealthiest women
(Holcombe, 1983). In America, these trusts, also called “marriage settlements,” were even
rarer: only 12 states had equity courts (Geddes and Lueck, 2002). American women needed
their fiance’s or husband’s permission for these trusts to be created (Salmon, 1986, p. 15) and
these estates were deemed fraudulent if created to deceive a fiance (Salmon, 1986, p. 89). In
much of New England, such as Connecticut and Massachusetts, the legislatures refused to em-
power equity courts to enforce the rules. This was a result of Puritan influence, which was
harshly opposed to courts of equity (Salmon, 1986, pp. 120-140). Other states, such as Pennsyl-
vania, “held an equitable jurisdiction allowing them to enforce trusts for married women, but
evidence indicates that the judiciary felt uncomfortable in exercising the full panoply of equi-
table rules and precedents” (Salmon, 1986, p. 186). Indeed, Chatfield (2014, pp. 16-17) argues
that “equity courts tended to interpret contracts between husbands and wives narrowly, and
with greater deference to creditors than to married women or widows, meaning that there was
no sure guarantee that a woman’s property would be protected upon becoming married.” As
such, it should not be surprising that Salmon (1986, p. 79) argues that “[b]ecause the rules fell
under the supervision of courts of equity and were never defined by statute ... they remained
inaccessible to the majority of women. This explains why most historians have depicted the
nineteenth-century married women'’s property acts as more important to women than the eq-

uitable developments of the early modern period ... " .2

2Salmon (1986) does, however, argue that these equity-based rules were important for their impact on legal
thinking.



C Extra Historical Context, 1850-1920

Between 1850 and 1920, the economic role of women in the United States underwent significant
changes, particularly for white non-Hispanic women. This period witnessed the transition
from a predominantly agrarian economy to an industrial one, the Demographic Transition
(a sustained decline in fertility rates), and the expansion of educational opportunities. We
highlight in the main text how women’s labor force participation evolved by marital status
and socioeconomic status, and below how women’s investments in human capital (education)
increased, as well as methods people had at their disposal to control their fertility. Throughout
this era, marriage remained a highly stable institution for white non-Hispanic women, with

divorce being rare by today’s standards.
C.1 Improvements in Women’s Human Capital and Education

Goldin (1999) observes that by the 1840s primary school enrollment in the US was higher than
Germany, making Americans among the best educated in the world, but that there were gender
gaps in this education rate. However, once schools became publicly funded, the gap closed and

eventually reversed.

Secondary education saw especially dramatic growth in the early 20th century. The period
1910-1940 is known as the “high school movement,” during which high school enrollment and
graduation rates soared across the country (particularly in the American Midwest and West).
Significantly, young women embraced secondary education at least as rapidly as young men.
In fact, throughout the 1910s and 1920s, female high school enrollment and graduation rates
often equaled or exceeded those of males in many states (Goldin, 1998). Goldin (1998) docu-
ments that by the 1920s, the graduation rate for American girls had pulled slightly ahead of
boys, reflecting, among other factors, the view that high school was appropriate for preparing
young women for teaching or clerical careers as well as for their roles as mothers. This early
closing (and slight reversal) of the gender gap in secondary education is a striking historical
finding. It implies that the average white woman coming of age in 1920 was appreciably better
educated than her counterpart in 1850, and indeed was as well-educated as her male peers
in terms of formal schooling. Higher education, while still the province of a small minority
in this era, also saw growing female participation. Goldin, Katz and Kuziemko (2006) present
evidence that women and men born between 1875 and 1910 began college at similar rates, but

that men were substantially more likely to graduate with a degree.
C.2 Families and Birth Control

Consistent with our findings, Stevenson and Wolfers (2007) show that marriage rates were sta-

ble over our time period, and divorce was rare. They also break down these findings by race.



Perhaps the most dramatic demographic change between 1850 and 1920 was the sharp decline
in fertility. In the mid-19th century, white American families were still quite large by modern
standards, with total fertility rates often around 5 or more children per woman. By the early
20th century, fertility had fallen significantly: the average white woman born around 1880 had
about 3 surviving children, and fertility continued to drop to roughly 2-3 children per woman

by the 1920s (Jones and Tertilt, 2008).

Between 1850 and 1920, a wide range of birth control methods was employed in the United
States, reflecting both longstanding practices and emerging technological innovations. Early
methods included coitus interruptus (withdrawal) and periodic abstinence, but the era also
witnessed the increasing use of mechanical barrier devices. With the advent of vulcanization,
rubber condoms and diaphragms became more reliable and affordable (Bullough, 1981). His-
torically, various pessaries made from materials including cabbage leaves and tar, sponge, and

even gold, were employed as contraceptive devices (Fairley, 1990).

Legal and medical debates played a central role in shaping access to these methods. The Com-
stock Laws, passed in the early 1870s, criminalized not only the distribution of contraceptive
devices but also the dissemination of related information, forcing many providers into a clan-
destine market (Tone, 2000). Medical professionals were divided: some advocated the use of
barrier methods (such as condoms and the womb veil) and withdrawal while others, influ-
enced by prevailing moral and religious standards, dismissed these techniques or even con-
demned them (Cirillo, 1974). The legal framework thus intertwined with medical authority,
leading to selective enforcement and, at times, the emergence of a robust black market for

contraceptives.
C.3 Legality of Divorce

While divorce was rare by modern standards, as discussed above, it was not illegal in every
state. Between 1850 and 1920, obtaining a divorce required navigating a formal legal process
defined by state law. A spouse seeking to end a marriage had to file a petition in a state court
and prove the existence of statutory grounds for divorce. Throughout this period divorce was
fault-based: courts would grant a decree dissolving the marriage only upon evidence of legally
recognized wrongdoing by the other spouse (such as adultery, desertion, or cruelty). The peti-
tioner bore the burden of proof, often necessitating corroborating testimony of the misconduct.
Procedurally, divorce cases followed the norms of civil litigation, but many jurisdictions im-
posed additional safeguards (for example, residency requirements of six months to a year) to
establish the court’s jurisdiction and to prevent forum-shopping by couples from out of state
(Higdon, 2022). In some states during the early 19th century, divorces could still be obtained
by special acts of the legislature, but by the mid-1800s most states had vested this power in the



judiciary, making divorce a matter for judges rather than legislators (Hartog, 1991).

Between 1850 and 1920, divorce laws underwent liberalization in many states, even as others
remained exceptionally strict. Over the second half of the 19th century, a number of states ex-
panded the grounds for divorce beyond the traditional sole ground of adultery. Activists and
jurists formed the New England Divorce Reform League in 1881, reorganized as the National
Divorce Reform League in 1885, to advocate more consistent standards and to discourage mi-
gratory divorces obtained under lax laws (Riley, 1991, p. 108). Their efforts culminated in the
National Congress on Uniform Divorce Laws in 1906 (Riley, 1991, p. 115). No binding uniform

law was enacted.

Divorce law variation among states, especially the divide between strict and lenient jurisdic-
tions, led to so-called “divorce mill” states (or territories) (Higdon, 2022). One legal challenge
was whether a divorce granted in one state would be recognized elsewhere. Courts grappled
with the Constitution’s Full Faith and Credit Clause in this context. The U.S. Supreme Court’s
ruling in Haddock v. Haddock, 201 U.S. 562 (1906), exemplified the era’s approach: the Court
refused to mandate interstate recognition of a divorce decree obtained ex parte (i.e. when only
one spouse was domiciled in the forum state), effectively allowing a stricter home state to treat
an out-of-state “migratory” divorce as invalid (Higdon, 2022). At the same time, state courts
gradually broadened interpretations of what behavior constituted legal grounds for divorce.
Judges in the 1880s began to acknowledge mental cruelty (such as persistent emotional abuse
or humiliation) as a form of cruelty sufficient to justify divorce, even in the absence of physical

violence (Griswold, 1986).

We conclude that divorce, while not a purely static institution, was rare by modern standards

for our sample population and time period.

D Construction of County-Border Pairs

The data on the evolution of US historical county boundaries comes from the Integrated Public
Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) National Historical Geographic Information System (NHGIS),
available at http:/ /www.nhgis.com. Although there are other projects featuring US historical
boundaries and spatial data within a Geographic Information Systems (GIS) framework, we
use the NHGIS border definitions, as they provide a better fit for mapping US federal census
data from IPUMS. We start by obtaining eight geometry file maps corresponding to the 1850-
1920 census year boundaries. These shapefiles consist of polygons, each of which is defined
by a list of vertices with two-dimensional coordinates. We use QGIS as our primary tool for
handling the shapefiles. In order to identify the best topologically continuous set of bordering
counties (i.e., counties adjacent to the counties borders from another state ) over the entire

1850-1920 period, we develop the following four-step procedure:
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1870 sample
[ Not in the sample
[ Rights after 1870
[ Rights before 1860
I Rights between 1860 and 1870

Figure A.3: State borders, 1870.

1860 sample

[J Not in the sample
[7] Rights after 1860
[ Rights before 1850
[ Rights between 1850 and 1860

1880 sample

[ Not in the sample
[ Rights after 1880
[E Rights before 1870
I Rights between 1870 and 1880

Figure A.4: State borders, 1880.

State Borders, 1850-1880



1890 sample

[ Not in the sample
[ Rights after 1890
[ Rights before 1880
I Rights between 1880 and 1890

1910 sample

[ Not in the sample
[ Rights after 1910
[ Rights before 1900
I Rights between 1900 and 1910

Figure A.7: State borders, 1910.

1900 sample

[ Not in the sample
[7] Rights after 1900
[ Rights before 1890
I Rights between 1890 and 1900

1920 sample

[ Not in the sample
[ Rights after 1920
[ Rights before 1910
I Rights between 1910 and 1920

Figure A.8: State borders, 1920.
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Step 1: We identify for every polygon in the shapefile all of its immediate neighbors. A polygon
is considered a neighbor of another polygon if they touch or intersect. The script records the
unique county (GISJOIN2 variable) and state identifiers of all neighbors. We eliminate counties
that are only adjacent to counties from the same state/territory in order to arrive at a sample
of county-border pairs. We manually examine the resulting samples and eliminate polygons
that correspond to the administrative units that have not been partitioned into counties, such

as large territories without political subdivisions.

Step 2: The borders in the year 1920 are the final borders for our study. The borders in earlier
decades were unstable due to the evolution of states, as well as counties within the states. We
created a stable system of IDs for each region based on the map of 1920. For the earlier decades
(1850-1910), we adopt the names given in 1920. Each county’s ID in 1850-1910 is defined by
the highest intersected area with the IDs in 1920. In other words, each county x in 1850-1910
takes the ID of the county y in 1920 if and only if county y has the highest intersected area with

county x across all different intersected counties in 1920.

Step 3: If a county breaks into multiple counties over the course of time, we look at new
counties after separation as one cluster based on their borders before separation. This allows
us to maintain constant geographic areas as our points of comparison. To be more precise,
for each county in decade d, we look at the corresponding counties in previous decades: t €
[1850,..,d — 10]. If a county from decade t, x;; intersects with several counties in decade 4,
with an intersected area that exceeds 25 percent of the area x;;, then all these counties in d are

considered as a unique county: x;;. We unify overlapping clusters into one.

Step 4: We then develop a stable set of pair-dummies that corresponds to neighboring fixed
counties in neighboring states. We proceed as follows: (a) For each county from each decade
we find all neighboring counties from other states in the same decade. (b) If the joint border
between a pair of neighboring counties from 2 different states is longer than 10 percent of
the length of each county’s border with the other state, then we constitute a pair-dummy for
this pair. (c) If a county-pair was not considered in previous decades— perhaps since the area
wasn’t well defined or stable— we create a new name for the dummy variable based on the
combination of IDs. This step allows us to produce a stable structure of dummies through

time. Maps showing our data on borders over time can be seen in Figures A.1 - A.8.

To give an example of the difficulties that arise in this process, Figure A.9 shows the evolution
of the border between Indiana and Illinois. Each map shows this border in different years,
from 1850 until 1920. The solid black line in the middle, roughly going from north to south,
denotes the border between the states. Each polygon represents a county in each year on either
side of the state border. Counties in the same state in the same color that touch one another

are grouped in a cluster and treated as one county for the purposes of this exercise. The dotted
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1850 1860 1870 1880

Figure A.9: State borders, example. This figure shows the evolution of the county-border pairs
between Indiana (right) and Illinois (left) over time.

lines show which clusters of counties were compared to which clusters on the other side of
the state border. The border between Illinois and Indiana is particularly useful as an example
since it allows us to illustrate a number of issues that arose while creating our county-border
pair exercises. Many of them have no clear-cut answer as to what to do and require a judgment

call. We now go over some issues that arose.

First, whether to clump counties together when they merged. Consider the 3 orange colored
counties in Illinois, almost all the way in the north, in 1860. These counties are roughly ge-

ographically constant from 1860 until 1920. However, the middle of these 3 counties did not
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exist in 1850, and was indeed part of the other two counties. We decided to treat this entire area
as one county for the entire time period. An alternative strategy would have been to throw out

the data from 1850 and have 3 distinct counties from 1860 onwards.

Another example of this is the blue county directly south of these orange counties. In 1850,
this region was one large county. Starting in 1860, this region was divided into two counties:
one directly on the border with Illinois, and one not directly on the border. We decided that
we would consider these two counties as one during the entire time period, and thus include

a county not directly on the border, rather than begin the exercise in 1860.

Second, there were small changes in county areas. Consider the most north-western sliver of
the blue county adjacent to the orange counties discussed above, in 1850. In 1860, some of this
territory is transferred into the orange counties. The area in question is outlined in white in

the 1860 map. We decided to ignore this small change in county areas.

While reasonable people can disagree as to whether the approaches described above are cor-
rect or not, both in general and in the specific context of Indiana and Illinois, we hope that it
illustrates the need to make a general set of rules and apply our best judgement throughout.
Any rule that might seem more/less appropriate on this border, might seem the opposite on a

different border.

E Extra Analyses and Robustness Exercises

In this appendix, we perform extra analyses examining differential effects of women’s rights
on border and non border regions and robustness exercises on the main exercises reported in

the main paper.
E.1 Border Regions

We begin with extra analyses looking at the potential for differential impacts on border regions.

Table A.1 repeats the analyses from Table 3 of the main paper with the following changes. First,
we do not do county-border pair exercises.> We use all observations, including from interior
counties. Second, we interact the event-study variables, rightst, in Equation (1) of the main

paper, with an indicator that the county was on a state border.

Column 1 of Table A.1 repeats Column 1 of Table 3 of the main paper examining the impact of
rights on the probability of giving birth without the “extra controls” for a husband’s industry
and occupation, while Column 2 includes these controls. Columns 3 and 4 repeat this pattern,

but examining the number of children up to age 5. In all specifications, there is no evidence of a

3Notice that this means that we do not include the parameters Be,b(c) OF Vep(c) from Equation (1) of the main
paper, nor do we duplicate observations in counties with more than one border. We also cluster standard errors
only at the state level, rather than double cluster with county-border pairs.

12



pretrend in fertility prior to women’s rights being granted, and an immediate and dynamic de-
crease in fertility after rights are granted. The estimates here are larger than their counterparts
in Table 3 of the main paper. There is no economically meaningful or statistically significant

differential impact of women’s rights on border regions.

There is more than one possible way to interpret this finding. One could be that the exercise
performed in the main paper does not capture spillovers from county border pairs, which low-
ers the estimated effect of women’s rights.* Another possible interpretation is that the impact
of rights is better identified in the exercise in the main paper: including county-border pairs
presumably allows for a better controlled comparison and more reliable estimates, than a sim-
ple cross-state exercise performed here. It is not possible to know which of these hypotheses

accounts for the larger estimates documented here.

A third possible explanation for the above findings is that the border counties are systemat-
ically different from interior counties.” Table A.2 reports the means and standard deviations
for the main dependent and independent variables for this exercise by whether the woman
lives in a county that is interior or on the border. We find no substantial differences in either
the mean or standard deviation for any variable, suggesting that the counties are quite similar.

These findings suggest that this third hypothesis is not likely.

Table A.3 does the same exercise for Table 5 of the main paper. That is, we repeat the analysis
but include an interaction effect of being married after rights on areas that are on the border of
a state. Here, we find that being in a border region reduces the impact of being married after

rights by approximately one-third.
E.2 Robustness

We next turn to robustness analyses for our main exercises.

Table A.4 performs our main robustness exercises on the event study results reported in Table
3 of the main paper. Column 1 of Table A.4 repeats Column 1 of Table 3 of the main paper, but
without the plausibly endogenous “extra controls” of the husband’s occupation and industry.
The estimates are virtually identical to their counterparts in the main analysis. Column 2
repeats Column 1 of Table 3 of the main paper, but drops all county-border pairs between states

in the South and not in the South. Column 3 repeats this analysis, but instead drops all borders

“Notice that just including a dummy variable for being on a border would not capture this spillover: we need
to include a county-border pair to know if the other side of the border has rights.

SHere, we argue that there is no systematic difference between border and interior counties. This is as opposed
to the discussion below in Appendix F which argues that there is substantial heterogeneity between counties within
a state, and thus policy is plausibly exogenous to any given county. Both exercises are consistent with one another
if there is substantial heterogeneity among counties, but that heterogeneity is not dependent on being on a border.
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Table A.1: Cross-State and Border Interacted, 1850-1920

1 ) 3) 4

Dependent variable: Birth last year # Children Up to 5

> 3 decades before 0.001 0.002 0.010 0.018
(0.004) (0.004) (0.025) (0.022)

2 decades before 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.006
(0.003) (0.003) (0.019) (0.019)

1 decade before 0 0 0 0

Rights given -0.008** -0.008** -0.038* -0.037*
(0.003) (0.003) (0.020) (0.019)

1 decade after -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.080*** -0.082%**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.020) (0.018)

2 decades after -0.019*** -0.018*** -0.098*** -0.090***
(0.004) (0.004) (0.023) (0.022)

> 3 decades after -0.024*** -0.022%** -0.123%** -0.113***
(0.005) (0.004) (0.027) (0.024)

> 3 decades before 0.002 0.000 0.009 0.001

x Border county (0.002) (0.002) (0.013) (0.009)

2 decades before -0.003 -0.003 -0.020 -0.019

x Border county (0.003) (0.002) (0.015) (0.013)

1 decade before -0.002 -0.002 -0.010 -0.009

x Border county (0.002) (0.002) (0.011) (0.010)

Rights given -0.002 -0.002 -0.007 -0.006

x Border county (0.002) (0.002) (0.012) (0.013)

1 decade after 0.001 0.002 0.016 0.022*

x Border county (0.002) (0.002) (0.014) (0.011)

2 decades after 0.000 0.001 0.005 0.008

x Border county (0.003) (0.002) (0.016) (0.011)

> 3 decades after 0.000 0.002 -0.002 0.008

x Border county (0.003) (0.001) (0.017) (0.008)

N 26,610,635 26,610,566 26,610,635 26,610,566

Adjusted R? 0.023 0.027 0.089 0.111

Mean dep. var. 0.1903 0.1903 1.1302 1.1302

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors (in parentheses) are
clustered at the state level. All specifications include fixed effects for each spouse’s
age interacted with year fixed effects, state fixed effects, birthplace fixed effects,
and state-specific linear time trends. Columns (2) and (4) additionally include
fixed effects for the husband’s occupation and industry, interacted with year fixed
effects. The sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged 20-39
with husbands up to age 50, born in the US.
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between community property and non-community property states.® Column 4 again repeats
this analysis but restricts attention to women who stayed in the same state in which they are
born. This has the advantage of improving the precision with which we know which marital
rights regime applied to them, but the disadvantage of imposing a selected sample of people
who did not migrate. In all of these specifications, the point estimates and standard deviations
are remarkably similar to their counterparts in the main analysis. Table A.4 Columns 5-8 repeat
the pattern of Columns 1-4 for the number of children up to age 5 and finds very similar results
to their counterparts in the main analysis. We conclude that our main analysis is robust to all

of these potential concerns.

Table A.5 performs a slightly different robustness exercise. Our event study analysis makes
most sense if we assume that everyone in a treated county was married after rights were
granted, as legally these were the people treated by the reform. In reality there were many
people who were plausibly married after the reform in states that had recently given rights.
Using the 1900 dataset, which asks women for duration of marriage and thus implies age of
marriage, we calculate that the median age of marriage for women in our sample was 21. If we
assume that any woman who was 21 or younger when rights were granted was married after
the reform, while any woman over 21 was married before the reform we can plausibly do an
event study where we include people married before the reform as part of our control. Column
1 does this for the probability of giving birth by interacting our event study variables (ri ghts’s‘t
in Equation (1) of the main paper) with an indicator that the woman was 21 or younger at
the time of the reform. Column 2 repeats Column 1 but for the number of kids up to age 5.
The estimates in this specification are negative and statistically significant, but smaller than
the benchmark exercise. We take this as an indication that the attenuation bias introduced
by assuming women who were 21 or younger were not yet married (and those over 21 were

married) when the reform passed is large.

Table A.5 Columns 3 and 4 repeat this pattern for a similar exercise using a cohort-intensity
approach to address the measurement-error concern raised by the sharp under-21 cutoff. Let r,
denote the effective year of the married women'’s property rights reform in state s. For woman

i in state s observed in census year t with birth year b;, define age at reform
T, =15 — b

In the 1900 and 1910 censuses the duration of the current marriage d; is reported, which allows

us to infer the marriage year m; = t — d;. Define D; to equal one if m; > r; and zero otherwise,

6Some states were technically not under coverture. The details of their restrictions of married women'’s rights
were different, but qualitatively the idea that these states granting women rights increased women’s bargaining
power is the same. For a further discussion of the difference between community law states and other states see
Hazan, Weiss and Zoabi (2019).
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indicating that the marriage occurred under the reformed regime. Using only the 1900/1910

sample, we nonparametrically estimate the mapping
E(t) =E[Di| 5] =1],

that is, the probability of being married after the reform as a function of integer age at reform.
We linearly interpolate E(T) across integer T, truncate it to the unit interval, and then merge
E; = E(|T;|) back to the full 1850-1920 panel. Observations with 7 below (above) the support
in 1900/1910 are assigned E; = 1 (E; = 0).

We then re-estimate the event study using this intensity measure interacted with our event-
study as before in Columns 3 and 4 of Table A.5. Our findings are quantitatively quite similar

to the benchmark exercise.

Both the “under 21” approach and the “intensity” approach reduce one type of measurement
error while introducing another type. That is, both approaches sometimes treat a woman mar-
ried without rights as if she was married with rights, and the opposite (probabilistically, in
the case of the intensity). The same can be said of our benchmark event study. However, our
married-after exercise yields some insight into these biases. Table A.6 repeats our married-
after exercises in 1900 and 1910. Panel A does so using the true data, and is thus a replication
of Table 5 of the main paper. Panel B repeats Panel A but switches the treatment variable to
whether or not the woman was under 21 when rights were granted. Panel C does so using the
intensity measure. In general, Panels B and C find smaller effects than under the true specifica-
tion (Panel A), suggesting indeed that these approaches yield measurement error. As such, we

do not use these measures in our benchmark exercises and leave them here in the appendix.

Table A.7 performs robustness analysis on the results comparing people married before and
after the reform reported in Table 5. We begin with Panel A. Column 1 repeats Column 1 of
Table 5 except does not include the plausibly endogenous controls for a husband’s industry
and occupation. Column 2 instead drops states in the South. Column 3 instead drops com-
munity property states. Column 4 restricts attention to women who stayed in the same state
in which they were born. Column 5 drops couples that were married a year before or after
the reform. Panel B repeats this pattern for the number of kids up to age 5. Panel C repeats
this pattern for children ever born. Panel D repeats this pattern for surviving children. In all
specifications the estimates are statistically significant and quantitatively similar to those of

our main specifications. We conclude that our main results are robust.

Table A.8 breaks down our event studies by age of women. Columns 1-4 repeat Column 1
of Table 3 of the main paper looking at how rights affect the probability of giving birth for

different subgroups. Column 1 restricts attention to women age 20-24, Column 2 to ages 25-
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29, Column 3 to ages 30-34, and Column 4 to ages 35-39. Columns 5-8 repeat this pattern for
Column 3 of Table 3 of the main paper looking at how rights affect the number of kids up to
age 5 for different subgroups. The effect of rights on the probability of women giving birth at
ages 35-39 is somewhat lower than for all other ages, while the estimates for other ages are all
quite similar to each other and to the main effect. There is no major difference when looking
at the number of kids up to age 5. These results are consistent with the idea that family sizes

are largely set by the time women are age 35-39, when fertility rates naturally drop.

Table A.9 does a similar exercise for the exercises comparing people married before and after
the reform. Column 1 repeats Column 1 of Table 5 of the main paper, but restricts attention
to women age 20-24. Column 2 does this for ages 25-29, while Column 3 does so for 30-34
and Column 4 for 35-39. The largest magnitude effect is on women 20-24, however the sta-
tistical significance is only at the 10% level. The estimate on women 25-29 is not significant.
For women 30-34 and 35-39 the estimates are significant at the 1% level. We note that all es-
timates are within a standard error of the main estimate in Column 1 of Table 5 of the main
table. Columns 5-8 repeat this pattern for the number of kids up to age 5. Here, all estimates
are statistically significant at the 1% level, and the estimates for women 25 and older are all
roughly 0.05, which is what we would expect should the true effect be that women reduce
the probability of giving birth by 1 p.p. The estimate for women 20-24 is about 3 times larger.
This is consistent with the hypothesis expressed in the paper that there is perhaps an effect on
delaying fertility. This could also be consistent with the larger reduction in the probability of
giving birth for women 20-24.

Table A.10 repeats Columns 3 and 8 of Table 5 of the main paper exploring LFP of married
women by age of the woman. Column 1 repeats Column 3 of Table 5 of the main paper, but
restricts attention to women 20-24. Column 2 does so for women 25-29. Column 3 does so for
women 30-34. Column 4 does so for women 35-39. Column 5 repeats Column 8 of Table 5 of
the main paper, but restricts attention to women 40-44. Column 6 does so for women 45-49.
Column 7 for women 50-54, and Column 8 for women 55-59. Column 1 finds an economically
meaningful and statistically significant result of an increase in LFP of 1.1 p.p.” This is consistent
with women perhaps delaying their fertility a little bit and being in the labor force. However,
given that the mean dependent variable is 3.1 p.p., an increase of 1.1 p.p. yields a grand total
of 4.2 p.p. of the population working. It is unlikely that this accounts for the decline in fertility

we document.

Another interesting exercise is to compare people who live in states without rights, but came
from states with rights, with their neighbors. Table A.11 does exactly that. We restrict attention

to states without women’s rights, and we regress our main fertility variables on whether a

7Column 7 also finds a statistically significant estimate, but its economic magnitude is meaningless.
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woman was born in a state that currently has women’s rights. Column 1 does so with whether
a woman gave birth last year using our main controls on the county-border pair sample, while
Column 2 adds in our “extra controls” of the husband’s industry and occupation interacted
with year fixed effects. Columns 3 and 4 repeat this pattern for the number of children up to
age 5. All estimates are statistically significant at the 1% level and quantitatively similar to
our findings in the main paper. That is, it seems that migrants from states with rights have
fewer children than their neighbors in states without rights. This is consistent with the fact
that restricting attention to people who stayed in the state they were born, as reported above,
yields similar estimates to not restricting the sample. Migrants do not behave differently, but

women’s rights matter.

Next, one can ask whether states that granted rights earlier than other states saw a differential
impact. Table A.12 looks at the impact of rights on the probability of giving birth. Since we
are looking differentially over our time frame, we do a difference in difference exercise, rather
than event study, with the variable of interest being “Rights”, or whether married women have
economic rights. Column 1 does so on the entire sample, using all the controls as in the main
exercise in Section V.A of the main paper. We find a point estimate of 0.6 p.p. effect of women’s
rights on the probability of giving birth, similar to the immediate effect of rights in Table 3 of
the main paper. Column 2 then adds an interaction between the variable “Late” for women
being granted rights in 1890 or later and “Rights.” Column 3 repeats Column 2, but redefines
“Late” as 1874. This is as 1873 is the median year of rights in our sample (so 1874 is after
the median) and 1890 as it is in the middle of our time period.® The 1890 specification yields
nothing on the interaction, while the 1874 cutoff yields a marginally statistically significant

interaction.’

It is natural to ask about heterogeneous effects by culture. While many aspects of local cul-
ture are hard to measure, presumably a household’s status of having the husband work in
agriculture captures much of this variation. Table A.13 reproduces our main results, and then
breaks them down by whether a woman’s husband works in agriculture. Specifically, Column
1 recreates Column 1 of Table 3 of the main paper. However, here we leave out controls for
the husbands occupation and industry since we are selecting the sample on agricultural work-
ers. Column 2 then redoes Column 1 on households where the husband’s industry indicates
that he is not in agriculture. Column 3 repeats this exercise for those who are in agriculture.
Columns 4-6 repeat this exercise for the number of children up to age five. Two aspects of the

findings stand out. The first is that the point estimates are remarkably similar to one another

8Technically, 1885 would be the middle of our time period, but given our “round up” approach, 1890 is our
midpoint.

9The marginal significance is more likely to be a fluke: it disappears if we change the cutoff to strictly greater
than 1874 rather than greater than or equal to 1874.
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Figure A.10: Fertility by Timing of Rights. This figure shows the fertility rates of married white non-Hispanic women, 20-39 years old. The
tigures show the fraction of women who gave birth in the previous year over time by whether the woman was from a state that gave rights early
or late. The left figure defines early as before 1873 while the right figure defines it as before 1890.



(and those of Table 3 of the main paper). This indicates that cultural differences between agri-
cultural workers and others probably are not a first order concern for our exercise. However,
as is well known, fertility rates among agricultural workers were substantially higher (about
20% here). As such, it is possible to claim that agricultural workers saw a smaller percentage

change in their fertility as a result of women’s rights.

Finally, it is natural to ask whether our focus on white non-Hispanic women is important. We
believe that it helps focus the discussion, given the relatively small Hispanic community of
the time as well as the enormous changes that Black Americans experienced through the end
of slavery, Reconstruction, and then the end of Reconstruction. Table A.14 replicates Table
3 of the main paper, without Columns 2 and 4, with the addition of both race and Hispanic
fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects.!’ The estimates and standard deviations are
extremely close to their benchmark cases. Similarly, Table A.15, A.16, A.17, and A.18 replicate
Table 4-7 with the race and Hispanic fixed effects interacted with year effects, and the findings

are very similar.

10Columns 2 and 4 of Table 3 require computationally heavy bootstrapping, and are thus excluded given the
similarities of the other two specifications with their benchmark cases.
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Table A.2: Mean and (Standard Deviation) by Year, Comparing Interior and Border Counties

Year

1850 1860 1870 1880 1900 1910 1920

Border count Interior  Border Interior Border Interior Border Interior Border Interior Border Interior Border Interior Border
y

Women age 20-39

Birth last year 0.257 0.249 0.237 0.228 0.222 0217 0.204 0.200 0.195 0.191 0.169 0.166 0.168 0.169
(0.437)  (0.432)  (0.425)  (0.420)  (0.416)  (0.412)  (0.403) (0.400) (0.396) (0.393) (0.375) (0.373) (0.374) (0.374)

#Childrenupto5  1.469 1.421 1.407 1358 1.261 1.236 1.264 1.247 1.121 1.098 1.061 1.043 0.977 0.979
(1.035)  (1.033)  (1.025)  (1.019)  (0.995)  (0.997)  (1.024) (1.024) (1.030) (1.025) (1.012) (1.006) (0.984) (0.981)

LFP 0.061 0.053 0.010 0.012 0.027 0.027 0.019 0.021 0.042 0.045 0.037 0.041
0.239)  (0.223)  (0.100)  (0.109)  (0.161) (0.162) (0.137) (0.143) (0.201) (0.207) (0.190) (0.198)

Age 28.97 29.09 28.92 29.04 28.92 29.01 28.98 29.05 29.56 29.63 29.64 29.70 29.84 29.85
(5451)  (5.452)  (5438)  (5.446)  (5.446)  (5.438)  (5.428) (5.421) (5.426) (5.410) (5.416) (5.418) (5.373) (5.355)

Spouse’s age 33.54 33.59 33.77 33.81 33.87 33.84 33.69 33.61 34.23 34.19 34.00 34.02 33.99 33.99

(6.675)  (6.657)  (6.685)  (6709)  (6.929)  (6.939)  (6.736) (6.742) (6.695) (6.663) (6.676) (6.664) (6.647) (6.632)

N 806,251 633,320 1,046,749 773,338 1,282,904 917,757 1,820,576 1,279,620 2,755,933 1,246,437 3,487,503 1,543,303 4,326,564 1,877,632

Notes: Summary statistics for the main dependent and independent variables by year and by whether the woman lived in a border county or an interior county. The sample
includes married white non-Hispanic women aged 20-39 with husbands up to age 50.
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Table A.3: Fertility, Married After Rights 1900-1910 — Potential Spillovers at the Border

Women age 20-39 Women age 45-59
@ @ ®G) @) ®) (6) @) ®)
Dependent variable: Birthlast  # Children LEP CEB CEB> 0 Sur.vwmg Surv1§/1ng LEP
year up to5 children ratio

Married after rights -0.012%** -0.134** 0.001 -0.218*  -0.211***  -0.169***  -0.000 0.000

(0.003) (0.025) (0.001) (0.061) (0.057) (0.049) (0.001) (0.001)
Married after rights 0.006** 0.032%** 0.000 0.066** 0.068*** 0.051** -0.000 0.001
x Border county (0.002) (0.012) (0.001) (0.026) (0.024) (0.021) (0.001) (0.001)
N 10,079,116 10,079,116 10,079,116 3,500,698 3,205,503 3,500,698 3,205,503 3,500,698
Adjusted R? 0.052 0.201 0.054 0.260 0.233 0.242 0.027 0.035
Mean dep. var. 0.180 1.072 0.033 4.845 5.291 3.797 0.807 0.034

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the state level. All specifications
include county-year fixed effects, wife’s and husband’s age fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects, and duration-of-
marriage fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects. They also include husband’s occupation and industry fixed effects
interacted with year fixed effects, as well as birthplace fixed effects. Border county is an indicator for whether a county shares
a border with another state. The sample in columns (1)-(3) includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged 20-39 with
husbands up to age 50, born in the U.S. The sample in columns (4)-(8) includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged
45-59 with husbands up to age 70, born in the U.S.
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Table A.4: Fertility Robustness 1850-1920

D 2) ®3) 4) ) (6) 7) (8)
Dependent variable Birth last year # Children up to 5
No Extra  No South No CP Stayers No Extra  No South No CP Stayers
> 3 decades before 0.002 -0.002 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.018 0.011 0.008
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011) (0.018)
2 decades before -0.001 -0.003* -0.001 -0.001 -0.007 -0.006 -0.007 -0.014
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.015)
1 decade before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rights given -0.006*** -0.004*** -0.006*** -0.007*** -0.028*** -0.026*** -0.027*** -0.029*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.015)
1 decade after -0.013*** -0.009*** -0.012%** -0.011*** -0.053*** -0.059*** -0.051*** -0.040**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.012) (0.010) (0.012) (0.016)
2 decades after -0.012%** -0.007*** -0.011*** -0.012%** -0.062*** -0.065*** -0.059*** -0.059***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.015) (0.015) (0.017) (0.020)
> 3 decades after -0.015*** -0.008*** -0.013*** -0.015*** -0.084*** -0.085*** -0.077*** -0.081***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.022)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Extra controls No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
N 22,008,431 17,955,775 20,659,465 14,461,034 22,008,431 17,955,775 20,659,465 14,461,034
Adjusted R? 0.025 0.028 0.028 0.027 0.110 0.125 0.122 0.120
Mean dep. var. 0.198 0.194 0.198 0.201 1.173 1.152 1.174 1.186

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors are double clustered at the county-border pair and state levels, in parentheses.
The baseline sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged 20-39 with husbands up to age 50, born in the US. Controls
include county-border pair fixed effects and county-border pair linear time trends, fixed effects for both the wife’s and husband’s ages
interacted with year fixed effects, as well as state fixed effects and birthplace fixed effects. Extra controls include husband’s occupation
and husband’s industry fixed effects, interacted with year fixed effects. Column labels indicate sample restrictions relative to this baseline:
“No Extra” excludes the husband’s occupation and industry fixed effects; “No South” excludes all county-border pairs between Southern
and non-Southern states; “No CP” excludes all borders between community-property and non—community-property states; and “Stayers”
restricts the sample to women residing in the same state in which they were born.



Table A.5: Fertility Robustness: Interactions (1850-1920)

x age < 21 X intensity
@ @) ®) )
Dependent variable  Birth last year =~ # Childrenup to5  Birth last year  # Children up to 5
> 3 decades before 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.005
(0.002) (0.011) (0.002) (0.011)
2 decades before 0.000 -0.002 0.000 -0.002
(0.001) (0.010) (0.001) (0.010)
1 decade before 0 0 0 0
Rights given -0.003* -0.007 -0.005* -0.014
(0.002) (0.008) (0.003) (0.011)
1 decade after -0.007*** -0.022%** -0.009*** -0.028***
(0.001) (0.007) (0.002) (0.008)
2 decades after -0.005** -0.027** -0.006*** -0.031**
(0.002) (0.011) (0.002) (0.012)
> 3 decades after -0.006** -0.038** -0.007*** -0.042***
(0.002) (0.014) (0.003) (0.015)
N 22,008,431 22,008,431 22,008,431 22,008,431
Adjusted R? 0.028 0.123 0.028 0.123

Notes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors are double clustered at the county-border
pair and state levels, in parentheses. The sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged
20-39 with husbands up to age 50, born in the US. Controls include county-border pair fixed effects and
county-border pair linear time trend, fixed effects for both the wife’s and husband’s ages interacted with
year fixed effects, as well as state and birthplace fixed effects. Extra controls include husband’s occupation
and industry fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects. In columns (1)-(2), event-time indicators are
interacted with an indicator equal to one if the woman was aged 21 or younger when rights were granted.
In columns (3)-(4), event-time indicators are interacted with the intensity of rights exposure.
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Table A.6: Fertility Outcomes: Married After Rights, Sharp Cutoff, and Intensity (1900-1910)

Panel A. Married After Rights

@ ) 3) ) ©) (6)
Birth  # Children Surviving Surviving
Last Year up to 5 CEB CEB>0  Children Ratio

Married After Rights ~ -0.009%*  -0.117%%*  -0.189** -0.182%*  -0.147**  -0.000
(0.002) (0.025) (0.059)  (0.055)  (0.049) (0.001)

N 10,079,116 10,079,116 3,500,698 3,205,503 3,500,698 3,205,503
Adjusted R? 0.052 0.201 0.260 0.233 0.242 0.027
Mean Dep. Var. 0.180 1.072 4.845 5.291 3.797 0.807
Panel B. Under 21 at Reform (Sharp Cutoff)
@) ) ) 4) ©) (6)
Birth # Children Surviving Surviving
Last Year up to5 CEB CEB>0  Children Ratio
Under 21 at Reform -0.004* -0.086***  -0.061**  -0.071***  -0.038** 0.000
(0.002) (0.022) (0.025) (0.026) (0.019) (0.001)
N 10,079,116 10,079,116 3,500,698 3,205,503 3,500,698 3,205,503
Adjusted R? 0.052 0.200 0.260 0.233 0.241 0.027
Mean Dep. Var. 0.180 1.072 4.845 5.291 3.797 0.807
Panel C. Intensity: Rights x Exposure
1) ) 3) 4) ©) (6)
Birth # Children Surviving Surviving
Last Year up to 5 CEB CEB>0  Children Ratio
Intensity -0.009** -0.159***  -0.125**  -0.145"  -0.076** 0.001
(0.004) (0.041) (0.050) (0.054) (0.036) (0.002)
N 10,079,116 10,079,116 3,500,698 3,205,503 3,500,698 3,205,503
Adjusted R? 0.052 0.201 0.260 0.233 0.241 0.027
Mean Dep. Var. 0.180 1.072 4.845 5.291 3.797 0.807

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. This table compares three approaches to the “married-after” exercise.
Panel A uses whether a couple was actually married after rights were granted. Panel B uses an indicator equal to one
if the woman was aged 21 or younger at the time of reform. Panel C uses an intensity measure, described in the text,
that proxies for the probability that a woman was married after rights were granted. The sample in columns (1)—(2)
includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged 20-39 with husbands up to age 50, born in the US. The sample
in columns (3)—(6) includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged 45-59 with husbands up to age 70, born in

the US.
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Table A.7: Robustness: Fertility, Married After Rights, 1900-1910

(1) @) ®) (4) )
Sample All No South No CP Stayers Donut

Panel A: Dependent variable: Birth last year, age 20-39

Married After Rights -0.010%** -0.010%* -0.009%** -0.009%** -0.010%**
(0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
N 10,079,130 7,197,522 9,097,505 7,257,828 10,008,440
Adjusted R? 0.049 0.051 0.052 0.052 0.052
Mean dep. var. 0.180 0.164 0.179 0.186 0.180

Panel B: Dependent variable: # children up to age 5, age 20-39

Married After Rights -0.122%* 0.116** 01209 -0.139*** -0.132%%
(0.024) (0.052) (0.027) (0.039) (0.026)
N 10,079,130 7,197,522 9,097,505 7,257,828 10,008,440
Adjusted R 0.187 0.177 0.197 0.202 0.200
Mean dep. var. 1.072 0.975 1.065 1.100 1.071

Panel C: Dependent variable: Children ever born, age 45-59

Married After Rights -0.186*** -0.156*** -0.203*** -0.225** -0.238***
(0.059) (0.055) (0.062) (0.100) (0.071)
N 3,500,722 2,547,993 3,226,890 2,211,023 3,274,076
Adjusted R? 0.240 0.218 0.253 0.263 0.261
Mean dep. var. 4.845 4.392 4.790 4.841 4.778

Panel D: Dependent variable: Surviving children, age 45-59

Married After Rights -0.147*** -0.104** -0.156*** -0.173** -0.185***
(0.049) (0.045) (0.052) (0.083) (0.059)
N 3,500,722 2,547,993 3,226,890 2,211,023 3,274,076
Adjusted R? 0.222 0.201 0.236 0.244 0.242
Mean dep. var. 3.797 3.448 3.757 3.806 3.746

Notes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at the state level. All specifications include
county-year fixed effects; wife’s and husband’s age fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects; duration-of-marriage
fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects; and birthplace fixed effects. Columns (2)—(5) additionally include hus-
band’s occupation and industry fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects. The sample in Panels A and B includes all
married, white non-Hispanic women aged 20-39 with husbands up to age 50, born in the US. The sample in Panels C and
D includes all married, white non-Hispanic women aged 20-39 with husbands up to age 50, born in the US. No South
excludes county-border pairs between Southern and non-Southern states. No CP excludes borders between community-
property and non-community-property states. Stayers restricts the sample to women living in their birth state. The Donut
sample excludes women married one year before, during, or one year after the year rights were granted.
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Table A.8: Fertility by Age Groups, Event Study 1850-1920

Birth last year # Children up to 5
Dependent variable 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39
> 3 decades before -0.003 0.006** 0.004 0.002 0.000 0.017 0.012 0.013
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.010) (0.014) (0.012) (0.013)
2 decades before -0.006*** 0.001 0.000 0.002 -0.015 -0.006 -0.004 0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.010) (0.012) (0.010) (0.010)
1 decade before 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rights given -0.008"** -0.007*** -0.007*** -0.004** -0.022** -0.029*** -0.033*** -0.033***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.009) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010)
1 decade after -0.014*** -0.013*** -0.013*** -0.010"** -0.034"** -0.055"** -0.061*** -0.066"**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.010) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013)
2 decades after -0.013*** -0.014*** -0.013*** -0.008** -0.038*** -0.062*** -0.079*** -0.078***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.013) (0.016) (0.021) (0.020)
> 3 decades after -0.013*** -0.016*** -0.017*** -0.011*** -0.044"** -0.082*** -0.103*** -0.097***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.014) (0.017) (0.023) (0.023)
N 4,899,289 6,287,214 5,790,702 5,031,057 4,899,289 6,287,214 5,790,702 5,031,057
Adjusted R? 0.012 0.016 0.023 0.027 0.111 0.095 0.112 0.129
Mean dep. var. 0.247 0.222 0.178 0.137 1.128 1.349 1.195 0.967

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors are double clustered at the county-border pair and state levels, in parentheses. All specifications
include county-border pair fixed effects and county-border pair linear time trends, fixed effects for both the wife’s and husband’s ages interacted with year
fixed effects, as well as state fixed effects and birthplace fixed effects. They also include husband’s occupation and husband’s industry fixed effects interacted
with year fixed effects. The sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women born in the US, with husbands up to age 50.
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Table A.9: Fertility by Age Groups, Married After Rights, 1900-1910

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8)
Dependent variable Birth Last Year # Children up to 5
Age group 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39

Married after rights ~ -0.014*  -0.006  -0.009** -0.006** -0.143*** -0.070** -0.059**  -0.043***
(0.007)  (0.004)  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.043)  (0.015)  (0.011)  (0.010)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Extra controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 2,082,450 2,870,613 2,728,979 2,854,666 2,082,450 2,870,613 2,728,979 2,854,666
Adjusted R? 0.075 0.033 0.025 0.025 0.363 0.205 0.130 0.119
Mean dep. var. 0.241 0.206 0.160 0.112 1.032 1.258 1.094 0.825

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at the state level and are in parentheses. All specifications include
county-year fixed effects, wife’s age and husband’s age fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects, duration of marriage fixed effects
interacted with year fixed effects, husband’s occupation fixed effects, husband’s industry fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects, and
birthplace fixed effects. The sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women born in the US, with husbands up to age 50.
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Table A.10: LFP by Age Groups, Married After Rights, 1900-1910

1) (2) 3) “4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable Labor Force Participation
Age group 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 4044 45-49 50-54 55-59
Married after rights  0.011*** 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.002*** 0.000

(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Extra controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 2,082,450 2,870,613 2,728,979 2,396,985 2,127,961 1,666,211 1,153,201 786,503
Adjusted R? 0.077 0.061 0.048 0.041 0.037 0.036 0.035 0.034
Mean dep. var. 0.031 0.031 0.033 0.036 0.037 0.037 0.033 0.029

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at the state level and are in parentheses. All specifications include
county-year fixed effects, wife’s age and husband’s age fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects, duration of marriage fixed effects
interacted with year fixed effects, husband’s occupation fixed effects, husband’s industry fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects,
and birthplace fixed effects. The sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women born in the US. For columns (1)—(4), husbands
are up to age 50; for columns (5)-(8), husbands are up to age 70.



Table A.11: States without Rights, including Migrants from States with Rights

@) 2) 3) (4)

Dependent variable Birth last year # Children up to 5
Rights origin -0.007*** -0.005*** -0.042*** -0.027***

(0.002) (0.001) (0.008) (0.007)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Extra controls No Yes No Yes
N 4,785,465 4,785,424 4,785,465 4,785,424
Adjusted R? 0.020 0.022 0.107 0.117
Mean dep. var. 0.2312 0.2312 1.3574 1.3574

Notes: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors are double clustered at the county-
border pair and state levels, in parentheses. Rights origin is a dummy variable equal to 1 if
married women had rights in the state of origin during the census year, and 0 otherwise. Con-
trols include county-border pair fixed effects and county-border pair linear time trend, fixed
effects for both the wife’s and husband’s ages, interacted with year fixed effects. Extra controls
include husband’s occupation and husband’s industry fixed effects, interacted with year fixed
effects. All specifications include state fixed effects, birthplace fixed effects, and year fixed ef-
fects. The sample consists of all married, non-Hispanic white women ages 20-39, born in the
US with husbands up to age 50 and residing in counties bordering adjacent states.

Table A.12: Fertility 1850-1920, by Timing of Rights

@ (2) C)

Dependent variable Birth last year
Rights -0.006"** -0.007*** -0.009***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.002)
Rights x Late 0.001 0.004*

(0.004) (0.003)

Late year cutoff 1890 1874
N 22,008,431 22,008,431 22,008,431
Adjusted R? 0.028 0.028 0.028
Mean dep. var. 0.198 0.198 0.198

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors are double clustered
at the county-border pair and state levels, in parentheses. “Late” is a dummy
variable that is equal to 1 if rights were granted after 1890 (1874) in column 2 (3),
and 0 otherwise. All specifications include county-border pair fixed effects and
county-border pair linear time trend, fixed effects for both the wife’s and hus-
band’s ages, interacted with year fixed effects, as well as husband’s occupation
and husband’s industry fixed effects, interacted with year fixed effects. Addition-
ally they include state fixed effects, birthplace fixed effects, and year fixed effects.
The sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women ages 20-39, born in
the US, with husbands up to age 50.
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Table A.13: Fertility, 1850-1920: Agriculture and Non-Agriculture

1) 2) ©) (4) ) (6)
Dependent variable Birth last year # Children up to 5
> 3 decades before 0.002 0.002 -0.000 0.010 0.009 -0.006
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011)
2 decades before -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.007 -0.003 -0.019
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.010) (0.007) (0.013)
1 decade before 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rights given -0.006*** -0.006***  -0.005***  -0.028*** -0.028*** -0.021*
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.009) (0.008) (0.012)
1 decade after -0.013**  -0.012**  -0.010***  -0.053***  -0.050***  -0.038***
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.012) (0.014) (0.011)
2 decades after -0.012**  -0.011**  -0.010***  -0.062***  -0.055***  -0.046**
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.015) (0.019) (0.019)
> 3 decades after -0.015**  -0.012**  -0.013***  -0.084***  -0.074**  -0.062***

(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.017) (0.023) (0.018)

Sample All Non-agri Agri All Non-agri Agri
N 22,008,463 13,391,228 8,617,235 22,008,463 13,391,228 8,617,235
Adjusted R? 0.025 0.025 0.019 0.110 0.089 0.097
Mean dep. var. 0.198 0.173 0.233 1.173 1.025 1.384

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors are double clustered at the county-border pair and state
levels and are in parentheses. All specifications include county-border pair fixed effects and county-border pair linear
time trends, fixed effects for both the wife’s and husband’s ages interacted with year fixed effects, state fixed effects,
birthplace fixed effects, and year fixed effects. The sample includes all married, white non-Hispanic women ages 20-
39, born in the US, with husbands up to age 50. Columns (1)-(3) report results for the probability of giving birth in the
last year for the full sample, non-agriculture, and agriculture, respectively. Columns (4)-(6) repeat the same pattern
with the dependent variable defined as the number of children up to age 5.
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Table A.14: Fertility: Event Study

Flow measures of fertility

) @)
Dependent variable:  Birth last year  # children up to 5

> 3 decades before 0.013* 0.058
(0.007) (0.039)

2 decades before 0.003 0.010
(0.002) (0.016)

1 decade before 0 0

Rights given -0.0171*** -0.052***
(0.003) (0.019)

1 decade after -0.019*** -0.088**
(0.006) (0.035)

2 decades after -0.021** -0.105**
(0.008) (0.047)

> 3 decades after -0.023** -0.123**
(0.010) (0.058)

Controls Yes Yes

Extra controls Yes Yes

Sample All All

N 25,317,527 25,317,527

Adjusted R? 0.027 0.115

Mean dep. var. 0.195 1.164

Notes: *p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors
(in parentheses) are double clustered at the county-border
pair and state levels. All specifications include county-border
pair fixed effects and county-border pair linear time trends;
fixed effects for the wife’s and husband’s ages interacted with
year fixed effects; husband’s occupation and industry fixed
effects interacted with year fixed effects; as well as state,
birthplace, and year fixed effects. They also include race and
Hispanic origin fixed effects interacted with year fixed ef-
fects. The sample includes all married women born in the
US aged 20-39 with husbands up to age 50. Column (1) an-
alyzes whether the woman gave birth in the previous year,
while column (2) analyzes the number of children up to age
5.
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Table A.15: LFP and the Marriage Market

Labor force participation Marriage market: men 20-50
) @) ®) ) ©)
Dependent variable: LFP LFP Prob. Age Age-gap
20-39 40-59 NW NW NW
> 3 decades before 0.000 -0.004 0.000 0.111 -0.202
(0.005) (0.004) (0.001) (0.247)  (0.129)
2 decades before 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.278 -0.044
(0.005) (0.005) (0.002) (0.222)  (0.085)
1 decade before 0 0 0 0 0
Rights given -0.001 -0.002 0.000 0.225 -0.041
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.189)  (0.118)
1 decade after -0.000 -0.003 -0.001 0.118 0.171
(0.004) (0.003) (0.001) (0.197)  (0.183)
2 decades after 0.003 0.002 -0.000 0.106 0.010
(0.006) (0.004) (0.001) (0.257)  (0.217)
> 3 decades after -0.003 -0.001 -0.001 0.150 -0.240
(0.004) (0.003) (0.001) (0.284)  (0.255)
N 24,065914 12,611,513 23,204,764 675,001 675,001
Adjusted R? 0.181 0.150 0.066 0.092 0.032
Mean dep. var. 0.067 0.057 0.029 27.658 4.380

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors (in parentheses) are
double clustered at the county-border pair and state levels. All specifications include
county-border pair fixed effects and county-border pair linear time trends, as well as
state, birthplace, and year fixed effects. They also include race and Hispanic origin
fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects. Columns (1)-(2) also include fixed effects
for the wife’s and husband’s ages interacted with year fixed effects, and husband’s
occupation and industry fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects. Column (3)
also includes age fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects. Columns (1)-(2) use
labor force participation as the dependent variable for women aged 20-39 and 40-59,
respectively. The dependent variable in column (3) is an indicator for getting married
within the past year; column (4) uses the age of men who married within the past year;
and column (5) uses the spousal age gap among those marriages.
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Table A.16: Fertility, Married After Rights, 1900-1910

Women age 20-39

Women age 45-59

@ @ ®G) @) ®) (6) @) ®)
Dependent variable: Birthlast  # Children LEP CEB CEB> 0 Sur.v1vmg Surv1ylng LEP
year up to5 children ratio

Married after rights -0.013** -0.125*** 0.004* -0.180***  -0.182***  -0.138***  -0.002 0.002

(0.005) (0.032) (0.002) (0.055) (0.055) (0.044) (0.001) (0.001)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Extra controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 11,568,632 11,568,632 11,568,632 3,879,482 3,551,360 3,879,482 3,551,360 3,879,482
Adjusted R? 0.050 0.192 0.244 0.257 0.237 0.233 0.053 0.187
Mean dep. var. 0.178 1.070 0.070 5.004 5.467 3.847 0.794 0.061

Notes: *p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the state level. All specifications
include county-year fixed effects; wife’s and husband’s age fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects; duration-of-marriage
fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects; husband’s occupation and industry fixed effects interacted with year fixed
effects; and birthplace fixed effects. They also include race and Hispanic origin fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects.
The sample includes married women observed in 1900 and 1910, the census years that report the duration of the current
marriage. Columns (1)-(2) analyze whether the woman gave birth in the previous year and the number of children up to
5, respectively. Column (3) uses labor force participation as the dependent variable for women aged 20-39. Column (4)
uses children ever born (CEB), while column (5) uses children ever born conditional on having at least one child (CEB> 0).
Column (6) uses the number of surviving children (children surviving to the census date), and column (7) uses the surviving
ratio, defined as the ratio of surviving children to children ever born, conditional on CEB> 0. Column (8) uses labor force
participation for women aged 45-59.



Table A.17: Fertility, Married After Rights, 1900-1910 by Maternal Mortality Risk (MMR)

Panel A: Women age 20-39

) @) ®) ) ®) (6)

Dependent variable: Birth last year # Childrenup to 5
Married after rights -0.013** -0.007** -0.010** -0.125%** -0.093*** -0.109***

(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.031) (0.025) (0.025)
Married after rights -0.0127%** -0.009** -0.078*** -0.065**
x High MMR (0.004) (0.004) (0.025) (0.022)
Sample All All Rights All All Rights

<1920 <1920
N 11,568,632 11,568,632 11,182,707 11,568,632 11,568,632 11,227,380
Adjusted R? 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.192 0.192 0.192
Mean dep. var. 0.178 0.178 0.178 1.070 1.070 1.065
Panel B: Women age 45-59

Dependent variable: Children ever born Surviving children
Married after rights -0.180*** -0.139** -0.138*** -0.137*** -0.105** -0.111*

(0.055) (0.053) (0.054) (0.044) (0.041) (0.042)
Married after rights -0.236%** -0.220** -0.190** -0.166**
x High MMR (0.080) (0.086) (0.076) (0.080)
Sample All All Rights All All Rights

<1920 <1920

N 3,879,482 3,879,482 3,879,482 3,879,482  3,879482 3,797,679
Adjusted R? 0.257 0.257 0.257 0.233 0.233 0.233
Mean dep. var. 5.004 5.004 4.969 3.847 3.847 3.829

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the
state level. All specifications include county-year fixed effects. Additional controls include wife’s and
husband’s age fixed effects, duration-of-marriage fixed effects, husband’s occupation and industry fixed
effects, all interacted with year fixed effects, and birthplace fixed effects. They also include race and His-
panic origin fixed effects interacted with year fixed effects. Columns (1) and (4) correspond to columns
(1), (2), (4), and (6) of Table A.16, with the remaining columns adding interactions with maternal mor-
tality risk. “High MMR” is an indicator for states in the top 25% of maternal mortality risk. In Panel A,
columns (1)-(3) use birth last year as the dependent variable and columns (4)-(6) use # Children Up to
5. In Panel B, columns (1)-(3) use children ever born (CEB) and columns (4)-(6) use surviving children.
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Table A.18: Fertility, by Wealth, 1860-1870

(1) (2) 3) “)
Dependent variable: Birth last year # Children up to 5
Rights -0.007*** -0.006** -0.015** -0.003
(0.002) (0.003) (0.007) (0.010)
High wealth -0.001 -0.002
(0.002) (0.011)
High wealth -0.007* -0.051**
x Rights (0.004) (0.019)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Extra controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 3,667,578 3,667,578 3,667,578 3,667,578
Adjusted R? 0.020 0.020 0.101 0.102
Mean dep. var. 0.223 0.223 1.305 1.305

Notes: *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Standard errors (in parentheses)
are double clustered at the county-border pair and state levels. “Controls”
include wife’s and husband’s age fixed effects and race and Hispanic origin
fixed effects, all interacted with year fixed effects. “Extra controls” include
husband’s occupation and industry fixed effects, interacted with year fixed
effects. Additional controls include birthplace and state fixed effects. The
sample includes all US-born women aged 20-39 with husbands up to age
50. “High wealth” denotes households at or above the 75th percentile of the

wealth distribution.
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F County Heterogeneity Within State

As discussed in Section IV.C of the main paper, state-level law changes are plausibly exogenous
to individual counties in the state, allowing our event-study exercise to capture the causal
effects of women’s rights on household choices. However, this argument is invalid if all the
counties within a state are similar. If this is the case, then state legislatures pass laws that all
counties “agree” on, and reverse causality becomes a concern. In this appendix, we address

this concern by studying heterogeneity within states during our sample period.

Specifically, for each year, we calculate our main flow fertility measures in our sample for each
county in each state. We then regress these averages on state fixed effects and report the R?
and adjusted R?. These measures reflect how much of the county-level heterogeneity can be

accounted for by states.

Table A.19 reports the results. Panel A reports the results when the dependent variable is the
probability a woman gave birth in the previous year. The number of counties in the sample
increases over the course of the sample. The R? (adjusted R?) ranges from about 0.2 (0.18) to
0.42 (0.41), suggesting that about 54-80% of variation between counties cannot be explained
by state fixed effects. Panel B repeats this exercise for the number of children up to age 5 and
finds that the R? (adjusted R?) ranges from about 0.40 (0.39) to 0.52 (0.51), suggesting that about

43-61% of variation between counties cannot be explained by state fixed effects.

Since the R? and adjusted R? for these exercises are low, we conclude that there is substantial
heterogeneity between counties within states in our sample. Thus, it is reasonable to conclude

that state policies are exogenous to individual counties within our sample.
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Table A.19: R? and Adjusted R*: County-Level Outcomes Regressed on State Fixed Effects

1850 1860 1870 1880 1900 1910 1920

Panel A: Birth last year

N 1,615 2,045 2,266 2,531 2,807 2,959 3,065
R? 0.2889 0.2103 0.1866 0.2337 0.4166 0.4012 0.3275
Adjusted R? 0.2727 0.1941 0.1693 0.2191 0.4062 0.3909 0.3168

Panel B: # children up to 5

N 1,615 2,045 2,266 2,531 2,807 2,959 3,065
R? 0.4754 0.4301 0.3698 0.5115 0.5218 0.4958 0.4012
Adjusted R? 0.4634 0.4184 0.3564 0.5023 0.5133 0.4871 0.3917

Notes: Each entry reports the R? or adjusted R? from a regression of the county-level outcome on state fixed effects,
estimated separately by census year.

G Randomization Exercises

This appendix documents the randomization exercises discussed in the main paper. In these
exercises, we do the following. (1) Randomly assign a date that each state granted women
rights. The date is uniformly drawn between 1850 and 1920. (2) Rerun our estimation proce-

dure on these fake dates of women'’s rights. (3) Repeat steps one and two 1,000 times.

The idea behind the exercise is twofold. First, if the estimates from these randomized regres-
sions are centered at zero, it suggests that there is no bias in our regression specifications.
Second, the percent of these estimates that give a larger effect of women’s rights gives a sec-
ond type of “p-value”. This p-value can be interpreted as a measure of how unlikely a random
set of years would be to generate our results, and thus indicates the significance of the actual

years in which women were granted rights in the US.

Table A.20 documents the results of these exercises when looking at the event-study approach
to fertility, as discussed in Section V.A of the main paper. We remove the controls for the hus-
band’s industry and occupation. We do so as these exercises are computationally demanding.
Having fewer control variables substantially speeds up the computational process. Techni-
cally, this specification is as in Columns 1 and 5 of Table A.4. Given how similar these findings
are to those in Table 3 of the main paper, it is likely that these randomization exercises would
yield similar results if performed on other specifications. The results of these exercises for the
probability of giving birth and the number of kids up to age 5 are reported in Panels A and
B, respectively. Columns 1-6 report the mean, standard deviation, minimum value, maximum
value, the value from the regression on the actual dates (“Our Estimate”), and the fraction
of random regressions that gave a larger estimate than our estimate (“p-value”), in absolute

value.

Beginning with Panel A, the randomized sample of all of our outcome variables (estimates on

3 decades before rights through 3 decades after rights) are centered at zero, and have minimum
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and maximum values approximately 3 standard deviations from zero. We conclude that the
specification of the relevant regression is not biased. The “p-value” on estimates before rights
is high: 70.5% for three decades before rights and 41.9% for 2 decades before rights. This
reinforces the notion that there was no detectable pre-trend in fertility prior to rights being
granted. The “p-value” for the impact of rights is 0.8%, one decade after rights is 0%, two
decades after rights is 0.5% and three decades after rights is 1.9%. Thus we conclude that it is
highly unlikely that a random set of dates would generate results similar to those we document

in this paper.

Turning to Panel B, again the randomized sample of estimates is centered on zero, with the
minimum and maximum approximately 3 standard deviations from zero. Again our estimates
have large p-values prior to rights being granted (68.5% 3 decades before rights and 27.3% 2
decades before rights), and low p-values after rights have been granted (2.2% when rights are
granted, 0.6% a decade later, 0.7% two decades later, and 1.1% three decades later). We thus
again conclude that our regression specification is not biased, and that it is highly unlikely that

a random set of dates would generate results similar to those we document in this paper.

Table A.21 does a similar set of exercises on the regressions estimating the effect of being mar-

ried after rights, as in Table A.7 of this Online Appendix.

We note that all of the distributions of the measures of fertility are centered at zero and have
minimum and maximum values about 2-3 standard deviations around zero. The p-value of our
estimates for the probability a woman gave birth last year, the number of kids up to 5, children
ever born, and the number of surviving children are 0.8%, 0.0%, 0.1%, and 0.3%, respectively.
Accordingly, we conclude that our regression specifications are not biased, and that it is highly
unlikely that a random set of dates would generate results similar to those we document in

this paper.
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Table A.20: Event Study Randomization Exercise, Birth and # Children Up to 5, 1850-1920

Panel A: Dependent variable is birth last year

Mean Std. dev. Min Max “Our estimate” p-value
> 3 decades before 0.000 0.004 -0.013 0.012 0.002 0.705
2 decades before -0.000 0.003 -0.010 0.009 -0.001 0.419
Rights given -0.000 0.003 -0.009 0.008 -0.006 0.008
1 decade after -0.000 0.004 -0.012 0.013 -0.013 0.000
2 decades after -0.000 0.005 -0.015 0.017 -0.012 0.005
> 3 decades after -0.000 0.007 -0.022 0.023 -0.015 0.019

Panel B: Dependent variable is # children up to 5

Mean Std. dev. Min Max “Our estimate” p-value
> 3 decades before 0.001 0.020 -0.067 0.055 0.010 0.685
2 decades before -0.000 0.013 -0.037 0.038 -0.007 0.273
Rights given -0.000 0.014 -0.044 0.045 -0.028 0.022
1 decade after -0.001 0.021 -0.059 0.056 -0.053 0.006
2 decades after -0.001 0.026 -0.081 0.077 -0.062 0.007
> 3 decades after -0.002 0.035 -0.105 0.101 -0.084 0.011

Notes: Distribution of 1,000 estimates using randomly assigned rights-granting dates between 1850 and 1920 for each state. “Our estimate” is the estimated parameter value
using the dates that women were actually granted rights, as described in the text. p-value is the fraction of estimates in the randomization exercise that are less than or equal to

“our estimate”.
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Table A.21: Randomization Exercise, Married After Rights: Fertility

Mean Std. dewv. Min Max “Our estimate” p-value
Birth last year -0.000 0.004 -0.013 0.010 -0.010 0.010
# children up to 5 -0.003 0.034 -0.119 0.083 -0.122 0.000
Children ever born -0.001 0.086 -0.238 0.298 -0.186 0.012
Surviving children -0.001 0.070 -0.201 0.264 -0.147 0.016

Notes: Distribution of 1,000 estimates using randomly assigned rights-granting dates for each state. “Our estimate” is the estimated parameter value using the dates that women
were actually granted rights. p-value is the fraction of estimates in the randomisation exercise that are less than or equal to “our estimate”.



H Block Bootstrap Standard Errors

In this appendix, we describe our block-bootstrapping procedure for calculating standard er-

rors in our two step estimators.

Our process is as follows. (1) Randomly draw, with replacement, a set of 47 states. (2) Keep all
counties on the borders between these states and their neighbors. If a state is drawn more than
once, it receives a new fixed effect every time it is drawn. (3) Rerun our two-step estimator. (4)
Repeat steps 1-3 two hundred times. The standard error reported is the standard deviation of

the estimates across these 200 estimates.
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Figure A.11: Women’s economic rights and suffrage.

We begin with extra figures relating to our discussion on the timing of rights. Figure A.11
compares the timing of women'’s rights by state with the timing of women'’s suffrage. We find
no relationship, suggesting that feminism was not a driving force behind women’s rights, as

discussed in Section III.C of the main paper.

We continue by showing that people did not time their marriages around when rights were
given. In Figure A.12, we provide evidence that couples did not time their marriage around
the granting of women’s rights. In particular, the top-left panel shows the fraction of people
getting married relative to the year their state gave rights in the 1900 US census, when limited

to white non-Hispanic couples where the wife is 20-39 years old. The top-right panel does the
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Figure A.12: The top left panel shows the number of people getting married, relative to the year
their state gave rights, in the 1900 US census, when limiting to white non-Hispanic couples,
where the wife is 20-39 years old. The top right panel does the same for couples where the
wife is 45-59. The bottom left and bottom right repeat this pattern using the 1910 census.

same for couples where the wife is 45-59. The bottom-left and bottom-right panels repeat this
pattern using the 1910 census. In all cases, except for couples where the wife is 20-39 years old
in 1910, there is clearly no break in the data around the year a state gave rights, nor is there any
bunching behavior. The 1910 data for couples where the wife is 20-39 in 1910 is noisy, and thus
harder to interpret. This is due to the small sample of states that gave rights in the relevant

time frame.!

Turning to our fertility exercises, we next show figures illustrating the results of our event
study analyses. Figure A.13 visualizes the results of the exercise described in Section V.C es-
timating how the parity of households changed with the granting of rights. As can be seen,
the probability that a household has 1-6 children increased, while the probability that a house-
hold had 7-15 children decreased. Finally, Figure A.14 shows the raw data on children ever
born (left figure) and surviving children (right figure) by whether or not the parents were mar-
ried before rights were granted. As can be seen, those married after rights were granted have
lower completed fertility rates, by both measures. This figure motivates the analysis of these

measures of completed fertility in Section V.C of the main paper.

1 Assuming that couples got married between ages 20 and 40, there were only 2 (small) states that gave rights in
the relative time period prior to 1910: West Virginia (1893) and Utah (1897).
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Figure A.13: Changes in Parity The X-axis is the parity of completed fertility, measured by chil-
dren ever born, for women age 45-59 in 1900 and 1910. The Y-axis measures the difference in
the fraction of households of a given parity for those married after rights as compared to those
married before rights, after controls, as described in Section V.C of the main paper. For those
married after rights, there is a rise in smaller households and a decline in larger households.
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Figure A.14: The left panel plots the density of children ever born to white, non-Hispanic married women age 45-59 in 1900 and 1910. The plot
is done separately by whether these women were married with economic rights or not. The right panel repeats this exercise for the number of
surviving children.



J Theoretical Model

Here we lay out a simple cooperative household model with two spouses (a wife and a
husband) who decide jointly on the number of children and their individual private con-
sumptions. The key feature of our setup is that the wife bears an additional health cost (or
risk) from childbearing, which we model as a negative term in her utility from having chil-
dren. Our main goal is to analyze a Nash bargaining framework, where the disagreement
point in bargaining is a breakdown of cooperation (Lundberg and Pollak, 1993). However,
our approach to doing so is to first solve a Pareto problem, and then show equivalence be-
tween that Pareto problem and the Nash problem. Our approach is thus in the spirit of
Greenwood, Guner and Vandenbroucke (2017); Doepke and Kindermann (2019).

That is, our approach is to solve the model under two frameworks:

1. A collective (Pareto) approach, in which a parameter u directly captures the wife’s weight

in the household’s maximand.

2. A Nash-bargaining approach, in which the outside option is a non-cooperative game
where each spouse controls a share of household’s income that depends on the right

regime.

We show that in both frameworks, raising the wife’s bargaining power (i.e. increasing y or improv-
ing her outside option in the non-cooperative game) reduces the equilibrium number of children,
provided that the wife’s effective valuation of children (net of her health cost) is lower than the

husband’s valuation.

In addition, the model predicts that this negative relationship between women’s bargaining
power and fertility is stronger in contexts with higher maternal mortality or morbidity risks
(ie. larger health costs). Similarly, we allow the health cost function h(-) to increase with
household wealth W, implying that wealthier women value life more. When this effect is
sufficiently strong, this yields that the fertility-reducing effect of women’s empowerment is

magnified for wealthier women.

These predictions directly inform our main empirical findings: we show that legal changes that
grant women more rights (and hence increase their bargaining power) lead to fewer children,
especially in places with higher maternal mortality risk and among higher-wealth households

as shown in Section VI.A of the main text.
J.1 The Setup

Consider a household composed of two individuals: a wife (denoted by f) and a husband

(denoted by m). Their total household wealth (or income) is exogenously given by W. The
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price of one unit of the public good (children) is p. Each individual’s private consumption is
ci, fori e {f, m}.

Preferences. Each individual derives utility from private consumption and from the number
of children 7, a public good. We allow for the possibility that bearing children imposes a higher

health cost on the wife. Formally, we assume
Us =In(cf) + (vf —h(W)) In(n), Uy = In(cy) + vy In(n).

Here, v 7 and vy, capture how each spouse values children, while (W) > 0 captures the ad-
ditional disutility (or risk) borne by the wife. For instance, a larger #(W) can represent higher
morbidity /mortality risk from childbirth. We assume h(-) is weakly increasing in W, reflecting
that wealthier women may value quality of life (and thus the adverse health consequences of

childbirth) more strongly.

Budget Constraint. The household faces a single budget constraint:
cftemtpn = W.
All allocations (¢ £rCm, n) must satisfy this feasibility constraint.

J.2 Pareto (Collective) Household Framework

We begin by characterizing the solution under a collective (Pareto) model, in which the house-
hold solves

max puUs + (1—p)U, subjectto cf+cy+pn=W,

CF/Cmt

where u € (0,1) is the bargaining weight of the wife. One can interpret y as capturing how
much the wife’s preferences matter in the joint decision—a higher y means greater influence

for the wife.

J.2.1  First-Order Conditions and Optimal Allocation

Step 1: Substitute the budget constraint. Since ¢, = W — pn — ¢, the maximization prob-

lem becomes:

max {y[ln(cf)—l—(vf—h(W))ln(n)] + (1= @) [In(W = pn—cf) + om 1n(n)]}.

Cf,)’l
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Step 2: Take partial derivatives with respect to c; and n.
d 1
@(P‘uf‘*‘(l—ﬂ)um) = P‘; - - =0

This implies:

or equivalently,
w(W—pn—cp) = (1-pey. (1)

Next, the derivative with respect to n is:

%(uufﬂl—u)um) =y(vf—h(W))%+(1_y)vm%_(1_}[)#71_%:O.

Factor out %:

I-wp

1
L (@ —HOV) + (L= pom] = g 2

Define

t = u(op—h(W)) + (1—p)on.

Then the above equation becomes

n W—pn—cs
Step 3: Solve the system. From equation (1):
cgp = pu(W—pn). 3)
Substitute (3) into (2). Note that
W—pn—c; =W—pn—uW-pn) = (1—pu)(W-pn).

Hence, (2) becomes

t_ (1—mp
no (1—p)(W-pn)

Rearrange to solve for n. We get:

tW — tpn = pn = tW = pn(1+1t).
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Hence the equilibrium number of children,

tW
IR} ?

*

And then ¢ = u (W — pn*) follows from (3), while ¢}, = W — pn* — c.

J.2.2  Comparative Statics

We are interested in:

1. Fertility declining with women gaining bargaining power. This is the main result of the

paper (see Section V of the main paper.)

2. Whether fertility increases or decreases in wealth depends on whether an income effect
(richer people want more kids) or a health effect (richer women care more about maternal
mortality risk) dominates. We show below that the percent decline in fertility is higher
for higher wealth people if people care about maternal mortality risk more when their

wealth increases (i.e. (W) > 0). See Table 6 of the main paper.

3. The decrease of fertility with women’s bargaining power is greater when risk is higher
(i.e. when h is higher). This corresponds to the finding that higher maternal mortality

risk states saw greater reductions in fertility. See Table 7 of the main paper.

Proposition 1. Effect of Bargaining Power and Maternal Mortality Risk on Fertility
Let a household choose the number of children n* = n*(u, W, h) according to:

n* (u, W, h) = w. M
p o 1+t(uh)

Assume vy — h < v, so that the wife’s net valuation of children is lower than the husband’s.

Then:

on*
oy

(i) < 0. Increasing the wife’s bargaining power reduces fertility in levels.
on*
oW
Hence higher wealth may raise or reduce fertility, due to offsetting income and health-

(ii) The sign of can be positive, negative, or zero, depending on parameter magnitudes.

cost effects.
2, %

ou oW

negative in levels.

(iii)

< 0. As wealth increases, the negative effect of u on n* becomes strictly more
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(iv) % (E)laLMn) < 0. The percentage decline in fertility when y rises is larger at higher

W.

2%

ouoh
even stronger.

(v)

< 0. If maternal-risk cost / increases, then the negative impact of i on n* grows

Proof. Notation and Setup. By hypothesis,

W t(u, h)
¥ leh = - 71
i ) p  1+t(uh)

We keep W and h as separate parameters. One can think of & as a shift capturing maternal

mortality /morbidity risk that lowers the wife’s net valuation of children (vf — h).
(i) % < 0.

First, observe that

twh) = p(op—h) + A=p)om = om+p(Vf—h—0vp).

Then
. _ W tuh)

n = —

p o 1+t(uh)

We compute

Bn*_ﬂ‘i( t(u, h) >

o p ou l+t(uh)
Since
t(w,h) _x

T ¢(t(u,h)), where p(x) = v
we know ¢'(x) = m Also g—; = vy — h — vy, Hence the product rule yields

on* W W v — h— o,

= —¢'(tph) (5) = — ————.
Mo p o) = [1+ ()]

Given vy —h < vy, we have (vf —h —vy,) < 0. Therefore

on*

m < 0.

This shows that increasing the wife’s bargaining power (raising p) strictly reduces fertility n*.

(i) % can have any sign.

Now consider
W t(uh)

*(u,W,h) = — —L -~ _.
W) = T )
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When W increases, there is a direct positive effect (the factor W/p grows, suggesting more
resources to afford children). Formally, if vy — h is viewed as decreasing in W (for instance,
through a function 1(W)), that can offset or reverse the positive resource effect.

Hence, in general,

J (W d
S <?) >0 but W [t(p,h)] < 0as h rises with W.

Thus the net sign of dn*/dW may be positive, negative, or zero, depending on parameter

values. Hence an unambiguous sign is not determined by the model.

oy P2t
(iii) 32‘ o < 0.

Whereas dn* /0W is indeterminate in sign, the cross-partial

pOW oW

o*n* 9 (an* )
ou
is strictly negative.

From part (i) we have
on* W vp— h— o,

MW P [1+tuh)]>

If  strictly increases with W, then vy — h is more negative at higher W, so the expression (vf —
h — vy,) is decreasing in W. Furthermore, the term #(y, h) depends negatively on h, so the
denominator can also shift. By direct (but somewhat tedious) partial differentiation, below,

one obtains
o*n*

apaw =

provided that vy — h < v, and h'(W) > 0. Intuitively, the gap in net child valuation between

husband and wife widens at higher W, so giving the wife more power reduces n* more strongly.

2, %
Continued: Detailed derivation of % < 0. Step 1. We differentiate dn* /du with respect to W
to obtain the cross-partial:
Fn* 9 (811*)
ouowW — oW \ou/

From before we have: [ Hw)]

on* W |of—h(W)] —v

0 (WW) = —- ! 2m'

H p [T+ t(u, W)]

Applying the product rule in W:
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Pt 9 o

_ y [0f = (W) — vy
oW QW PL T [+t W)

RS

vr—h(W)| — o
<[[f1+t(w]\’)]2 )

QU
SR

1
p

Step 2. Let us set

P(W) = [vf —h(W)] —om, sothat ¢'(W)=—H(W).

Then
W
fem® = ﬁ and  t(,W) = plop=h(W)] + A=p)om = p[p(W)+om] + (1= p) vn
U,
Thus
aa_vi/ = —uh'(W) < 0if h rises with W.

We now differentiate Term B w.r.t. W:

O (9N N gy L 9 -
W<W> - w_iz\:v)) W) YOV) g (10 W) 2).

Since (14 x)72 = —2(1+ x) 73, we get

%[(1—%0’2] = —2(1+t)*~°’aa—vtv = 21467 [-uK(W)] = 2ul (W) (1+1)°.
Hence: 3 W) WW)
W((fw)z) = T W) ek 1407
_ W) 2ul (W) p(W)
(1+1)? (1+1)3

Putting it all together,

Pp(W) W{—h’(W) 2ﬂh’<W)1P<W)}
1

+1)2 + p L1412 (1+1)3

P[1+t1H,W)]3 W(W) (1+1t) + Wh,(w)<—[1+t] + Zygb(W))],

where (1 + t) abbreviates (1 + (u, W)).
Step 3. Sign under vy — h(W) < v, and h'(W) > 0.

- We have 1/(W) > 0 by assumption (the health-risk term rises with wealth). - We also have
Pp(W) = [vf —h(W)] — vy < 0 (since vy — k(W) < vy). - One can verify by direct expansion
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that, inside the last bracket, the negative sign of (W) and the positivity of i’'(W) together
21’1*

ou oW

ensure < 0.

Thus, the higher is W, the larger the difference between v, and v — h(W), so giving more weight to

the wife (u) reduces n* even more strongly in higher-wealth households. O

iv) The percentage reduction in n* from raisin increases with W.
p g gH

Examine
dlnn* 1 on*

o n* ou’

A more convenient form is to write:

In(n*(u,W,h)) = ln<%) +In[t(p, h)] —In[1+t(p,h)].

Then
dlnn*

ou

- %[lnt(y,h)] - %[In(lﬂ(%h))]'

Since g—;{ = vy —h — vy < 0, we get a negative value overall (given vy —h < vy). One can

then check how this expression changes with W. Because 4 is strictly increasing in W (if so

assumed), (vs — h) becomes more negative, strengthening the negative fraction and making

‘alnn*
o

| larger.

Jd
Hence W <

wealth W.

dlnn*
oy

> < 0. In words, the percentage drop in n* from raising y is strictly bigger at higher

2%
v) % <0.
Finally, to see how maternal-risk cost & influences the effect of  on n*, we compute

9 sont 2
(5 ) = o

Recall
on* W vf — h— oy

WP [+t )]

Taking the partial derivative w.r.t. h:

9*n* _ﬂi[ vf—h—vm]
ouoh  p oh (1+t(y,h))2 '

One sees immediately that < (v; — h — v,,) = —1, while & (t(,h)) = — . By carefully
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applying the quotient rule (or product rule if you rewrite it suitably), we get

o*n*

apan =Y

so long as vy —h < vy, and p > 0. Intuitively, an increase in h (greater maternal mortal-
ity /morbidity risk) lowers the wife’s net valuation of children, making her more eager to reduce n,

so an increase in her bargaining power u has an even stronger negative impact on n*.

Thus, the negative effect of u on n* becomes strictly larger in absolute value if maternal-risk h rises,

concluding part (v).

Summary. We have established (i) dn*/du < 0, (ii) the sign of dn*/dW is ambiguous,
(iii) 9*n* / (9 OW) < 0, (iv) the percentage reduction in n* from raising u is larger at higher W,
and (v) 9?n*/(du dh) < 0, so that a higher maternal-risk 1 amplifies the negative impact of u
on fertility.

J.3 Nash Bargaining Framework

We now show that the same qualitative results are obtained if we assume a Nash bargaining
setup rather than an arbitrary Pareto weight u. In particular, suppose each spouse’s outside
option (threat point) is determined by a € (0,1), the fraction of total household wealth W

controlled by the wife in case of disagreement:
Up=In(aW), Uy, =In((1-a)W).

This disagreement is captured by a non-cooperative fallback rather than divorce. Following
the “separate spheres” view (e.g., Lundberg and Pollak (1993)), if cooperation breaks down
each spouse can unilaterally deploy the resources they legally control in their own sphere.
We therefore read « as the fraction of total resources W that the wife can enforceably direct to
her own consumption (and withhold from the joint public good) if the household does not
cooperate.!? Then the household solves:

max (U — llj?) (U —Uy,), subjectto cr+cu+pn=W.

CfCmM

12While we assume utility from children in the outside option is zero or in other words the number of kids are
assumed to be one this should be taken as a simplification only. Any predetermined public good baseline (e.g., 1),
which defines the fallback will give a similar optimum as this term is canceled in the Nash product.
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Formally,

max [1n<cf) + (v — h(W)) In(n) — In(a W)] [1n<cm) + 0, In(n) — In((1— @) w)} .

Cf Cm,

Thus the increase in « captures an increase in wife’s threat point which improves her bargain-
ing power. In this interpretation, reforms that expanded married women’s control over assets
and earnings-such as separate estate, earnings rights, the capacity to contract and to sue, and
limits on husbands’” unilateral administration or alienation of the wife’s property-raise «. No
divorce option is required: the credible threat is to not contribute to joint provision (including

childbearing) unless adequately compensated.

J.3.1 First-Order Conditions in the Nash Product

Denote
AUy = Uy — U} = In(cy) + (oy — h(W)) In(n) — In(a W),

AU, = Uy —U), = In(cw) + v In(n) — In((1—a) W).

The objective is G = AUy - AU, From the budget constraint, ¢,y = W — pn —cy.

Step 1: Derivatives with respect to c; and 7.

oAU
9C _ au, 2% 4 AU, AUy
aCf aCf aCf
But 5
AU
ac L= agum - ai[II‘(W_P”—Cf)] = _w_;_-
f f f f pn—cy
Setting % = 0 yields
1 1
= AUy (W—pn—cs) = Algcy. )
Similarly, for n:
oG AUy oAU,
5 = AU, e AU o
We have
aAUf T)f—]’l(W) aAUm o U_m . p
on n " om n W—pn—cs
Thus hW)
oG vy —h(W Uy p B
an O +Auf(7_W—pn—cf>_0



Rearranging,
1 _ p
E[Aum (vf—h(W))—i—Avam] = AufW—pn—cf' 6)

J.3.2 Equivalence to a Pareto Weight Formulation

We claim that the above system is equivalent to a collective model with a certain . Let

M= AU, + AUS

We show that if (c}, c;,, n*) solves the Nash problem, then it also solves

max {yo Us+ (1 — po) Um}/

Cf Cms 1t

subject to ¢y + ¢ + pn = W.

Step 2 : Rewrite conditions (5) and (6). From (5):

AU, Cr
AU, (W—pn—c;) = A - .
Un (W—pn—cs) = Alsep = AUy +AU; s+ (W —pn—cy)

Hence

Equivalently,
cr=po (W—pn), cmw=1—po)(W—pn).

Next, condition (6) can be rearranged similarly to the Pareto FOCs we had earlier (compare

with our Step 2 in the Pareto model). One obtains

[‘”O(Uf_h(w))‘}'(l_ﬂo)vm} (W—pn—cs) = po(W—pn) [%’”] — ...

and this exactly matches the FOCs from the Pareto approach, with ¢ = po. Therefore,

*

(cj‘(, ¢y, 1*) solves both the Nash product problem and the Pareto problem with weight yo.

LEMMA 1. pyg is strictly increasing in a. Consequently, an increase in a (improving the wife’s outside

option) leads to an increase in the implicit bargaining weight ug.

Proof. By definition,

MO AU, + AU, (U — UG) + (U —UY)’
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Since Uy, = In((1 — a) W) decreases as a increases, it follows that AU, = U, — UY, increases
with a. Similarly, AUy may also change with &; however, one can verify (by direct differentia-
tion of yo with respect to ) that the net effect is strictly positive as long as AU, and AU remain

finite. A standard derivation confirms that better fallback for the wife shifts yp upward. O

Thus, our Nash solution is equivalent to a collective model with weight p(a). Legal changes

shift the bargaining weight toward the wife.

J.3.3 Main Comparative Statics Under Nash Bargaining

Once we have established the equivalence to a Pareto model with = po(a), the same sign
analysis applies. Specifically, if & increases (granting the wife greater control of wealth in the

outside option), then y increases, which in turn reduces n* if v — h(W) < v,,. Furthermore,

1 55w yaw < 0, or gy is decreasing with u. Considering that the mappmg between the Nash

and Pareto problems is such that y increases as a increases, m <0.

. Byah <0, or a " decreases with . Again, this implies that -2 Baah <0.

That is, the mapping between the two problems is such that the comparative statics on # and
« are very similar. Thus the effect of « on fertility is larger when h(W) is larger or when W is

larger.

Proposition 2. Under the Nash bargaining setup, let a denote the wife’s share of wealth in the outside

option. Suppose vy — h(W) < vy,. Then:

(i) n* is a decreasing function of x. Formally, % <0.

(ii) As in the Pareto model, the magnitude of this fertility reduction is larger for higher h(W) and/or
higher W.

J.4 Interpretation and Figurative Solution

Figures A.15(left) and A.15(right) illustrate the difference between:

* A movement along the Pareto frontier (left panel), showing how the wife’s utility Uy and

the husband’s utility Uy, vary as the bargaining weight y shifts.

* The analogous Nash-bargaining outcome (right panel), in which the threat points
(UJQ, UY) shift with a. An increase in « moves the “bargaining lens” and again leads

to a solution favoring the wife.
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In both frameworks, raising the wife’s bargaining power (either by exogenously raising u or
raising «) reduces fertility as long as the wife’s effective preference for children is lower, i.e.

v — h(W) < vy

Um um

_>

Uy Uy
Figure A.15: Set of Pareto-optimal allocations (left panel) and Nash-bargaining solution (right
panel). When we grant more “rights” or outside-option resources to the wife, either by increas-

ing p (left) or a (right), the solution moves in a way that raises Uy relative to Uy, and (under
vf — h(W) < vy,) reduces n. The minimum utility is normalized to zero for both agents.

J.5 Concluding Remarks

In both the collective and Nash-bargaining frameworks, we conclude:

¢ Granting more power to the wife (via a higher Pareto weight y or a more favorable
outside option «) reduces fertility whenever the wife’s marginal utility for children (net

of health/mortality cost) is lower than the husband’s.

e The fertility decline is larger when h(W) is larger or if W is larger and /() is increasing

in wealth.

These results align with the empirical notion that empowering women (especially where ma-

ternal mortality or morbidity risks are significant) can reduce fertility.
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