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ABSTRACT

Family Structure and the Turnout Gender
Gap: Evidence from ltaly

We study the effects of changes in household structure-marriage, divorce, widowhood,
and the presence of children of different ages—on individual-level voter turnout. To this
end, we assemble a unique voter-level panel dataset spanning four elections in a large
[talian municipality. The data merge information from administrative voter rolls, the civil
register, and income tax files. Differences-in-differences estimates accounting for voter fixed
effects reveal sizable effects of marital status and children on voter participation. Impact
estimates are significantly different across genders and are not explained by socio-economic
characteristics. To show that changes in voter participation do not predate changes in
family structure, we use an event-study approach that is rare in micro-econometric studies
of voter turnout. Lastly, we explore possible mechanisms using pooled cross-sectional
data from the Italian National Election Studies and the ISTAT Aspects of Daily Life surveys.
Our results shed new light on the importance of life-course transitions and their gender-
heterogeneous effects as key drivers of voter turnout.
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1 Introduction

As much as several economic outcomes are better underdtomagh the lenses of a life-
course and family perspective (e.Browning et al, 2014, political participation and voter turnout
are also likely influenced by life-cycle transitions. Mage, the arrival of children, and the disso-
lution of couples through divorce and widowhood are, infatdjor breakpoints in life. They can
therefore affect political behavior through emotionalatenal, and situational channels that plau-
sibly differ across women and men, the more so in genderadtses; where political involvement
and the specialization of tasks within households contioueflect traditional norms of gender-
appropriate behaviofQuaranta2015 Sartori et al.2017).

In this paper, we provide novel evidence on the effects ohgha in family structure—and their
differences across genders—on voter turnout. We rely oniguanndividual-level panel dataset
covering four elections in a large Italian municipality, istn we build merging three sources of
administrative data: voter rolls, the civil register, andome tax files. The quality and type of our
data allow sharper causal identification of the family dince parameters than existing empirical
studies of voting behavior.

In contrast to the potentially major impact of life-cycleistical junctures (i.e., changes in mar-
ital status, childbearing) on political behavior, theraipersistent lack of well-identified causal
studies on the relationship between family structure anervparticipation. For example, po-
litical scientists have long speculated that marriage wak a primary source of interpersonal
voter mobilization \Wolfinger and Rosenston&980. Yet empirical support for this hypothesis
remains limited. Using panel survey data from the USqgker and Jenningd.995 find that, if
anything, marriage depresses voter participation. Butsistent with the interpersonal voter mo-
bilization hypothesis, they also find that, after marriaggouses adjust voter turnout to become
more like each otherWolfinger and Wolfingel(2008 estimate a strong, positive effect of mar-
riage on turnout. However, their cross-sectional anallgsids to limited causal interpretation, as

the authors cannot rule out that their impact estimates@rouanded by unobservable correlates



of voter participation that differ across married and umedrvoters. More recentlyobbs et al.
(2014 use matching and an event-study approach to show thandise@tly) posited by theories
of the marital turnout boost, voter participation decliaéter the death of a spouse. To the best of
our knowledgeBhatti et al.(2017) is the only other paper that uses longitudinal individieskl
data to estimate the effect of marital status on voter turnalthough their paper focuses on the
turnout effect of neighborhood ethnic diversity, they fihdttmarriage substantially increases voter
participation.

Empirical evidence on the turnout effect of childbearingev&n scarcer than in the case of
marriage. Wolfinger and Wolfinge(2008’s cross-sectional impact estimates suggest a positive
effect of children on turnout. But the lack of longitudinalte again limits the causal interpretation
of their findings. A similar caveat applies #&onold (2013, who finds a negative effect of children
aged 5 or younger on parental turnout using pooled AmericatioNal Election Studies (ANES)
survey data.

Unlike the survey-based data of much of the aforementiortecature, the first important
feature of our data is the presence of individual-level autninformation from administrative
sources, thus avoiding measurement error and reportingssthat affect surveys and exit polls
(e.g.,Gelman et a].2016. Second, unlike most studies on voter turfpatr data report the actual
composition of voters’ households, including non-votelgible members (e.g., children younger
than 18). Third, we have information on income at the indrgldand household levels, measures
that are extremely rare in turnout studies (Bltatti 2017 Bhatti et al, 2017 Bellettini et al,
2017 and that likely correlate with life-cycle transitions niily, we collect all this information in
four consecutive elections, thus building a four-wave panheligible voters, which is again rare
in individual-level studies of voter participation.

Thanks to our panel data, we identify the effects of familpsture through differences-in-
differences (DD) designs accounting for unobserved inldial effects that, if ignored, would likely

cause omitted variable bias. Moreover, we exploit the ltuatjinal dimension of the data to test (in-

1SeeButon et al(2012; Hobbs et al(2014; Nickerson(2008 for some notable (but possibly partial) exceptions.



directly) the parallel-trend assumption underlying our 8ikategy. Specifically, we use event-study
graphs to check whether “causes happen before consequéheess, we verify that (conditional)
changes in voter turnout follow changes in family structared not vice versa. To date, event-study
graphs have found limited application in micro-level sagdof voter behavior, so an additional con-
tribution of our paper is to illustrate this falsificationesrise using panel data on individual-level
turnout?

We find sizable and significant effects of marital status ahthe presence of children on
voter turnout, as well as significant heterogeneity acresglgrs. Our most econometrically de-
manding DD specification with homogeneous marital stateattnents across genders delivers
the following findings: (i) the transition from never-maadi to married has a positive effect on
voter turnout ¢-1 p.p.); (ii) divorce does not affect voter participatiorlétive to married voters);
(iif) and the transition from marriage to widowhood redupefditical participation (2 p.p.). The
marriage and widowhood results are broadly in line with it@mpirical studiesHobbs et al.
2014 Wolfinger and Wolfinger2009. Heterogeneous impact estimates reveal that these sffect
are highly gendered: the positive effect of marriage isyfdliven by male voters, while the wid-
owhood effect is entirely attributable to female voters.

We then examine the effect of children of different ages aepial voter turnout. We uncover
highly gendered patterns of turnout effects at differeatyes of children’s life-courses. Young in-
fants (0-5 years old) induce a sizable and significant dromaternal turnout2 p.p.), leaving
paternal turnout unchanged. Thus, young children seenptesent a gender-heterogeneous con-
straint, reducing their mother’s (but not their father&hé available to vote or acquire political
information. This is perhaps not completely unexpectedemgihat Italy is notoriously character-
ized by the persistence of traditional family norms and bgreg gender imbalance in time devoted
to household workAnxo et al, 2017). Children’s effects change around the time kids begin ele-
mentary school, as the effect on paternal turnout becomatiygoand maternal turnout returns to

pre-motherhood levels. Higher turnout when children gatwmsl may follow higher parental civic

2SeeKleven et al.(2019 for a recent application of this approach to the study of lubildren affect gender in-
equality in the Danish labor market.



engagement from exposure to the school system (mostly@urbbur context) or peer pressure,
arising from the new social networks established througltthild’s school (e.gDellavigna et al.
2017 Wolfinger and Wolfinger2009. Whatever the channel, however, higher parental involve-
ment only occurs for fathers. On the contrary, the presehaohitdren of voting age appears to
increase both parents’ voter turnout. This is possibly &xyld by parents wishing to act as role
models for their children when the latter are eligible tot¢hsir first vote3

In the last part of the paper, we collect evidence on possitdehanisms leveraging pooled
cross-sectional data from the Italian National Electiomdgts (ITANES) and the ISTAT Aspects
of Daily Life surveys. First, the ITANES data reveal no asaton between marriage and po-
litical knowledge. Heightened political interest, thenef, does not explain the higher electoral
engagement of married men found in our estimates, whichnsistent with the hypothesis that
marriage simply equalizes men’s turnout to the higher pagriage voter participation of their
spousesgtoker and Jenning$999. Second, while men with kids appear more politically knowl
edgeable than their childless counterparts, this is notalse for women. This result lends support
to the civic engagement explanation of higher turnout didet of school-aged children. The het-
erogeneous effects of children on political knowledge ssmgenders seem explained by the fact
that having children induces men, but not women, to spencertiore acquiring political infor-
mation (e.g., listening to political TV programs and readirewspapers). Third, the ISTAT data
confirm that the presence of young children sharply incietsnumber of total hours worked by
women (both in absolute terms and relative to men), booshiegime they dedicate to household
work and only partly reducing time of paid labor. FinallyANES data show that women hold
more left-leaning policy stances than mierespectively of their life-course stage. This raises the

concern that women’s children-induced political diseregagnt hampers the representativeness of

3Increased parental turnout in presence of cohabiting adisipring may also be due to contextual effects within
the household, as emphasized by the “relational theorybtifig (Cutts and Fieldhous€009 Fieldhouse and Cutts
2018 Johnston et a1.2009, where the household is the fundamental context wherebiigab attitudes and deci-
sions are formed and individual turnout is mainly influendsdthat of other voters living under the same roof.
Alesina and Giuliang2011) explore a different channel trough which family arrangatsemay affect political par-
ticipation, depending on the “strength of family ties;” tlig, the extent to which, according to the prevailing cudtur
family members are closely tied together and care abouttindyf, rather than the society or the polity, when making
decisions.



the voting electorate.

2 Research Setting

We study the 2004, 2009 municipal and European electiongten@008, 2013 national par-
liamentary elections in the city of Bologna, a municipaliabout 370,000 inhabitants in the
Center-North of Italy. Voter turnout, though declining owiene and higher in national than Euro-
pean and municipal elections, has been historically vegit m Bologna. It was above 79% in the
four elections we consider and was slightly higher in the®8&0d 2013 national elections.

According to Italian Law, both national and local electidoldow 5-year calendars. In practice,
however, several factors may shorten the term of local atiomal legislatures, thus triggering
early elections. The four elections we consider all follovilee regular 5-year calendar.

Italy features a perfectly bicameral legislature as thdidaent consists of two Houses, the
Chamber of Deputies and the Senate, that share the samespaneeseparately perform identical
functions. All Members of Parliament (MPs) are elected os$hme day and remain in power
until the next election. For the period we consider, membétsoth Houses were elected using
a closed-list proportional system with majority premiune (i a guaranteed minimum number of
seats allocated to the coalition of parties that receivedatgest number of votes). The voting age
is 18 for the Chamber of Deputies and 25 for the Senate. Qaliatt citizens are entitled to vote
in political elections.

In municipal elections, voters elect the mayor and the amtyncilors. Each mayoral candidate
must be supported by one or more party lists—that is, rosferandidates affiliated with national
political parties or local civic organizations—running fat-large seats on city councils. In cities
with more than 15,000 inhabitants, like Bologna, the mageteécted through a two-round majority
system: if no first-round candidate receives an absolutemapf the valid votes, the two most
voted candidates run in a runoff election (“ballottaggid®pr the 2009 municipal election, which
required a runoff vote, we only consider turnout in the fictrrd. Both Italian and EU citizens 18

or older living in the municipality are eligible to vote in migcipal and European elections.



In 2004 and 2009, Bologna’s mayoral race coincided with teet®n of Italy’'s Members of
the European Parliament (MEPs). That is, voters who turngeo the 2004 and 2009 Election
Days in Bologna received two separate ballots: one for nip@i@nd one for European elections.
As reflected in lower turnout rates, European elections gedlly considered less salient than
municipal elections@Gantoni and Gazz2018. Italy’'s MEPs are elected through an open-list pro-
portional system; virtually every party list is affiliatedttva national political party.

Based on residential address, voters in Bologna are aflddat 436 voter precincts encom-
passing geographically close and contiguous areas. In fuatincts determine assignment to
pre-designated polling locations (typically public scl)oVoter registration is automatic for Ital-
ian citizens. Instead, eligible foreign residents musthyapqr registration to vote in European
or municipal elections. At the end of the voting process,gpdyallots are manually counted by

election officials. Except for Italians living abroad, tees no absentee or early voting in Italy.

3 Data

This project relies on three sources of data: adminiseatbcio-demographic and voter turnout
data at the individual level from the city of Bologna, sungata from the Italian National Election
Studies to explore cross-sectional relationships beta@ily structure and information acquisi-
tion, and survey data from the Italian National Statistisgéncy to test whether changes in family
composition are reflected in changes in worked hours.

Our voter-level turnout data cover the universe of the \g#iigible population of the city of
Bologna, in northern Italy, in four distinct elections: tB@04 and 2009 European and municipal
elections, and the 2008 and 2013 parliamentary electiohs.d&ta contain an anonymous, time-
invariant voter identifier, which effectively gives us anbatanced individual-level panel with up
to four observations per voter. The data also feature a iflggsne-variant) household identifier.

The turnout data are complemented by detailed adminigtraticio-demographic information

coveringevery resident of Bologna (i.e., including non-voting-eligiblesidents) updated as of,



approximately, the four Election Days in the sambl&mong others, these data contain: age in
years, gender, marital status (i.e., never-married, e@rdivorced, or widowed), neighborhood,
immigration status, position within the household, as vesllincome and income taxes paid in
the year of the election. The demographic data also contain a variable for counts o$éiwold
members. In some cases, that variable differs from the nuwftfamily members imputable by
counting individuals with the same household identifigre exclude these cases from all samples.
We also exclude 4,999 observations matched to no demogrdpha, 25 individuals who appear
to have changed gender across elections, and six indigauti unknown marital status. Finally,
to maintain a consistent sample across elections, we exalatkrs who are not Italian citizens;
citizens of other EU countries could, in fact, vote in the 2@hd 2009 European and municipal
elections, but not in the 2008 and 2013 parliamentary &lesti

Although the data do not say explicitly if an individual hdsldren, we impute this information
based on household structure. Specifically, one of the Iplessategories of the variable “position
within household” is “Son/daughter of head of householdécBuse the demographic data cover
the universe of the resident population (i.e., includingdebn of any age), counting the number
of individuals in that position gives the head of houselolkact number of cohabiting children.
Notice, however, that this imputation only makes sense éadis of households and their spouses;
because the variable “position within household” is spedifelatively to heads of households, itis
complicated or even impossible to accurately determinghgneéndividuals in other positions have
children. For this reason, when we examine the effect ofichil on turnout, we limit the sample
to heads of households and their spouses.

Tablel reports summary statistics for the long version of the Bododata. Columns 1 through

4With a few exceptions, the administrative socio-demogiaghta for the 2004, 2008, 2009, and 2013 elections
are updated as of, respectively, 6/4/2004, 3/8/2008, 60®2and 2/13/2013.

5To construct the matched panel dataset with turnout andsteznographic information, we digitized all Bologna’s
voter attendance sheets from the 2004, 2008, 2009, and Xxit®as. We then sent the turnout data to the municipal
statistical office, which matched them against administagocio-demographic records of the resident population.
After anonymizing and de-identifying the matched data, rthenicipality of Bologna sent us four files (i.e., one per
election) with the turnout and socio-demographic infoliorat

8Most of these inconsistencies are inmates and seniorglimimetirement communities. All people living in the
same community share the same household ID; but, accordlithg trelevant variable in the demographic data, their
households typically consist of one or two individuals.



3 refer to the full sample, which consists of all eligibleexstindependently of their position within

the household. Columns 4 through 6 refer to the household samples; that is, the subset of
eligible voters who are either heads of households or sgdhseeof. Consistent with its high level

of social capital, Bologna has high but declining voter jggoaition: voter turnout in European

elections decreased from 84.3 percent to 79.1 percent f@ B 2009, and a similar decline
affected higher-salience political elections (from 85e2gent in 2008 to 80.8 percent in 2013). On
average, men are more likely to vote than women by 1-to-3gm¢age points, depending on the
sample and election year. A majority of eligible voters amrmed (52.6 percent), while slightly

less than a third (31.4 percent) have never been married.lohger life expectancy of women

is reflected in their higher mean age (55.8 vs. 51.9 for memjedksas in the noticeable share of
widows (18.7 percent). Bologna is a relatively affluent aich shows in an average income of
25,483 euros and 6,004 euros of income taxes paid acrossuheléctions in the sample.

Our second data source is the Italian National Electioni8sUdTANES), which we use to ex-
plore (partial) correlations between family status, pocditknowledge, and information acquisition.
By content, structure, and survey sampling strategy, tA&IHS data follow the American National
Elections Studies (ANES). They are managed and distridugete Italian research foundatibs
tituto Cattaneo, which, coincidentally, is also based in Bologna. Profassl polling companies are
in charge of administering the surveys to representatinges of the Italian voting-eligible pop-
ulation in the weeks following national elections. The fiIBANES survey dates to 1968 and the
most recent one to 2016. A typical ITANES survey asks a batiEsocio-demographic questions
(gender, age, education, marital status, presence of tofgabhildren, etc.), questions on politi-
cal opinions (e.g., which party the interviewee voted fotha most recent election, opinions on
political leaders and policy-relevant issues), questmm#formation acquisition (e.g., frequency
watching TV, reading newspapers), and questions testatgdhpolitical knowledgé€. For analysis
based on ITANES data, we pool information from the 2001, 2@0D®8, and 2013 post-electoral

surveys. Unfortunately, unlike the matched turnout andssdemographic data from Bologna, the

’Seehttp://wuw.itanes.org/en/ for further information about ITANES data and for exact syrguestions.
Accessed: December 1, 2017.


http://www.itanes.org/en/

ITANES data do not track the same respondents over fithat is, we cannot exploit within-voter
variation to estimate the effects of family status on vatéoimation.

Our third and last source of data is the annual survey adtaneid by the Italian National
Statistical Agency (ISTAT) to collect information on salteaspects of Italian households’ daily
lives and behaviors. To construct the so-called AVQ datangfthe Italian acronym foAspects
of Daily Life), each year, ISTAT interviews a nationally representasample of approximately
20,000 households and 50,000 people. We construct a paolsstsectional dataset using the 2005
through 2012 waves of the ISTAT AVQ data. Next to the respatgidasic socio-demographic
information, we are interested in the number of hours of dsiirm@nd paid work, which we use to

explore relations between family status and the allocaifdabor across the two genders.

4 Effects of Marital Status and Children on Voter Turnout

4.1 Marriage Increases Voter Turnout

Table 2 presents estimates of the turnout effect of marital status DD regressions of the

following form:
votedi; = B™married;; + BYdivorced; + B¥widowed; + ai + & +age® + X v+ &1, (1)

wherevote; is a dummy for whether voterturned out to vote in election) married;, divorcedi,
andwidowed;; are mutually exclusive dummies for whether vatemarital status as of Election
Day t was, respectively, married, divorced, or widowked;, &, and age?™ denote full sets of
voter, election, and age in years-by-gender fixed effeetspeactively;X;; is a set of controlling

covariates? Standard errors are two-way clustered by voter and houdekoter-level clustering

8There are some exceptions, though. In some yearsstiteto Cattaneo administered both a pre- and a post-
electoral survey to the sample. However, the time that ségsupre- and post-electoral surveys is typically too small
(a few months, at most) to observe meaningful variation imifiastatus.

9That is, the omitted category of marital status is “nevernedr.

1%e interact gender with age-in-years fixed effects for twasoms. First, transitions in marital status and birth of
children typically occur at different ages for men and womeor example, female (resp. male) voters in our sample
who have just switched from “never married” to “married” 8&5 (resp. 38.5) years old, on average. Second, women

10



accounts for potential serial correlation of regressi@hgals within votersBertrand et al.2004);
household-level clustering accounts for the marriagdrreat simultaneously affecting couples of
voters within the same household.

Marriage increases voter turnout bf/to 1 percentage point relative to never-married voters.
This estimate is significant at conventional levels and rtuglly unaffected by controlling for
neighborhood (column 2} and family characteristics (column 3), earned income acolrire taxes
paid during the year of the election (column 4), and sepagateler-specific dummies for the
presence of cohabiting children of the following ages: 8,1, 12—-17, 18 or more (column 5).

Due to the lower number of voters switching to or out of theseital statuses, turnout effects
of divorce and widowhood are estimated less precisely. Withcaveat in mind, divorced voters
appear8-to-11 percentage points more likely to vote than their neverrd@dicounterparts. Since
that is also the magnitude of the marriage effect, this figdgnconsistent with the marriage-to-
divorce transition inducing no change in voter participatiBy contrast, widowhood reduces voter
participation by.9 to 13 percentage points relative to never-married voters. €munently, the
marriage-to-widowhood transition appears to induce ar2grgage point drop in voter participa-

tion (i.e.,fY - BM~ —.02).

4.2 Marriage Increases Men'’s Voter Turnout, Leaves Women’'sJnchanged

The turnout effects of changes in marital status could défeross genders for at least two
reasons. First, marital status could create differentiagional constraints” for female and male
voters. That is, transitions across marital statuses dadlate gender-specific changes in the time
voters have to cast their ballots or to follow the politic@daburse. Second, marital status could

differentially affect the level of civic engagement of wteof the two genders. For example, if

and men of the same age may have different turnout rates,adsence of any treatment. For example, due to their
longer life expectancy, elderly women may be in better hedlan men of the same age. If better health translates
to higher turnout, we may expect old women to turn out at hightes than same-aged men. Accounting for these
differences seems important to avoid omitted variable bfawe explore heterogeneous effects by gender, which we
do in Subsectiod.2

1INeighborhood controls are: precinct-year average agemecand income taxes paid, as well as shares of female
and Italian residents, and neighborhood-by-year fixedttffe

11



single women and men tend to vote at different rates, marcagld equalize turnout by inducing
the two spouses to vote (or abstain) together.

We explore heterogeneous effects by gender using DD regnsssf the following form:

voted; —femalg x (;3"“ emalearriedy 4+ B9 ™ edivorced; + B ema’evvidowedit> (@
male x (Bmma'emarriedit + B edivorced; —I—BW’maJevvidowedit) -

Qi+ & +age™ + Xy y + &it.

Equation2 augments regressidrwith gender-specific treatments. TaBleeports estimated effects
for female and male voters, along with female-minus-mdfetinces in impact estimates.

The positive effect of marriage on turnout is concentratetirely on male voters, ranging
from 1.6 to 2 percentage points. By contrast, estimated effects amem are tightly centered
around zero and insignificant across all specifications. déedifferences in impact estimates
(i.e., pmfemale _ gmmale) range from—1.4 to —2.1 percentage points and are significant at the 1-
percent level. That is, the never married-to-married itEnmsincreases men’s turnout by 1.4 to 2.1
percentage points relative to females undergoing the shar@e in marital status.

Gender heterogeneity in marriage effects exactly offséfisrednces in turnout between never-
married men and women (see bottom of the table for summatigtgta). Although not definitive,
this is consistent with the notion that marriage equalizgésenparticipation across spouses by lifting
men’s turnout to the higher pre-marriage level as their glivé/hile divorce induces indistinguish-
able positive effects on male and female voters, trangtioto widowhood appear to significantly
reduce women’s turnout with no effect on men’s.

Since modeld and?2 control for voter fixed effects, resulting estimates are fimm omitted
variable bias due to time-invariant individual charadtcs that potentially correlate with family
status. However, causal identification of family structpagameters hinges on a “parallel-trend”
assumption. That is, voters who get married in the samplegér.e., treated voters) would,

absent changes in marital status, experience identicaltowe changes in turnout as voters who

12



do not change marital status (i.e., control voters). As @m@ltel-trend assumption is a statement
on counterfactual outcomes—that is, unobservable chaingester turnout of treated voters in
absence of treatment—, it cannot be tested directly. Yetart be tested indirectly in the spirit
of Granger(1969. The idea is to check that causes happen before conseguemzknot vice

m, female, m,mal e,
T

versa. To this end, Figurea plots estimates of8 s (in orange),B; s (in blue), and

corresponding 95-percent confidence intervals from tHevahg event-study specification:
votediy = marriedir (B{“’femajefemala +B{"’majemala) + o+ & + age™ + Xy v+ &, ()
T

wheremarriedi;; is a dummy equal to 1 if electianoccurst elections since the first election voter
I’s marital status was “married2 Because our data span four electionsanges between 3 and

2. The coefficients of interest are tB8"**s, which measure the difference in turnout, conditional
on controls, between married and control voteetections beforer(< 0) or after { > 0) marriage.
All coefficients are normalized relative to= —1; that is, the last election before marriage. The
vector X;; includes all controls from the most demanding specificateported in Table (i.e.,
column 5).

Reassuringly for our DD identification assumption, tresdad control men share statistically
indistinguishable voter turnout in pre-marriage elecsidire., 7 < 0). In contrast, married men’s
turnout increases after marriage (iex 0) by a significant 2 percentage points, a magnitude which
is consistent with the findings from Tab®e Similarly, there are no obvious pre-trends in married
women’s voter turnout. At the same time, there is no notileeabange in turnout after marriage,
with the possible exception of a marginally significant ease after three elections (i.e.rat 2).
Again, this finding supports the zero effect of marriage ome&a’s turnout documented in Table
3.

Figurelbplots female-minus-male differences in marriage-induoeadbut effects (i.e,B{nfemaje

B{"’ma]e), along with corresponding 95-percent confidence intervidpholding the validity of the

parallel-trends assumption, pre-marriage gender diifage are centered around zero and insignif-

1?Recall that we observe voters’ marital status as of Eledbiap, but we do not observe the exact date of marriage.

13



icant. By contrast, in post-marriage elections, marriednen’s turnout decreases by 1-to-2 per-
centage points relative to married men’s, which is agaimiaith estimates of gender differences
from Table3.

Event-study estimates of the turnout effects of divorcewatbwhood (resp. on gender differ-
ences in impact estimates) are plotted, respectively, ipeAdix FigureAlaandA2a (resp.Alb
andA2b). Event-study plots for divorce support the findings frorbl&3. For example, Figurédla
shows no change in turnout after divorce, which is consistéth the marriage-to-divorce transi-
tion inducing no change in voter participation. As for widmyod, FigureA2areveals a significant
decline in turnout that predates widowhood. A possible @xation is that the deterioration of a
spouse’s health—which likely precedes widowhood—pragjvety reduces the surviving spouse’s
turnout (e.g., because the growing attention required &gfing spouse reduces the time available
to follow politics and to vote). Interestingly, gender éifénces in widowhood effects are driven by
differences in pre-widowhood turnout (rather than by défgial changes in men’s and women’s

participation after widowhood), particularly somt —3.

4.3 Children 0-5 Decrease Women's Turnout, but not Men’s; CHdren 5-15 Increase Men’s

Turnout, but not Women’s

In Table3, the gender difference in the effect of marriage on turnbuinks by a third from
column 2 gmfemale_ gmmale — _ 021) to column 5@™ female _ gmmale — _ 914). Unlike other
specifications, column 5 controls for interactions betwgender and dummies for the presence of
kids in the household, thus suggesting that children afelgast one of their parents’ turnout. We
explore this possibility in two steps. First, we estimate #verage effect of children on parental
turnout. Second, we test for differences in the effect ofdchn on maternal vs. paternal turnout.

Formally, we start with the following DD specification:

votediy =B%%°kidsOto5;; + B kidsBtol L + B2 kidsl 2017 + B8 kids18+  (4)

ai + & +age;9tex+xi/ty+ &it,
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which, relative to equatiof, replaces dummies for marital status with controls for trespnce of
kids aged 0-5, 6-11, 12—17, and 18 or more. Tdbkports the results®

Children aged 0 to 5 reduce parental turnout by .7 to 1 peagenpoint, an effect that reaches
conventional levels of statistical significance acrosspécifications. Conversely, children aged
6-11, 12-17, and 18 or oldexcrease voter turnout by .4-.7, .6-.9, and 1.1-1.2 percentage goint
respectively. This pattern of effects—that increase wititdcen’s age—is consistent with younger
children posing a situational constraint to parental eledttparticipation; for instance, due to the lo-
gistical difficulty of reaching one’s polling location inggence of young children or to the limited
time available to acquire information about the electiors ohildren grow, this situational con-
straint dissipates or is offset by increasing political@ypgment, so that the net effect of children on
political participation reverses sign and becomes pasit®y the time children reach voting age,
this positive effect becomes substantiall(1l percentage points), possibly because parents receive
positive turnout spillovers from their children’s votinfygbility (e.g., because parents accompany
their children to vote for the first time).

Table5 reports estimates of the effect of children on maternal esenmal turnout and reveals
that the negative effect of young children on political papation reported in Table 4 was driven
by females voters. In fact, the presence of children aged ® smnificantly reduces women'’s
turnout, leaving men’s participation unaffected. The afifince between the negative effect on
women and the zero effect on men is around 2 percentage poidts significant at the 1-percent
level. While older children (aged 6 to 11 and 12 to 17) do nqirdss maternal turnout, they do
increase paternal participation by approximately 1 pdegg point. Only when children reach
voting age (18 years), this heterogeneity dissipates, atidrhen’s and women’s turnout increases
by around 1 percentage point relative to childless votersn other words, after a long break

induced by motherhood, women resume their involvement litiggoonly around the time their

13Remember that we can accurately determine whether a vatatildren only if that person is the head of house-
hold or her/his spouse. Thus, unlike Tabkand3, whose estimation sample include all eligible voters, tmage
for children regressions is limited to the subset of votehese position within the household is “head of household”
or “spouse/partner of head of household.”

14In Appendix TablesA1 andA2, we show that estimates of the turnout effects of childrenvatually unchanged
(and, if anything, are slightly more precise) when we furtiestrict the sample to married voters.
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children are themselves called to vote.

To further investigate the pattern of children’s effectigjufe 2aplots estimates of the turnout
effects of children of specific ages. That is, the underlyagression controls for the same covari-
ates as Tablg, column 5, but uses dummies based on 1-year age intervatifdren’s age (i.e.,
0-year-olds, 1-year-olds, etc.) instead of four, broadtsrvals (i.e., 0-5, 6-11, 12—-17, and 18+).
The plot reveals that the negative effect of children on nmae¢urnout vanishes when children turn
five. By contrast, 0-to-5-year-olds have no effect on pateturnout (with the possible exception
of 2-year-olds), while older kids increase fathers’ turadihe ensuing gender difference is sizable
(about 1 percentage point) and stable for children ageddugiir 15 (Figureé2b). When kids turn
16, this heterogeneity disappears.

Figure 3a plots event-study coefficients of the effect of children oatennal (in orange) and
paternal turnout (in blue). The underlying regression mstfor the full set of covariates used
for Table4, column 5. Like in prior event-study plots,= O denotes the first election a treated
voter (i.e., a voter who switches from having no kids to hgwids) is observed having at least one
child. Analogously;r = —1 denotes the last election without kidss= +1 is the second election
with kids, etc..

There are no pre-trends in voter turnout; that is, treatedcamtrol voters have identical (con-
ditional) turnout in pre-children elections. Corrobongtithe gender-heterogeneity documented in
Table5, treated women'’s turnout falls sharply (relative to cohtvomen) in the first election with
children ¢ = 0), while treated men witness no drop in turnout. By the tlelettion with children
(T = 2), women'’s turnout recovers to pre-treatment levels ana'sniecreases by approximately 2
percentage points.

Figure 3b plots female-minus-male differences in event-study cciefits (i.e.,B{“’femaJe—
B{"’ma]e). Bolstering the causal interpretation of our findingyeated men and women share identi-
cal (conditional) turnout in pre-children years; that ire is no pre-trend in the effect of children
on the turnout gender gap, and all variation in said gap naditegs suddenly and persistently in

post-children elections.
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5 Exploring Possible Mechanisms

We now explore the drivers of gender differences in turnffetes, using pooled cross-sectional
data from ITANES and ISTAT. Specifically, we focus on the daling three facts documented
earlier in the paper: (i) the negative (resp. zero) effectlofdren aged 0-5 on maternal (resp.
paternal) turnout, (ii) the positive (resp. zero) effectloildren aged 6+ on paternal (resp. maternal)

turnout, (iii) the positive (resp. zero) effect of marriagemen’s (resp. women’s) turnoti.

5.1 Civic Involvement and Political Knowledge

One mechanism by which having children may increase voteotu is by stimulating parental
civic involvement (Wolfinger and Wolfinger2008. To test for this mechanism, we check whether
turnout effects are paralleled by similar patterns of datiens between the presence of children
and political knowledge. For example, if higher civic engamgnt underlies the positive effect of
children on paternal turnout, men with children should beaerimowledgeable about politics than
men without kids. Alternatively, children may raise patdrturnout through peer pressure (e.g.,
increasing the probability that, say, other parents will about one’s turnoutDellavigna et al.
2017). If peer pressure alone explains the positive effect dfichin on paternal turnout, then men
with and without kids may be expected to display indististpaible levels of political information.

We use 2001, 2006, 2008, and 2013 ITANES pooled cross-satgarvey data. On one hand,
these data lack of a longitudinal dimension, which rulestbatpossibility of exploiting within-
individual, across-time variation in family structure. @ other hand, the data offer a rich set of
socio-demographic controls (e.g., education, employrsittis, religiosity), which may attenuate
the omitted variable bias that likely affects cross-settl@stimates of the effect of family structure
on political knowledge. On the whole, estimates from ITAN&&a should be interpreted as sug-

gestive, rather than definitive, and they do not allow us tomede effects of children of different

15Because transitions to marriage provide cleaner evidehiseterogeneous effects than transitions to divorce and
widowhood, in the interest of space this section does notdisestimates for divorce and widowhood. These estimates
are, however, available upon request.
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ages.

The first six columns of Tablé report estimates from regressions of dummy variables iiyent
ing correct responses to survey questions on factual allkinowledge'® Following Kling et al.
(2007, the outcome for column 7 is a summary index of political\kiexlge, defined as the equally
weighted average of the z-scores of the outcomes from cauinf. All regressions use survey
weights and control for age (alone and interacted by gefdeg@nder-specific dummies for di-
vorce and widowhood, survey year and wave, as well as inaisédr size of the city of residence,
region of residence, education, father’s education, eympémt status, and intensity of religious
beliefs.

Men with kids are indeed more politically knowledgeablernthibeir childless counterparts.
They are significantly more likely to know who elects the Rtest of the Republic and to recall
the names of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, of the Presidsithe Chamber of Deputies, and of
the Prime Minister. The higher z-score of men with childrésoaconfirms their better political
knowledge. Conversely, and perhaps unsurprising in vieth®tero effect of children aged 5-16
on mothers’ turnout (and the negative effect of youngerdehit), the presence of children does not
correlate with mothers’ political knowledge.

Because of the positive effect on fathers and the zero affentothers, children seem to differ-
entially affect men’s and women'’s political informatiororiwo out of eight outcomes reported in
Table6, impact estimates on men are significantly larger than spoeding estimates on women,
and a third difference is marginally significant. Conveyselarital status does not correlate with
better political knowledge, which is possibly consisteittmmarriage “leveling up” men’s turnout

to the higher level of participation of their wives withoutexting either spouse’s civic involve-

16The six questions are: “Do you know who elects the PresiditfiteoRepublic?”, “At the time of the last election,
can you tell me the name of the Minister of External Affairs®o you know the name of the President of the Chamber
of Deputies in charge during the last elections?”, “Do yoownapproximately, how many representatives sit in the
Chamber of Deputies?”, “Do you know the name of the Presidétite Council in charge during the last elections?”,
“How many years does the President of the Republic stay inefffi The exact wording of the original questions (in
Italian) features minor differences across survey years.

1"We demean age by gender, so the coefficient on female shottddspreted as the (conditional) difference in
outcomes between average-aged women and men.
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What information channels drive gender differences intmali knowledge? To answer this
question, Tabl& explores correlations between family structure and thierepbrted use of dif-
ferent media channels to obtain information on the mosttegelitical election. We distinguish
between channels that plausibly require more (“hard ini@’) less (“easy info”) time and effort
by voters. Hard-info channels are: internet, radio, TV pangs and news, hewspapers, and partic-
ipation in campaign meetings. We classify the following asyeinfo channels: TV ads, campaign
leaflets, and campaign posters/signs.

Men with children are significantly more likely than men vattt children to acquire political
information from hard-info channels like TV programs anavepapers, while women with and
without children are equally likely to seek hard info. Thowg the limit of statistical significance,
the ensuing gender differences (i gfemale w/ kids_ gmale w/kidy g ggest that having children in-
duces men, but not women, to spend more time listening tdigadliTV programs and reading
newspapers, a fact that possibly explains the heterogsreftects in political knowledge docu-
mented in Tablé.

Overall, children seem to induce women to acquire more métion on political campaigns.
However, unlike men, women with children appear to rely omfammative channels like TV ads,
campaign leaflets, and campaign posters. Again suppohimdpypothesis that marriage merely
equalizes turnout across the two spouses without affetttigiglevels of political interest, virtually
all correlations between marital status and informatioguésition fall short of statistical signifi-
cance.

In Sectiord.3, we showed that children aged 0-5 reduce maternal but nertrizdtvoter turnout.
Unfortunately, the ITANES data do not contain informationtbe age of children, so we cannot
test directly if younger children also depress maternatipal knowledge. We can, however, limit
the sample to relatively young respondents, who are moetylido be new parents. We take this

approach in Appendix Tables3 and A4, which replicate prior results restricting the sample to

18vet, it is striking that, even controlling for the rich setadvariates included in these regressions, (average-aged)
women are less knowledgeable than men.
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respondents aged 40 or younger. Although low statisticalgpaules out clear-cut conclusions
(and the evidence from Tabkel is nuanced), estimates from Tal#i8 are broadly in line with the
gender heterogeneity documented in the case of turnout.i§;hy@unger kids seem to reduce their

mothers’ political knowledge, but not their fathers’.

5.2 Hours Worked

Another way family structure may differentially affect m&and women’s voter turnout is by
inducing heterogeneous effects on the quantity and typanaf &vailable to follow politics. For
example, young children may require a disproportionatelarhof maternal attention, leaving
new moms with little time for political participation (i,ea “maternal time-constraint” effect).
But children may also induce a “specialization effect”, wéi®y fathers increase paid labor while
mothers specialize in housework. If social interactionshie workplace spur greater interest in
politics than those occurring during housework, then thecsization effect could help explain
the heterogeneous impact of children on parental turnout.

We explore correlations between family status and hourskeeiusing 2005-2012 pooled
cross-sectional data from the Italian National Statisthkggency. The so-called ISTAT AVQ data
have similar shortcomings and strengths as the ITANES dataat is, they lack a panel di-
mension—which rules out DD specifications—but they contitailed socio-demographic con-
trols—which mitigate concerns about omitted variable bigsr this reason, the caveat remains
the same, in that we treat evidence from ISTAT AVQ data as estyge. Relative to the ITANES
data, however, the ISTAT data have the advantage of prayitie approximate age of cohabiting
children!® We can therefore directly compare impact estimates on widikee by age of children
with the corresponding turnout effects.

Table8 reports estimates from three separate regressions. Thenoses for columns 1 and 2
are hours worked at home and hours of paid work, respectiVély outcome for column 3 is total

worked hours; that is, hours worked at home plus hours of waid. All regressions control for

Bspecifically, the raw data contain counts of children in thieofving age ranges: 0-5, 6-13, 14—-17, and 18+.
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education, region of residence, year of interview, as weljander-specific dummies for agfe,
divorce, and widowhood!

Women with children report more hours of domestic work args Ipaid work than women
without children. The net impact on female total hours ofkisrpositive, particularly in presence
of kids aged 0-5+7.01 hours). Children 0—13 also appear to increase male danvestkload,
but to a much lesser extent than they increase women'’s. Bsepce of older children (ages 14-17
and 18+) does not correlate, or even correlates negativiélymale domestic work. Finally, men
with children of any age report more hours of paid work thagirtbhildless counterparts.

Gender differences in correlational estimates point tédedin inducing a disproportionate in-
crease in the total hours worked by women, an increase thrigcularly marked for children
aged 05 @05 female _ glioSmale _ 5 21 hours). This finding corroborates, at least partly, the hy
potheses that younger children limit the amount of timerthethers have to follow politics and
to vote.

Neither the “maternal time-constraint” nor the “speciatian” effects can, however, fully ac-
count for gender differences in turnout effects. In fadte Ichildren, marriage also appears to
disproportionately affect women, by increasing the nundbérours worked at home and reducing
those of paid labor. But Tabl@showed that marriage does not affect female turnout; iftangt

it merely increased men’s voter participation to the prefrage voter turnout of their wives.

5.3 Gender Differences in Political Preferences

To what extent do gender differences in turnout effectsenét electoral outcomes? Do chil-
dren or marital status also impact political preferenceferAll, if Italian men and women share
similar political preferences and family status does nfg#cfpolitical leanings, the differential ef-
fect of children on maternal vs. paternal political pafgation does not pose concerns about the

representativeness of the voting electorate.

20The exact respondent’s age is not reported in the data.nisisad binned in the following intervals: 18—19, 20—24,
25-29, ..., 60-64, 65-74, 75+.

2Though the data contain employment status, we opted to @xc¢hat control from these regressions. It seems
indeed very likely that changes in worked hours are larggiyed by changes in employment status.
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To shed light on these questions we return to the ITANES suotaga. Our outcomes are seven
measures of political preferences, which we regress on shalwariables representing family
status and the same controls used in previous regressiced loam ITANES data. Specifically,
the independent variables are an index of political idepl(rgnging from 1-left—to 10-right), a
dummy for having voted for a party in Silvio Berlusconi’s tian in the most recent political
election, and the level of agreement with the following fitetsments: “Abortion should be harder
to get,” “When jobs are scarce, men should have more rightjod ahan women,” “Drug users
should not be punished,” “Firms should be freer to hire aref’fand “Immigrants threaten natives’
employment.” Tabl® reports the results.

Mirroring gender differences that have been documentedtf@r democracies (e.dittilson,
2010, Italian women appear more leftist than men. They are Sgamtly more likely to self-
identify as left-leaning, 8.2 percentage points lessyikehave voted for Berlusconi, and marginally
more likely to disagree with the notion that firms should tEefrto hire and firé? Finally, women
are less likely to agree with the statement that “When jobsaarce, men should have more right
to a job than womer?®

Neither the presence of children nor marriage seem sysigatiptrelated to political lean-
ings?* This suggests that, even if changes in family status may fifedtavoters’ political pref-
erences directly, they may still shift the political comjpios of the active electorate (e.g., by
mobilizing relatively right-leaning men upon marriage gr demobilizing relatively left-leaning

women when they give birth to children).

2?Recall that all regressions control for (demeaned) ageanted with gender. Thus, the coefficient offémal e)
should be interpreted as the (conditional) difference ilitipal leaning between an average-aged woman and an
average-aged man. In practice, though, we obtain subshntdentical results controlling for age instead of age
interacted with gender (results available upon request).

23Although, surprisingly, average-aged women are as likslpwerage-aged men to agree with the statement that
“Abortion should be harder to get.”

24With the possible exception of voting for Berlusconi, whistpositively correlated with marriage in the case of
women, and negatively for men.
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6 Conclusion

This paper contributes to the empirical literature on theis@conomic determinants of po-
litical participation and voter turnout by highlightingehmportant role of life-cycle transitions
(marriage, arrival of children, divorce, widowhood). Tastlend, we assemble and use a unique
panel dataset that covers four elections in a large Italianiaipality and merges information on
about 370,000 individuals coming from administrative votdls, the civil register, and income tax
files.

Our findings point to the relevance of life-cycle transisaas key determinants of voting be-
havior. Using a voter-level DD strategy that controls fatiundual and age-by-gender fixed effects,
we estimate a positive effect of marriage on male turnout,anegative effect of widowhood on
female turnout. We also show that the presence of youngts{@rb years old) decreases maternal
turnout, while children of voting age seem to increase batfepts’ turnout. We then use a vari-
ety of survey data to show that the estimated turnout efi@agaralleled by similar patterns of
gender-heterogeneous correlations between family streicpolitical knowledge, and time spent
doing family chores.

Our heterogeneous turnout effects have potentially ingpogolicy implications. Although our
survey data reveal that political leanings are (partiallygorrelated with family status, changes in
family structure may still alter the political compositioi the active electorate; for example, by
mobilizing relatively right-leaning men upon marriage dryddemobilizing relatively left-leaning
women when they give birth to children. Although we canneestigate such implications in our
existing data, the resulting imbalance in political reprgation could in turn affect implemented
policies. For example, under-representation of mothergooihg children may reduce support
for public expenditure on child-care, with possible seliaforcing negative effects on women’s

political participation.
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Figure 2: Effects of Children on Turnout by Children’s Age

(a) Orange = Mother, Blue = Father
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Table 1: Summary Statistics of Bologna Socio-Demographit Burnout Data

Full Sample Chidren Sample
All Women Men All Women Men
1) 2) 3) 4) 5) (6)
Voted in year...
2004 .843 .831 .856 .847 .833 .863
2008 .852 .846 .860 .858 .849 .868
2009 791 .783 .800 797 787 .809
2013 .808 794 .823 .813 .796 .833
Marital status:
Never married 314 .278 .357 .208 .186 .235
Married 526 489 .569 .615 .559 .683
Divorced .039 .046 .031 .040 .048 .030
Widowed 121 .187 .043 137 .207 .051
Cohabiting kids aged...
aged 65 - - - 071 .068 074
6-11 - - - .073 071 .074
12-17 - - - .072 .072 .072
18+ - - - .204 217 .189
Age 54.0 55.8 51.9 57.7 59.0 56.1
(19.1) (19.5) (18.4) (17.5) (17.8) (17.0)
Income (2010€) 25,483 19,851 31,907 26,681 20,373 34,192
(39,248) (21,653) (51,817) (41,117) (22,007) (54,984)
Income taxes (2010€) 6,004 3,974 8,320 6,377 4,114 9,071
(15,790) (7,950) (21,249) (16,610) (8,094) (22,650)
N 1,163,355 628,043 535,312 953,710 527,955 425,755
N voters 381,257 202,345 178,912 318,741 172,149 146,592

Notes: The table reports sample means and standard devigtiarsntheses. Each chidren sample
is a subsample of the corresponding full sample; specificaliyyezhsamples are limited to voters
whose position within the household is either "Head of Housetot$pouse of Head of Household".
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Table 2: Turnout Effect of Marital Status

Outcome: Voter-Level Turnout

1) ) ®) (4) ©)

1(Married) 010 = 010 = .009 = 007 = 010 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Divorced) 011 - 011 - 011 - .008 011 -
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006)
1(Widowed) -.009 - -.009 - -.011 =~ -.013 = -.010 =~
(.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005)
Voter FEs v v v v v
AgexGender FES v v v v v
Election FEs v v v v v
Neighborhood controls v v v v
Household controls v v v
Income and taxes paid v v
ChidrenxGender FEs v
Never married Y .800 .800 .817 .823 .823
N 1,084,202 1,084,202 1,040,398 947,548 947,548

Notes: Neighborhood controls are: precinct-year aveggeareome, and income taxes paid, as well as
shares of female and Italian residence, and city neighbahg-year fixed effects. Household controls are
the share of household members who are Italian cttizesgevincome across adult household members,
and average income taxes paid. Chidren FEs are four dumdiiging presence of one or more children
of the following ages: 0-5, 6-11, 12,-17, 18+. Standard errors aredyaiustered by voter and
household.

*p<0.01,*p<0.05~p<0.10
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Table 3: Turnout Effect of Marital Status by Voter's Gender

Outcome: Voter-Level Turnout

) 2) 3) 4) ®)
1(Married female) -.001 -.001 -.001 -.003 .002
(.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005)
1(Married male) .020 *= .020 * .018 * 016 * 016 *
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
1(Divorced female) .008 .008 .010 .007 .012
(.008) (.008) (.008) (.008) (.008)
1(Divorced male) .011 .011 .009 .006 .007
.008 .008 (.008) (.008) (.008)
1(Widowed female) -.021 * -.021 = -.021 * -.024 > -.018 *
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.007)
1(Widowed male) .003 .003 .000 -.001 -.001
(.007) (.007) (.007) (.007) (.008)
Bmarried femal _ Bmarried mal -.021 *% -.021 % -.019 . -.019 *x -.014 *
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006)
Bdivorced femal _ Bdivorced mal -.003 -.003 .000 .001 .005
_ _ (.0112) (.012) (.012) (.0112) (.012)
vandowed femal _ BWIdOWed mal -.024 *% -.024 *% -.022 * -.022 * -017 _
(.009) (.009) (.009) (.010) (.010)
Voter FEs v v v v v
AgexGender FEs v v v v v
Election FEs v v v v v
Neighborhood controls v v v v
Household controls v v v
Income and taxes paid 4 4
ChidrenxGender FEs v
Never-married female Y .813 .813 .827 .830 .830
Never-married male Y 787 787 .807 .816 .816
N 1,084,202 1,084,202 1,040,398 947,548 947,548

Notes: Neighborhood controls are: precinct-year average ageinand income taxes paid, as well as shares
of female and Italian residence, and city neighborhood-by-iedrdffects. Household controls are the share of
household members who are Italian citizens, average inconts achalt household members, and average
income taxes paid. Chidren FEs are four dummies indicatisgmee of one or more children of the following
ages: 0-5, 6-11, 12,-17, 18+. Standard errors are two-way clustereétgnsbhousehold.
*p<0.01,*p<0.05 ~p<0.10

29



Effect of Children on Turnout by Children’s Age

€))

Outcome: Voter-Level Turnout

(@)

3)

(4)

1(Chidren aged ®) -.008 -.007 = -.010 = -.009 = -.009 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Chidren aged 6-11) .007 = .007 = .005 + .004 - .004 -
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
1(Chidren aged 12-17) .009 * .009 = .007 = .006 = .006 *
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
1(Chidren aged 18+) 012 « 012 = 011 = 011 = 011 =
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Voter FEs v v v v v
AgexGender FEs 4 v v v v
Election FEs v v v v v
Neighborhood controls v 4 4 v
Household controls v v v
Income and taxes paid v v
Marital statusxGender FEs v
No kids Y .819 .819 .832 .834 .834
N 883,208 883,208 844,111 802,567 802,567

Notes: Neighborhood controls are: precinct-yearage age, income, and income taxes paid, assvell a
shares of female and Italian residence, and dighlmerhood-by-year fixed effects. Household cdsitro
are the share of household members who are Itilizens, average income across adult household
members, and average income taxes paid. MaataksSEES are three, mutually exclusive dummies
indicating married, divorced, and widowed voteBiandard errors are two-way clustered by voter and
household.

*p<0.01,*p<0.05 ~p<0.10
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Table 5: Effect of Children on Turnout by Children’s Age anot&f’s Gender

Outcome: Voter-Level Turnout

(€) 2) 3) 4 ©)
1(Female w/ chidren aged%) -.019 = -.019 = -.020 = -.020 = -.019 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 0-5) .003 .004 .001 .001 -.000
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Female w/ chidren aged 6-11) .002 .002 .000 -.002 01-.0
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 6-11) 011+ 011 = .009 = 009 = .008 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Female w/ chidren aged 12-17) .004 .004 .002 .001 1.00
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 12-17) 014+ 013 = 011 = 011 = 010 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Female w/ children aged 18+) 013+ 013 = 012 = 011 = 011 =
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
1(Male w/ children aged 18+) .012# 012 = 010 = 009 = 009 =
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
oS female _ g0-5 mal -.022 =~  -022 = -021 =~  -021 =~  -019 =
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
g1t femal  g6-11 mal -010 =~ -010 = -009 *  -011 =  -010 =
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
B12—17 femal _ B12—17 mal -.009 -.009 = -.008 -.010 = -.009 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
pterfemal  gl8+mal .001 .001 .002 .002 .002
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Voter FEs v v v v v
AgexGender FEs v v v v v
Election FEs v v v v v
Neighborhood controls v v v v
Household controls v v v
Income and taxes paid v v
Marital statusxGender FEs v
Female w/o kids Y .808 .808 .816 .818 .818
Male w/o kids Y .833 .833 .852 .854 .854
N 883,208 883,208 844,111 802,567 802,567

Notes: Neighborhood controls are: precinct-yearage age, income, and income taxes paid, assnsteaes
of female and Italian residence, and city neighbodaby-year fixed effects. Household controlstheeshare of
household members who are lItalian citizens, avanagene across adult household members, and average
income taxes paid. Marital status FEs are threjally exclusive dummies indicating married, doeat, and
widowed voters. Standard errors are two-way caledtby voter and household.

** <001, *p<0.05 ~p<0.10 sl



Table 6: Factual Political Knowledge by Gender and Famigt&t

Correctly Names...

How President Minister Presider Number Prime Presidents  Sum of
Is Elected of Foreign of Chamber of Deputies  Minister rmie zscores
Affairs of Deputies Length
@) ) 3 4) (5) (6) ()
1(Female) -.115~» -136 = -.141 » -103 * -135 * -.023 -1.080*
(.021) (.023) (.023) (.021) (.024) (.060) (.134)
1(Has kids & female) .006 -.036- 011 -.005 .003 -.026 -.079
(.017) (.020) (.020) (.014) (.022) (.038) (.099)
1(Has kids & male) 047 .053 * .047 + -.022 .047 ~ .028 290 *
(.016) (.022) (.021) (.017) (.019) (.035) (.099)
1(Married & female) -.035 .015 -.021 .000 .022 .016 -.035
(.022) (.024) (.024) (.018) (.027) (.049) (.129)
1(Married & male) -.031 .009 .015 .004 -.020 .057 -.023
(.021) (.026) (.025) (.023) (.022) (.048) (.133)
premale w/kid _ gmale w/ kid -041 -~ -.088 = -.036 .016 -.044 -.055 -.369
(.024) (.030) (.029) (.022) (.029) (.052) (.139)
pmarriedfemal _gmarriedmal - _ 004 .006 -.036 -.004 042 -.040 -.012
(.030) (.035) (.035) (.029) (.035) (.067) (.184)
Y .616 A74 .520 .169 .769 .718 -.000
N 11,701 10,209 10,209 8,709 7,217 1,492 11,701

Notes: Al regressions also control for age (alane interacted with gender) and dummies for dipityoof residence,
region of residence, education, fatheducation, intensity of religious beliefs, syryear and wave, as well as gender
specific dummies for divorce and widowhood. Hetkeulasticity-robust standard errors are reportpdrientheses.
**p<0.01,*p<0.05~p<0.10
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Table 7: Acquisition of Political Information by Gender aRdmily Status

Info ror  Info fromr  Info fromr  Info fromr  Info from Sum of
Internet Radio TV News Campaign  z-scores
papers Meetings (Hard Info)
@) 2 3 (4) () (6)
1(Female) -.024 -.044~ -.069 = -081L =~ -059 = -675 *
(.015) (.022) (.022) (.024) (.017) (.149)
1(Has kids & female) -.001 -.012 .037 .028 -.003 101
(.012) (.019) (.023) (.022) (.014) (.132)
1(Has kids & male) .022 -.005 .066* .090 * .025 A71
(.016) (.024) (.021) (.023) (.019) (.155)
1(Married & female) -.042=  -.020 -.018 -050- -.021 -.393 *
(.016) (.023) (.027) (.027) (.017) (.162)
1(Married & male) -.015 .051- -.011 -.013 -.006 .000
(.019) (.027) (.024) (.027) (.023) (.183)
premale w'kid _ gmale w/ kid -.024 -.007 -.029 -.062~  -.029 -.370 -~
_ _ (.020) (.030) (.031) (.032) (.024) (.203)
pmarriedfemal _gmarriedmal _ nog -.072 *  -.007 -.037 -.015 -.393
(.025) (.035) (.035) (.038) (.028) (.244)
Y .100 .245 .765 541 .142 .000
N 9,581 9,581 9,581 9,581 9,581 9,581
Info ror  Info fromr  Info fromr Sum of Sum of
TV ads Campaign Campaign  z-scores z-scores
Leaflets Posters  (Easy Info) (All Info)
() @ ) (10) (11)
1(Female - * - * -.115 = -.616 * - **
( le) 088 089 616 892
(.039) (.042) (.039) (.193) (.181)
1(Has kids & female) .069~ .083 110 * 552 * 375
(.039) (.038) (.040) (.190) (.181)
as kids & ma . . . . .
1(Has kids & male) 024 044 044 233 559
(.038) (.041) (.039) (.183) (.185)
1(Married & femal - . - -.217 -.516 *
( ied & female) 038 022 086 2 6
(.044) (.046) (.047) (.222) (.2112)
1(Married & male) -.035 .013 -.066 -.186 -.082
(.043) (.048) (.043) (.208) (.216)
Bfemale w/ kid _ Bmale w/ kid: .046 .039 .066 318 -.184
‘ ‘ (.054) (.056) (.056) (.262) (.258)
I3marrled femal _ Bmarned mal -.003 .008 -.020 -.031 -.434
(.062) (.066) (.063) (.303) (.300)
Y .683 .628 .654 .000 .000
N 3,201 3,201 3,201 3,201 9,581

Notes: Al regressions also control for age (alang interacted with gender) and dummies for dipiyoof
residence, region of residence, education, fatleelucation, intensity of religious beliefs, syryear and
wave, as well as gendspecific dummies for divorce and widowhood. Hes&edasticity-robust standard
errors are reported in parentheses.
**p<0.01,*p<0.05~p<0.10
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Table 8: Children, Marital Status and Hours Worked

Hours Hours Total
Worked of Paid Hours
at Home Work Worked
1) 2 3
1(Female) 8.14 * -1.69 * 6.46 *
(.26) (.37) (.43)
1(Female w/ chidren aged 0-5) 11.58 -4.58 * 7.01 *
(.50) (.38) (.50)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 0-5) 3.67* 1.13 *» 480 *
(.25) (.34) (.38)
1(Female w/ children aged 6-13) 5.9* -3.79 * 218 *
(.34) (.29) (.36)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 6-13) .68 ** 1.27 * 195 *
(.16) (.27) (.29)
1(Female w/ chidren aged 14-17) 4.45* -2.01 * 243 *
(.68) (.59) (.72)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 14-17) -.37 91 .54
(-33) (.61) (.64)
1(Female w/ chidren aged 18+) 3.91 -1.00 * 290 *
(.23) (.20) (.24)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 18+) -1.43* 275 * 132 ~
(.12) (.24) (.24)
1(Married & female) 14.01 = -459 * 9.42 *
(.15) (.16) (.19)
1(Married & male) =37 536 * 499 *
(.09) (.16) (.18)
BO-S femalr _ BO-S male 7.92 = 571 * 221 *
(.53) (.51) (.55)
B6-13 femal _ B6-13 mal 529 -5.06 * 23
(.36) (-39) (.42)
B14—17 femal _ B14—17 mal 4.82 * -2.93 1.89 +
(.74) (.82) (.84)
B18+ femalr B18+ male 534 * -3.75 * 1.58 *
(.25) (-30) (.32)
Bmarried femal _ Bmarried mal 14.37 * 905 4.42
(.17) (.22) (.24)
Y 16.12 19.88 36.00
N 269,030 269,030 269,030

Notes: Al regressions control for education,oa@f residence, year of
interview, as well as gender-specific dummies @, aivorce, and widowhood.
Standard errors clustered by household are repiorfetentheses.

** < 0.01,*p<0.05 ~p<0.10
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Table 9: Political Views by Gender and Family Status

1 = Completely Disagree; 4 = Completely Agree
Abortion IfJobs  Drug Users Firms Immigrants -td-10 Voted
Should Be Are Scarce Shouldit  Should Be  Threaten  LeRight Berlusconi

Harder Men Should Be Punished Freer to Natives Index in Last
to Get Have Priority Hire, Fire Employment Election
1) ) ©) (4) () (6) (@)
1(Female) -.018 -.159 =~ -.073 -.099 - .021 -.286 * -.082 *
(.054) (.061) (.063) (.053) (.051) (.132) (.021)
1(Has kids & female) .014 .027 .013 -.009 .032 .072 .013
(.045) (.056) (.059) (.052) (.048) (.109) (.015)
1(Has kids & male) .074 151 .025 011 .062 .088 .029-
(.045) (.061) (.067) (.057) (.053) (.107) (.015)
1(Married & female) -.073 .092 -.030 .097 .064 .011 .035
(.055) (.066) (.068) (.061) (.057) (.133) (.020)
1(Married & male) -.049 -.063 -.105 -.015 -.038 -.129 704
(.058) (.070) (.078) (.064) (.060) (.134) (.020)
premale wikid _ gmale w kid -.060 -.124 -.012 -.020 -.030 -.016 -.016
(.064) (.083) (.088) (.077) (.071) (.153) (.021)
pmarriedfemal _gmarriedmal _ 024 155 .075 111 102 140 .082

(.079) (.095) (.103) (.087) (.082) (.187) (.028)

Y 2.309 2.636 1.871 2.278 2.418 5.306 .283
N 8,891 6,501 6,376 9,004 9,371 9,522 11,701

Notes: Al regressions also control for age (alane interacted with gender) and dummies for dipityoof residence,
region of residence, education, fatheducation, intensity of religious beliefs, syryear and wave, as well as gender
specific dummies for divorce and widowhood. Heskemlasticity-robust standard errors are reportpdrantheses.
*p<0.01,*p<0.05~p<0.10
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Figure Al: Divorce Event Study

(a) Orange = Men, Blue = Women
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Figure A2: Widowhood Event Study

(a) Orange = Widow, Blue = Widower
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(b) Widowhood-Induced Gender Difference in Voter Turnout
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Table Al: Effectof Children on Turnout by Children’s Age: Niad Couples Only

Outcome: Voter-Level Turnout

1) ) (©) (4)

1(Chidren aged ®) -.012 = -.012 = -.013 = -.011 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Chidren aged 6-11) .004 .004 .003 .002
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Chidren aged 12-17) .007 » .007 = .006 - .005 ~
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
1(Chidren aged 18+) .013 = 013 = 012 = 011 =
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Voter FEs v v v v
AgexGender FEs v v v v
Election FEs 4 v v v
Neighborhood controls v v v
Household controls v v
Income and taxes paid v
No kids Y .872 .872 .878 .883
N 543,705 543,705 532,684 495,762

Notes: The sample is limited to married individualN eighborhood controls are:
precinct-year average age, income, and income pagsas well as shares of female
and Italian residence, and city neighborhood-by-feed effects. Household controls
are the share of household members who are Itilisens, average income across
adult household members, and average income taikksStandard errors are two-
way clustered by voter and household.

**p<0.01,*p<0.05 ~p<0.10
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Table A2: Effect of Children on Turnout by Children’s Age avioter’'s Gender: Married Couples

Only
Outcome: Voter-Level Turnout
@) 2 3 (4)
1(Female w/ chidren aged®) -.020 = -.020 = -.022 = -.020 =
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 0-5) -.004 -.004 -.006 -.004
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
1(Female w/ chidren aged 6-11) -.001 -.001 -.002 -.003
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 6-11) .009+ .009 = .008 = .007 -
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Female w/ chidren aged 12-17) .003 .003 .002 -.000
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 12-17) 011+ 011 = .009 = .009 =
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
1(Female w/ children aged 18+) .013+ 013 = .013 = 012 =
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
1(Male w/ chidren aged 18+) 012+ 012 = 011 = .010 =
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
BO-S femal _ BO-5 male -016 -016 = -016 -016
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
B6-11 femal _ B6-11 mali - 010 -.010 = -.010 =011
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004)
BlZ-l7 femal _ BlZ-l7 mal -.008 -.008 + -.008 -009
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
pie*femal  gl8+malk .001 .001 .002 .002
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Voter FEs v v v v
AgexGender FEs v v v v
Election FEs v v v v
Neighborhood controls v v v
Household controls v v
Income and taxes paid v
Female w/o kids Y .866 .866 .871 .880
Male w/o kids Y .878 .878 .885 .886
N 543,705 543,705 532,684 495,762

Notes: The sample is limited to married individualN eighborhood controls are: precinct-year

average age, income, and income taxes paid, agsxgHares of female and Italian residence, and
city neighborhood-by-year fixed effects. Houselwdtrols are the share of household members
who are Italian citizens, average income acrosk lamlisehold members, and average income
taxes paid. Standard errors are two-way clusteyadter and household.

** < 0.01, *p <0.05, ~ p <0.10 39



Table A3: Factual Political Knowledge by Gender and Famibt$: Respondents 40 or Younger

Correctly Names...

How President Minister Presider Number Prime Presidents  Sum of

Is Elected of Foreign of Chamber of Deputies  Minister Term -scares

Affairs  of Deputies Length
@) ) @) (4) ©) (6) ()

1(Female) -.060 -.155+  -.144 *  -.003 .016 -.057 -.755-
(.067) (.072) (.069) (.065) (.065) (.190) (.401)

1(Has kids & female) -.043 -067~ -068 - -052 * -087 * -129 - -386 *
(.030) (.036) (.035) (.025) (.034) (.066) (.172)

1(Has kids & male) -.002 -.007 -.024 -.049 .004 .027 -.211

(.028) (.040) (.036) (.028) (.033) (.063) (.172)

1(Married & female) -.059- -.039 -.041 -.023 .008 .067 -.437
(.033) (.037) (.035) (.027) (.034) (.078) (.186)
1(Married & male) -.040 -.013 .010 .028 .009 .019 -.025
(.030) (.040) (.037) (.032) (.033) (.075) (.200)

premale wikid _ gmale w/ kid -.041 -.060 -.044 -.002 -.091- -.155 -  -.175

(.038) (.053) (.049) (.035) (.046) (.090) (.228)

pmarredfemal gmarriedmal 919 -.026 -.052 -.050 -.001 .048 -.412
(.044) (.054) (.051) (.041) (.047) (.105) (.266)

Y .622 428 479 182 747 .688 -.157
N 4,294 3,800 3,800 3,323 2,829 494 4,294

Notes: Al regressions also control for age (alone anchetea with gender) and dummies for size of city of residence
region of residence, education, fatbexducation, intensity of religious beliefs, survey yeavemee, as well as gender

specific dummies for divorce and widowhood. Heteroskedadtitityst standard errors are reported in parentheses.
*p<0.01,*p<0.05 ~p<0.10
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Table A4: Acquisition of Political Information by Genderafamily Status: Respondents 40 or

Younger
Info ror  Info fromr  Info fromr  Info fromr  Info from Sum of
Internet Radio TV News Campaign  z-scores
papers Meetings (Hard Info)
@) 2 3 (4) () (6)
1(Female) -.047 -.138* -129 - -153 - -.018 -1.141+
(.056) (.068) (.070) (.079) (.062) (.524)
1(Has kids & female) -.018 -.012 -.020 -.063 -.057 -.424
(.027) (.033) (.038) (.041) (.027) (.262)
1(Has kids & male) .066* -.093 -~ .009 .021 -.029 -.016
(.033) (.043) (.038) (.042) (.037) (:313)
1(Married & female) -.042 -.029 .012 -.015 -.037 -.316
(.031) (.034) (.039) (.043) (.030) (.284)
1(Married & male) -.054 .063 -.001 -.024 .011 -.050
(.033) (.043) (.037) (.042) (.037) (.319)
premale w'kid _ gmale w/ kid -.084 * .081 -.029 -.085 -.028 -.409
_ _ (.042) (.054) (.054) (.059) (.046) (.405)
pmarriedfemal  gmarried mal 011 -.092 ~  .013 .009 -.048 -.266
(.045) (.055) (.054) (.060) (.048) (.428)
Y .159 247 .768 574 .164 .335
N 3,661 3,661 3,661 3,661 3,661 3,661
Info ror  Info fromr  Info fromr Sum of Sum of
TV ads Campaign Campaign  z-scores z-scores
Leaflets Posters  (Easy Info) (All Info)
() @ 9) (10) (11)
1(Female) -.153 .053 -.097 -.421 -1.332
(.126) (.132) (.124) (.594) (.622)
1(Has kids & female) -.024 .002 .076 11 -.387
(.058) (.063) (.063) (.298) (.329)
1(Has kids & male) -.029 .023 -.061 -.143 -.090
(.062) (.068) (.061) (.284) (.363)
1(Married & female) .006 .039 -.101 -.119 -.358
(.058) (.064) (.065) (.296) (.350)
1(Married & male) -.030 .014 .010 -.015 -.056
(.060) (.068) (.060) (.281) (.370)
Bfemale w/ kid _ Bmale w/ kid: .005 -.021 136 254 -.297
‘ ‘ (.084) (.092) (.087) (.409) (.485)
I3marrled femal _ Bmarned mal .036 .025 111 -.104 -.302
(.084) (.093) (.088) (.409) (.508)
Y .730 .653 .705 .260 431
N 1,316 1,316 1,316 1,316 3,561

Notes: Al regressions also control for age (alané interacted with gender) and dummies for dipiyoof
residence, region of residence, education, fatleelucation, intensity of religious beliefs, syryear and
wave, as well as gendspecific dummies for divorce and widowhood. Hes&edasticity-robust standard

errors are reported in parentheses.

s < 0.01,*p<0.05, ~p<0.10 41



Table A5: Political Views by Gender and Family Status: Resjamts 40 or Younger

1 = Completely Disagree; 4 = Completely Agree

Abortion IfJobs  Drug Users Firms Immigrants -td-10 Voted
Should Be Are Scarce Shouldit  Should Be  Threaten  LeRight Berlusconi
Harder Men Should Be Punished Freer to Natives Index in Last
to Get Have Priority Hire, Fire Employment Election
1) ) ©) (4) () (@) (@)
1(Female) -352 +  -172 .088 -.067 .032 -971r -.101
(.179) (.191) (.190) (.181) (.172) (.425) (.066)
1(Has kids & female) .083 23> -.099 .033 242 > 191 .068 **
(.071) (.089) (.095) (.091) (.082) (.166) (.025)
1(Has kids & male) 172+ A11 .021 139 .108 -.052 .038
(.080) (.099) (.106) (.103) (.094) (.189) (.026)
1(Married & female) .087 -.002 -.003 .024 .010 .145 .024
(.081) (.089) (.097) (.095) (.083) (.184) (.030)
1(Married & male) -.066 -.023 -.062 -.103 .037 .079 -.031
(.086) (.099) (.104) (.099) (.092) (.214) (.031)
premale wikid _ gmale w kid -.089 119 -.120 -.106 134 243 .029
(.100) (.131) (.1412) (.136) (.123) (.238) (.035)
pmarriedfemal _ gmarried mal 153 021 .059 127 -.027 .066 .055
(.116) (.133) (.142) (.137) (.124) (.276) (.042)
Y 2.178 2.498 1.957 2.247 2.379 5.424 .295
N 3,313 2,562 2,516 3,447 3,510 3,614 4,294

Notes: Al regressions also control for age (alane interacted with gender) and dummies for dipityoof residence,
region of residence, education, fatheducation, intensity of religious beliefs, syryear and wave, as well as gender
specific dummies for divorce and widowhood. Heskemlasticity-robust standard errors are reportpdrantheses.
*p<0.01,*p<0.05~p<0.10
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