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Abstract
Based on panel data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) for the years 1998 to 2018, we investigate the asso-
ciation between paternal childcare and parental economic well-being after separation in Germany. Referring to the post-
separation year, we explore a sample of 176 separated couples with resident mothers and nonresident fathers, where fathers 
differ in their childcare involvement during weekdays. We propose equivalized annual net household income after exchange 
of alimony and child maintenance payments among the ex-partners as a novel indicator of parental economic well-being. 
Our study reveals the importance of considering both paid and received alimony, and child maintenance payments in ana-
lyzing post-separation economic well-being. Fathers’ childcare engagement during weekdays is not significantly associated 
with maternal post-separation income. Resident mothers take up the major or even full childcare burden. On the other hand, 
fathers with non-zero childcare hours manage to combine some paternal engagement with intensified employment. Mothers, 
however, fail to gain substantial ground on the labor market, which is unlikely to be due to differences in human capital, but 
rather due to persistently high maternal childcare involvement. We conclude that neither high levels of own resources, nor 
receiving help with childcare during the week shield resident mothers from economic deterioration after separation.
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Introduction

A rich body of literature addresses the question of how sepa-
ration affects parents’ economic well-being (e.g., Bianchi 
et al., 1999; Smock, 1994). Different measures have been 
employed, for example individual and family income (Poort-
man, 2000), housing costs (Bröckel & Andreß, 2015), and 
wealth (Boertien & Lersch, 2021; Kapelle & Baxter, 2021). 

Regarding social inequality of economic well-being after 
separation, a variety of studies point to the relevance of 
socio-demographics, such as couple and child character-
istics before and after separation, and the parent’s gender 
(Hao, 1996; Poortman, 2000; Ross, 1995; Smock, 1993). 
Post-separation parental behavior has attracted less atten-
tion in this regard. As time spent with children cannot be 
spent doing paid work, parental employment opportuni-
ties and earnings post-separation notably hinge on the ex-
partner’s childcare involvement. This is particularly true 
for mothers. The interplay of labor market dynamics and 
family demographics produces parenthood wage gaps (van 
Winkle & Fasang, 2020) that can be more detrimental for 
women in the case of ‘absent fathers’ after separation. Ger-
many is an interesting case to study in this context, as almost 
every third marriage dissolves (Federal Statistical Office, 
2021), but shared parenting is still rather scarce (Walper 
et al., 2016, 2020) despite the introduction of major family 
policy reforms geared towards boosting work-family balance 
and paternal family involvement over the last two decades. 
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Instead, the predominant post-separation model is character-
ized by resident mothers and non-resident fathers (Köppen, 
2018). Thus, care-active fathers should make a difference for 
mothers’ post-separation economic well-being.

This article aims to investigate the association between 
the economic well-being of mothers and fathers and post-
separation paternal childcare involvement in Germany. This 
explorative analysis necessarily remains purely descriptive 
in absence of an adequate (quasi-) experimental setting, 
which would allow for a causal analysis. In particular we 
are unable to explore potential endogeneities of union dis-
solution, of the pre-separation division of labor within the 
couple, or even of union formation, which might be driven 
by the same factors that shape parents’ economic well-being 
thereafter. However, our study provides interesting insights 
into the potential mechanisms behind income evolution 
post-separation and their associations with paternal child-
care engagement. Moreover, we uncover the importance of 
specification issues.

Based on German panel data for separated parents (both 
formerly cohabiting and formerly married) and referring to 
the post-separation year with respect to the pre-separation 
year, the study explores the short-term gender and group 
associations with parental economic well-being. Focusing 
on the predominant post-separation model of resident moth-
ers and nonresident fathers, we add to the previous literature 
by observing both ex-partners. This allows us to explore 
paternal childcare on weekdays reported by fathers them-
selves, and to employ a measure of household income after 
exchange of alimony/child maintenance payments among 
ex-partners (which, in the SOEP data is only possible when 
both ex-partners are observed). There is only one previ-
ous study employing a similar sample for the U.S. context: 
Bianchi et al. (1999) are limited to a similarly small sample 
size due to the requirement of following both ex-partners 
after separation. We update their analysis in the German 
context, add a focus on post-separation paternal childcare 
involvement, and additionally consider non-married sepa-
rated couples.

Background and Hypotheses

Social scientists have employed a variety of theories to 
explain how union dissolution affects adults and children 
(cf. Amato, 2000, 2010). From the economic standpoint 
conveyed in the resource model (Johnson & Wu, 2002; 
McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Soons et al., 2009), separa-
tion is related to economic costs such as the loss of a sec-
ond income, lost economies of scale and foregone earnings 
due to increased childcare obligations. Depending on their 
individual endowments with human capital, social networks 
and physical attractiveness, parents are differently protected 

against these risks. Individual resources act as moderators, 
determining the speed with which parents manage to adjust 
(Amato, 2000).1 Parents (mostly mothers) who have been 
specializing in unpaid work during marriage suffer from 
decreased employment and earning capacities since their 
human capital depreciates during that time (Duncan & 
Hoffman, 1985; Sørensen, 1994). This decline in individ-
ual resources is partly compensated by public and private 
transfer receipts which rely on social policies and spousal 
alimony obligations, respectively. However, alimony pay-
ments often do not suffice to fully cover child maintenance, 
inducing a further decline in resources (Leopold & Kalmijn, 
2016). Instead, repartnering proves to be an effective strat-
egy combatting material hardship after separation, especially 
for women (Duncan & Hoffman, 1985).

Studies based on German data come to different conclu-
sions on the permanence of income losses after separation, 
depending on the data and sample. Augustijn (2022) inves-
tigates the association between separated mothers’ subjec-
tive evaluations of economic well-being and the physical 
custody arrangement, based on a sample drawn from the 
2019 Family Models in Germany (FAMOD) study. The 
researcher  concludes that mothers in joint custody settings 
fare better than their peers with sole custody. This still holds 
when pre-separation couple constellations and individual 
characteristics are taken into account. Radenacker (2020) 
finds that the employment and earnings of West German 
mothers who divorced between 2008 and 2015 increased 
considerably within a four-year window around separa-
tion, albeit remaining far below the levels necessary for 
financial independence. Brüggmann (2020) explores the 
employment and income effects of divorce for West Ger-
man women between 2000 and 2005 and finds that marginal 
employment is reduced and regular employment is increased 
after divorce, but there is no impact on daily earnings. Leo-
pold and Kalmijn (2016) focus on a period spanning one 
year before separation to five years thereafter, and find that 
declines in economic well-being for mothers with preschool 
age children were sharper than for fathers. However, accord-
ing to their findings, most declines were only temporary, 

1 Resources are also a relevant predictor of separation. As Hogen-
doorn et  al. (2020) find for Dutch mothers, divorce was associated 
with higher risk of poverty, particularly for those with lower educa-
tion levels, due to both higher risks of divorce and greater vulner-
ability to divorce, whereas among fathers, divorce was unrelated to 
poverty. Further, in the context of social norms, earnings-relevant 
resources are heavily gendered, and resulting sex differences in pri-
mary incomes are differently buffered by social policies (DiPrete & 
McManus, 2000). Thus, sex differences in secondary incomes are 
more pronounced in countries with rather low income redistribution 
rates such as the US (Duncan & Hoffman, 1985; Smock, 1993) com-
pared to countries with higher redistributive effects such as the Neth-
erlands (Poortman, 2000).
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with divorced parents approaching childless divorcees over 
time. Bröckel and Andreß (2015) refer to a time span that 
covers the year before divorce up to two years thereafter. 
They find that even after the turn of the millennium, in spite 
of increasing female labor participation and the expansion of 
public childcare economic consequences of divorce in terms 
of equivalized disposable income were still more negative 
for women than for men.

Overall, the literature points to the importance of two 
main factors for economic conditions after separation: 
first, post-separation behavior, and second, pre-separation 
conditions. Specifically, mothers can reap the returns from 
pre-separation human capital investment only if they spend 
sufficient time on the labor market post-separation. Here, 
paternal childcare time comes into play, yet this important 
driver of parental well-being post-separation has seldomly 
been analyzed so far. There are good reasons to expect that 
non-resident fathers spend less time with their children 
compared to before separation, since not residing with the 
child means less contact opportunities and practical barriers 
hindering access to the child.2 This includes the time that is 
spent on planning and organizing daily family life, which is 
referred to as ‘mental labor’ in the literature (Hochschild, 
2012). Koster et al. (2021) argue that the residence-gradient 
in childcare should be higher for fathers since in the context 
of traditional gender roles, fathers are less expected to act 
as the primary caretakers than mothers. However, if even 
non-resident fathers, representing the major subgroup of 
separated fathers in Germany, provide sufficient (measur-
able) variation in their weekly childcare time, the associa-
tion with maternal economic well-being poses an interest-
ing empirical question. This is even more the case if labor 
market activity is a feasible option for mothers. Despite a 
still dominant resident-mother norm3 in today’s Germany, a 
change towards more egalitarian attitudes has become evi-
dent in recent years (Blohm & Walter, 2018; Danzer et al., 
2021), triggered by major policy reforms such as the parental 
leave reform in 2007 (Unterhofer & Wrohlich, 2017; Zoch & 
Schober, 2018). Hence, separated mothers with care-active 

ex-partners are “allowed” to use released time budgets for 
gainful work. This further strengthens our expectation that 
care-active fathers should make a difference for separated 
mothers’ economic well-being.

However, increased childcare engagement on the part of 
fathers, freeing up maternal time for gainful employment, 
and new social norms encouraging mothers to take up this 
option do not suffice: women must also have access to attrac-
tive wages. Poor human capital endowment pre-separation, 
be it due to low formal qualifications and/or high levels of 
depreciation of human capital in the course of family breaks, 
limits potential returns to maternal employment post-separa-
tion. Generally speaking, economic activity post-separation 
might be endogenous, reflecting selection processes prior 
to separation. There is myriad empirical evidence hinting 
at potential selectivity of union formation (e.g., Greenwood 
et al., 2014; Guner et al., 2018; Lichter et al., 2022), of intra-
couple labor division during marriage (e.g., Boll et al., 2014; 
Bredemeier & Juessen, 2013; Fleche et al. 2020; Goussé 
et al., 2017) and of separation (e.g., Amato, 2000; Brede-
meier et al., 2021; Lise & Yamada, 2019; Voena, 2015)4 
along specific individual characteristics. Moreover, the endo-
geneity of separation is theoretically motivated by rational 
choice models, comparing anticipated individual utility and 
costs of staying vs. leaving the union (Becker et al., 1977; 
Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). In light of this literature, it seems 
that paternal childcare behavior post-separation and result-
ing economic outcomes are also at least partly endogenous, 
shaped by the same factors underlying pre-separation condi-
tions, i.e. individual and couple traits and constellations, as 
well as opportunity structures. We argue that at least part 
of this endogeneity should be filtered out by our restrict-
ing our sample to separated parental couples only, and our 
employing an individual fixed effects approach. Moreover, 
our descriptive evidence on pre-separation human capital 
endowments at least partly advocates against endogeneity/
reverse causality. Nevertheless, our analysis makes no claim 
to causality in the absence of exogenous variation in post-
separation paternal childcare involvement.

Added Value and Hypotheses of this Study

In contrast to previous studies, this study presents a more 
comprehensive and economically integrated approach cov-
ering both mothers and fathers. We explore the short-term 
group and gender differentials in economic well-being for 

2 The literature points to several relevant predictors of father-child-
contact after separation, such as spatial distance (Hubert & Schier 
2018; Stephen et  al., 1994), time since separation (Köppen et  al., 
2018; Stephens, 1996), child custody (Köppen et  al., 2018; Smock, 
1994), the child’s age (Leopold & Kalmijn, 2016), the families’ and 
particularly fathers’ socioeconomic status (Kalmijn, 2015; Köppen 
et al., 2018, p. 5; Hubert & Schier, 2018), paternal childcare involve-
ment pre-separation (Haux et  al., 2015), and the child’s biological 
sex.
3 Nine out of ten separated fathers have a first child who mainly 
lives with the biological mother, and only a very small portion of the 
fathers practice shared parenting with the child’s mother (Köppen 
et al., 2018, p. 8; cf. Walper, 2018 for similar conclusions based on 
the German Family Panel 2014/15).

4 Applied methods to extract causality of separation on post-sepa-
ration economic well-being span from fixed effects estimations (e.g. 
Boertien & Lersch, 2021; Kapelle & Baxter, 2021), to instrumen-
tal variables (Ananat & Michaels, 2008), matching procedures (e.g. 
Brüggmann, 2020; Hübgen, 2020) and endogenous switching regres-
sion models (Birkeneder & Boll, 2021).
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the time around separation. Using German panel data, we 
measure economic well-being by equivalized net household 
income (ENHI). This allows us to infer parents’ monetary 
risks around separation, which cannot be inferred from sub-
jective indicators such as satisfaction with household income 
(which we also examine). Further, ENHI allows us to moni-
tor underlying mechanisms such as changes in household 
composition, earnings, and public and private transfers. We 
extend the study of Bröckel and Andreß (2015) by using 
a more recent panel, and by extending the focus to also 
include non-married separated couples. We further contrib-
ute to the literature by investigating economic well-being 
after exchange of alimony and child maintenance payments 
among the ex-partners, which is a new and unique feature 
of our study.

Second, we take a closer look at real (ex-)couples’ eco-
nomic well-being around separation, linking post-separation 
economic outcomes to post-separation childcare arrange-
ments and to pre-separation conditions. Comparing (ex-) 
partners of real couples instead of unrelated mothers and 
fathers allows us to establish a common point of reference, 
i.e. the joint household of the couple before separation. That 
is, gender gaps in economic outcomes after separation are 
more “pure” in our analysis since cross-couple heterogeneity 
in within-couple gender differences are filtered out. Different 
from Bianchi et al. (1999), who also investigate real (ex-)
couples, we additionally consider non-married separated 
couples.

Third, by focusing on non-zero paternal childcare time 
on a typical weekday, we acknowledge that daily parenting 
practices should have direct implications for parents’ post-
separation employment and partner market opportunities, 
both shaping parental economic well-being after separation. 
At the same time, as the literature has shown, parenting deci-
sions after separation are arguably influenced by individual 
traits and the former couple constellation. Observing rel-
evant pre-separation conditions, we are able to reveal path 
dependencies in childcare behavior. This approach allows us 
to explore potential human capital differences pre-separation 
that could motivate post-separation time use. Thus, we can 
at least qualitatively assess potential endogeneity of time 
use for childcare and employment post-separation, driven 
by income-relevant selection processes pre-separation. At 
the same time, we are aware that we are able to grasp only 
part of the selection processes, since neither marriage for-
mation nor separation are random, but are instead likely to 
be driven by unobserved traits which at the same time shape 
post-separation behavior and economic welfare.5

The following hypotheses guide our study:

Based on an evidently stronger labor market attach-
ment for fathers, we expect them to achieve higher 
incomes post-separation  (t+1) in both groups compared 
to their female ex-partners (role of gender with respect 
to income—H1).
Second, we postulate that mothers with ex-partners 
who are involved in childcare in the year after separa-
tion should experience a more favorable income evo-
lution, compared to mothers practicing sole maternal 
care (role of paternal childcare with respect to mater-
nal income—H2).
Third, we hypothesize that mothers with ex-partners 
who are involved in childcare in the post-separation 
year should experience a stronger increase in paid 
hours and earnings, compared to mothers practicing 
sole maternal care (role of paternal childcare with 
respect to maternal paid hours and earnings—H3).

Data and Method

We use the unique survey data from the German Socio-Eco-
nomic Panel (SOEP), which is a representative longitudinal 
survey of over 25,000 individuals from about 16,000 house-
holds (Goebel et al., 2019; SOEP, 2020).

Sample

The sample consists of separated couples (1) with children 
under 16,6 who cohabitated in the year preceding the sep-
aration, (2) in which mother and father7 did not continue 
cohabitation after separation, (3) in which all minor children 
live with the mother in the post-separation year, and (4) for 
whom interviews were successfully conducted in the moth-
er’s and father’s households annually from the pre-separation 
year  (t−1) at least up until the calendar year post-separation 
 (t+1). The year of separation  (t0) refers to the information 
provided by the respondents in the annual survey’s individ-
ual questionnaire asking for information regarding changes 
in one’s family situation.8 In the case of several observed 

5 We do not investigate selection into separation. Our sample is com-
prised of separated couples only.

6 i.e. at least one child is a minor in the post-separation year.
7 The sample is restricted to mixed-sex couples. We require that the 
father in the separating couple is the father of at least one of the bio-
logical children of the mother in the separating couple, and that this 
child was under 16 and present in the household in the year prior to 
separation. We either identify fatherhood via the SOEP BIOBIRTH 
data (8%), the KIDLONG data (1%) or define the mother’s partner in 
the year of a child’s birth as a father (16%).
8 In more detail, the question reads “Has your family situation 
changed since December 31, xxxx? Please indicate if any of the fol-
lowing apply to you and if so, when this change occurred.?” and the 
following answer has been marked: “I separated from spouse / part-
ner”.
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consecutive separations, we refer to the first separation 
that occurred after the birth of a mother’s firstborn child. 
The sample reduces substantially during sample selection: 
among 1656 separated mothers with a child under 16 at the 
time of her first separation occurring after the birth of their 
firstborn, for only 645 can we both identify the partner from 
whom these women are separating as the parent of at least 
one biological child from this relationship and also observe 
this partner in the survey data. Only 347 remain once we 
restrict our sample to separating couples that were observed 
and were not cohabiting in the post-separation year. Finally, 
for 176 separating couples (176 fathers and 176 mothers), 
we observe in the survey data that all minor children live 
with the mother post-separation, and additionally observe 
information on our key variables concerning childcare and 
household income both pre- and post-separation for both ex-
partners. Note that of previous studies, that with the closest 
approach to ours, Bianchi et al. (1999), yields a similarly 
small sample size of 199 separated couples due to the pre-
requisite of observing both partners around separation.

Our final main analysis sample hence consists of 176 
separating couples for which we observe the immediate 
pre- and post-separation period over the years 1998 to 2018. 
We restrict our sample to this particular period, since a dis-
tinct measure of alimony and child maintenance payments 
received is not available prior to this date in the SOEP data. 
This measure is needed to construct equivalized net house-
hold income after exchange of alimony and child mainte-
nance payments among the ex-partners (see Sect. 3.2 for 
more details). Figure 1 displays the distribution of separation 
years for the separating couples in our analysis sample.

Variables

Dependent Variables

Regarding economic outcomes, individual gross annual 
labor earnings capture regular income from paid work.9 
According to neoclassical models, gross earnings are closely 
related to market productivity. In economic theory, gross 
earnings reflect a partner’s market productivity, and thus 
together with household productivity, her comparative 
advantage for market work (Becker, 1965), and her eco-
nomic autonomy after union dissolution, impacting bargain-
ing power during marriage (Manser & Brown, 1980; McEl-
roy & Horney, 1981). However, individual earnings are not 
appropriate for measuring individual economic well-being. 
If, as is standard in economic theory, one assumes that eco-
nomic well-being arises from consumption opportunities and 
leisure, net household income is more adequate. Further, 
household size must be taken into account.

We therefore generate the measure equivalized net 
household income (ENHI), using the weights from the 
OECD’s modified scale (OECD, 1982). Net household 
income, from which ENHI is derived, is measured for the 
previous year and relies on the variable “household post-
government income” (i11102) provided by the SOEP team 
in the $PEQUIV dataset (Grabka, 2020). We modify the 
original variable in several ways. First, we recode the vari-
able to represent the net household income of each respec-
tive survey year (instead of the calendar year preceding the 
interview). Second, we aim at measuring household income 
after exchange of alimony and child maintenance payments 
among the ex-partners. Hence, received child support and 
alimony payments reported by the recipient partner are 
included in the recipients’ household income and are sub-
tracted from the ex-partners’ household income post-sepa-
ration. We term this the ‘symmetric approach’. Note that it 
is our unique sample of parental separations for which we 
observe both ex-partners pre- and post-separation that allows 
us to subtract monthly spouse and child maintenance pay-
ments received by one ex-partner from the paying ex-part-
ner’s net household income.10 We build the ENHI variable 

Fig. 1  Sample distribution of year of separation  (t0). Source SOEP 
v.35, own calculations

9 Grabka (2020, p. 50): “Labor earnings include wages and sal-
ary from all employment including training, primary and secondary 
jobs, and self-employment, plus income from bonuses, overtime, and 
profit-sharing. Specifically labor earnings are the sum of income from 
primary job, secondary job, self-employment, 13th month pay, 14th 
month pay, Christmas bonus pay, holiday bonus pay, miscellaneous 
bonus pay, and profit-sharing income.”
10 In fact, the values of maintenance payments paid to ex-partners 
and children outside the household is not easily identifiable in the 
data. The SOEP surveys payments to ex-partners and children out-
side the own household as annual rather than monthly amounts 
(while components of household net income are surveyed as monthly 
amounts and subsequently aggregated to the annual level), which 
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for mothers’ and fathers’ incomes around separation (from 
 t−1 to  t+1) employing the time-varying11 Modified OECD 
Equivalence Weights (Hagenaars et al., 1994).

To illustrate the distinctive features of our proposed 
“symmetric approach” to account for post-separation 
exchange of alimony and child maintenance payments 
among the ex-partners, we additionally measure ENHI using 
what we call the ‘asymmetric approach’, which is simply 
what is provided as the original variable of net household 
income in the SOEP $PEQUIV dataset. It includes received 
spouse and child maintenance payments, but it does not sub-
tract paid spouse and child maintenance payments (Grabka, 
2020, p. 42).12 Table 2 in the Appendix, which reports the 
mean values of our key variables, depicts NHI and ENHI 
for mothers and fathers in our sample both according to the 
asymmetric and the symmetric approach. Using the asym-
metric approach leads to a higher paternal income (both NHI 
and ENHI) in year  t+1. Specifically, fathers experience an 
ENHI increase in this setting. The reason why is that in the 
asymmetric approach, alimony and maintenance payments 
are not deducted from the payer’s income. Since there are 
male payers only, maternal income is unaffected. Hence-
forth, we stick to the ‘symmetric approach’. We argue that 
accounting for these payments both on the recipient’s and 
the payer’s side renders income measures more informa-
tive with respect to disposable income. Concentrating on 
the symmetric approach, it turns out that both fathers and 
mothers experience a decrease in mean income around 
separation. Obviously, the deduction of alimony payments 
on the side of fathers more than outweighs the household 
composition effect. Additionally, since fathers regularly earn 
higher incomes, the lost second labor income should harm 
maternal income more strongly than paternal income. This 
negative effect adds to unchanged household composition for 

mothers, which is why income decrease is more pronounced 
for mothers.

Core Explanatory Variables

Concerning parents’ time investments into children after 
separation, which potentially affect parents’ economic well-
being after separation, we focus on fathers’ childcare time 
on weekdays, since in only 9.09% of separations in our sam-
ple do mothers spend zero hours on childcare in the year 
after separation on a typical weekday, but this holds true for 
71.02% of fathers (see Table 2 in the Appendix).13 Childcare 
time is reported as average hours on a usual weekday, which 
we employ as a dichotomous indicator of “zero hours” vs. 
“more than zero hours” spent on childcare by fathers. Child-
care time during the weekend is not included in this measure 
since it is not available continuously throughout our observa-
tion period. Thus, when we term fathers “care-inactive” in 
this study, we refer to whether they report spending any time 
on childcare during weekdays in the year after separation.

Irrespective of fathers’ daily childcare involvement, our 
sample consists of resident mothers, i.e. all minor children 
reside with the mother after separation. Therefore, it is the 
father’s post-separation equivalized income only that can be 
affected by a decreasing number of minor biological children 
in the household after separation. In contrast, both parents’ 
equivalized incomes are subject to repartnering processes, 
and repartnering might go hand in hand with stepchildren 
moving in (although this is seldom the case—only 4.5% of 
mothers and 12.5% of fathers have repartnered in  t+1).

To further explore the interrelations between parental 
childcare arrangements and economic well-being, the sam-
ple is stratified into two groups (Table 1), with one group 
comprising separations where the father’s childcare time 

Table 1  Two groups according to paternal childcare time in the post-
separation year  (t+1)

Source SOEP v.35, own calculations

Frequency Percent

“Traditionalist”:
 All children reside with mother, no pater-

nal childcare on weekdays

125 71.02

“Care Sharer”:
 All children reside with mother,
some paternal childcare on weekdays

51 28.98

Total 176 100.00

Footnote 10 (continued)
might bias reporting towards one-time payments, gifts and donations 
rather than regular monthly payments.
11 Equivalence weights may vary over time due to changes in house-
hold composition and children growing older.
12 Specifically, to calculate annual spouse and child maintenance 
payments, we use the IALIM$$-variable from SOEP waves 2001 to 
2014. As of 2015, we use the aggregate of ISPOU$$ and ICHSU$$. 
There is no respective information available in the raw data before 
2001, i.e. before the calendar year 2000, which is why we restrict 
our sample to separations in the years 1999 onwards, i.e. separations 
for which we can calculate net household income after exchange 
of spouse and child maintenance payments among ex-partners for 
the year after separation (see Fig.  1). We refrain from subtracting 
received advance child payments as reported by the receiving part-
ner from the other partner’s income since advance child payments are 
paid directly by the state and we do not observe in our data whether 
the state was successful in collecting the debt from the defaulter.

13 The share of fathers with non-zero hours on a weekday is plausi-
ble: As Keil and Langmeyer (2020) review of the empirical literature 
for Germany reveals, 16–32% of fathers break contact with their chil-
dren, and 43–70% of those who stay in contact see their children less 
than once a week.
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on weekdays is zero (125 separations) and a second group 
consisting of separations where the father spends at least 
some regular time with the child(ren) during weekdays (51 
separations). The former is the group which most strongly 
adheres to traditional gender roles, shifting the full burden 
of childcare onto the mother.14 We hence call couples in 
the former group “Traditionalist”, and couples in the latter 
group “Care-Sharer”.

Methods

Given the limited sample size, and in absence of an ade-
quate (quasi-)experimental setting (that would allow for a 
causal analysis), we perform a purely descriptive exploratory 
analysis. For the two groups of separated couples (with and 
without paternal childcare involvement on weekdays), we 
calculate and plot predicted group means of the outcome 
variables with their 95% confidence intervals for two points 
in time relative to the year of separation (t)—t−1 and  t+1. 
We do the same for a selected number of additional key 
variables. We adjust for calendar year fixed effects in all 
analyses. This way, inflation is filtered out, which is neces-
sary to compare monetary terms across time, and any other 
time-specific effects are also filtered out. Note that although 
a differentiation by divorce cohorts would be desirable to 
trace e.g. policy reforms, this is not possible in our case due 
to small observation numbers.

Regarding outcome variables, we refer to ENHI and NHI 
to test our hypotheses H1 and H2. Regarding additional key 
variables, we calculate and plot their mean predicted values 
to be able to detect underlying changes in components of net 
household income. These are mothers’ and fathers’ gross 
annual labor earnings, public and private transfers, received 
alimony and child maintenance payments (as a component 
of private transfers), contractually agreed weekly working 
hours, and childcare hours. Maternal earnings and paid 
hours are used to test hypothesis H3.

We run regressions with individual fixed effects for moth-
ers and fathers separately. With the pre-separation income 
level as our reference, we explore the statistical significance 
of group differences in income changes over time. In par-
ticular, we estimate the following equation

where yitc is the outcome of interest (ENHI of mothers 
or fathers, respectively) observed for parent i in period t 
(with t = [pre-separation year  t−1; post-separation year  t+1]) 
in calendar year c. The indicator of the post-separation year 
( �t ) is interacted withGroupi , which is an indicator variable 
for paternal care-involvement groups, as specified earlier in 
Sect. 3.2: The “Traditionalist” group comprises separations 
with care-inactive fathers, the “Care-Sharer” group consists 
of separations with care-active fathers who provide at least 
some regular childcare during weekdays in the year after 
separation. The equation includes a Constant ( � ), calendar 
year fixed effects ( �c ), individual fixed effects ( ui ), and a 
time-varying random error term ( �itc).This specification cor-
responds to the standard difference-in-differences setup with 
two-way fixed effects. However, in the absence of exogenous 
variation in post-separation paternal childcare involvement, 
it has no causal interpretation, since the assumption of paral-
lel trends cannot be made. Additionally, setups with two-way 
fixed effects rely on a constant-effect assumption (see de 
Chaisemartin & D'Haultfoeuille, 2022 for a survey of the 
recent literature), e.g. over time (in our case: calendar year 
of separation), which equally cannot be made.

Results

Figure 2 illustrates the difference in household income 
post-separation between the asymmetric (Panel 2a) and the 
symmetric approach (Panel 2b) and depending on whether 
equivalence weights are used (ENHI) or not (NHI).15

Annual net household income (NHI) decreases for both 
sexes and groups in both specification settings. However, 
equivalized income (ENHI) clearly increases for both father 
groups in the specification referring to the asymmetric 
approach (Panel 2a), while it decreases and stagnates for 
Traditionalist and Care-Sharer-fathers, respectively, based 
on the symmetric approach (Panel 2b). Thus, fathers’ finan-
cial situations are much less advantageous once the payment 

(1)
ln(yitc) = � + �1�t + �2Groupi + �3(�t × Groupi) + �c + ui + �itc,

14 This situation is often termed Sole Physical Custody (SPC; Stein-
bach & Augustijn, 2021). Unfortunately, we cannot identify children 
with multiple residencies (Wechselmodell), since according to the 
German Framework Registration Act (§12 Melderechtsrahmenge-
setz), each citizen can have only one main domicile and accordingly, 
the SOEP requires unambiguous assignment of each individual to one 
(and only one) household. Cases of couples where both partners are 
observed around separation and at least some children reside with 
the father after separation were rather low, which is why we focus 
exclusively on resident-mother couples. For explorative results on this 
group, cf. Boll and Schüller (2021).

15 Note that the y-axis intercept denotes pre-separation selection into 
couple traits. The group-specific y-axis intercept should be identical 
between fathers and mothers, since the values in  t-1 refer to the pre-
separation year in which the parental couples shared a household. 
The minimal differences in our data stem from cases for which the 
exact separation year is unknown; that is, respondents state that they 
have separated from their partner since the last survey interview, but 
there is missing information on whether the separation happened in 
the current or the previous calendar year. In these cases, we assume 
that the separation happened in the current calendar year. This is to 
avoid the year we declare  t+1 including months in which the couple 
still shared a household.
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of alimony and child maintenance is taken into account 
(symmetric approach). In the remainder of the paper, we 
hence employ the symmetric approach.

Under the symmetric approach, it becomes evident that 
predicted group means accounting for year fixed effects 
support the descriptive findings stating that all four groups 
experience an NHI decrease, which translates into an ENHI 
decrease for all groups except Care-Sharer-fathers: their 
equivalized income stagnates. Thus, focusing on total annual 
income only would miss an important part of the story.

It turns out that particularly for care-active fathers (Care-
Sharer), the financial situation is less negative when refer-
ring to equivalized instead of total annual income, due 
to a favorable change in household composition. Since 
all minor children in our sample reside with the mother 

post-separation, and only 12.5% of fathers (and 4.5% of 
mothers) have a new partner residing with them in the year 
succeeding separation, father-headed households are likely 
to decrease in size.

We argue that equivalized net household income (after 
exchange of alimony and child maintenance payments) is the 
relevant measure for economic well-being, since it accounts 
for the (cost-relevant) household composition. For this rea-
son, at-risk-of-poverty rates refer to equivalized household 
income (Eurostat, 2021; OECD, 2022). Our findings indi-
cate that economic risks increase for both groups of resident 
mothers and for nonresident care-inactive fathers. Referring 
to the gender income gap in year  t+1, Care-Sharer fathers 
are clearly ahead of Care-Sharer-mothers (the average gap 
amounts to 3.318€), but the income difference is marginal 
between Traditionalist-parents (the average gap amounts to 

Fig. 2  Predicted group means of equivalized annual net household 
income (ENHI) of mothers and fathers (to the left) and of annual net 
household income (NHI) of mothers and fathers (to the right), both 
in Euros. Asymmetric approach: (equivalized) annual net household 
income includes received alimony and child maintenance payments 
among the ex-partners, while paid alimony and child maintenance 
payments are not subtracted. Symmetric approach: (equivalized) 
annual net household income calculated after exchange of alimony 

and child maintenance payments among ex-partners, i.e., received 
child support and alimony payments reported by the recipient partner 
are included in the recipients’ household income and are subtracted 
from the ex-partners’ household income post-separation. Adjusted 
for survey year fixed effects. “Traditionalist”: all children reside 
with mother, no paternal childcare on weekdays. “Care-Sharer”: all 
children reside with mother, some paternal childcare on weekdays. 
Source SOEP v.35; own calculations
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780€). Thus, hypothesis H1 is only partially confirmed by 
our data. Care-Sharer-fathers faring better than Traditional-
ist-fathers is a somewhat puzzling result at first sight, which 
we further investigate later on. When it comes to hypoth-
esis H2, our findings do not find any support, since mothers 
whose ex-partners engage in some childcare during the week 
do not fare better than mothers who bear the full childcare 
burden.

Before we delve into a more detailed descriptive analysis 
of the underlying mechanisms behind the results presented 
so far, we aim to isolate the association of parental child-
care behavior with economic success post-separation in a 
multivariate analysis. To this end, we employ Eq. (1) and 
regress the (log of) our main outcome variable, equivalized 
annual net household income (ENHI), on a group dummy 
additional to individual and year fixed effects. The coef-
ficients on time-group interactions indicate that the group 
differences in household income change around separa-
tion net of any time-invariant individual and calendar year 
effects. As Table 4 in the Appendix shows, the multivariate 
results confirm the predicted values shown in Fig. 2 for both 
parents. For fathers, estimated group differences in post-
separation ENHI changes amount to about 19%. While this 
difference is not statistically significant in the OLS model 
with year fixed effects only (Column 3), statistical signifi-
cance emerges in panel regressions once individual fixed 
effects are included (Column 4). While Traditionalist-fathers 
experience on average a 19% decline in ENHI, this is not 
the case for Care-Sharer-fathers, whose ENHI remains on 
average rather stable. Among mothers, the average decline 
in ENHI is estimated to be about 30%, with no significant 
group differences. In sum, Care-Sharer-fathers’ ENHI lead 
over Traditionalist-fathers is confirmed when observed or 
unobserved time invariant characteristics, potentially reflect-
ing selection into groups, are accounted for in the within-
person perspective. On the other hand, no significant group 
differences can be ascertained for mothers.

To better understand the mechanisms behind the diver-
gent income patterns, we conduct two exercises. First, we 
look at the components of income—mainly labor income 
and received transfers—to identify the relevant drivers. 
Additionally, we explore pre-separation conditions to quali-
tatively assess potential selection into groups, potentially 
reflecting childcare preferences and shaping labor market 
options after separation.

Panel 3a and 3b of Fig. 3 illustrate the evolution of parents’ 
employment probabilities and annual labor earnings around 
separation. The well-known gender gaps in employment 

and earnings become apparent: both paternal employ-
ment and paternal earnings lie well above maternal ones, 
for both groups and at both points in time.16 Interestingly, 

Fig. 3  Predicted group means of parents’ employment (1 = employed, 
0 otherwise), parents’ annual earnings (in Euros), contractually 
agreed weekly working hours and childcare time on weekdays (in 
hours) around separation. Adjusted for survey year fixed effects. “Tra-
ditionalist”: all children reside with mother, no paternal childcare 
on weekdays. “Care-Sharer”: all children reside with mother, some 
paternal childcare on weekdays. Source SOEP v.35; own calculations

16 Regarding employment probability, and for both mothers and 
fathers, neither significant group differences nor significant intertem-
poral changes can be ascertained.
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Traditionalist-mothers show the most favorable earnings trend, 
while the earnings of the other groups either stagnate and show 
only a minor increase. The earnings lead of fathers becomes 
plausible when considering human capital endowments (see 
Table 3 in Appendix). Whereas genders are almost equally 
equipped with educational credentials (on average 12 years of 
education), fathers have a lead over mothers in terms of full-
time work experience (on average more than twice the years); 
this holds for both groups. According to human capital theory 
(Becker, 1964; Mincer, 1974), the higher on-the-job-training 
translates into higher earnings. As Panel 3c of Fig. 3 shows, 
the well-known gender difference in working hours contrib-
utes to the gender gap in earnings. Although both groups of 
mothers increase their agreed hours17 after separation, they do 
not manage to catch up with fathers. Further, the increase in 
hours for Care-Sharer-mothers does not translate into increased 
earnings.18 However, neither on the side of mothers, nor of 
fathers do considerable group differences in pre-separation 
human capital emerge. The same results apply for differences 
in age or self-assessed health. Thus, inter-group pre-separation 
human capital differences can hardly be blamed for diverging 
post-separation economic conditions.

In sum, the results for earnings and hours do not support 
our hypothesis H3. Presumably, strategic behavior in terms 
of increased hours of work before separation is partly inhib-
ited here, since mothers anticipate their consistently high 
childcare obligations in the post-separation period, which 
discourages them from increasing their labor market involve-
ment pre-separation. Brüggmann (2020) confirms this strate-
gic behavior for German women divorcees. What cannot be 
examined here is whether mothers trade earnings for higher 
flexibility (Gangl & Ziefle, 2009).

Fathers show different trends in working hours, which 
only partly manifest in earnings evolution. Care-Sharer-
fathers might combine a modest increase in hours with 
switching to a job with more flexible schedules, which comes 
with lower hourly earnings. Traditionalist-fathers’ decrease 
in hours is striking, especially in the context of this group’s 
zero childcare hours in year  t+1 (Panel 3d of Fig. 3). Poten-
tial endogeneity due to selection processes occurring many 
years before separation cannot be ruled out here, and they 
can only partly be addressed by our fixed effects-approach. 
At least, a lower income capacity of Traditionalist-fathers 
compared to Care-Sharer-fathers seems unlikely, since they 
had higher earnings pre-separation; moreover, they manage 
to keep their earnings stable over time. Another explanation 
would be that Traditionalist-fathers tend to shift their atten-
tion to something else, which could be a new partnership and 

stepchildren. Koster et al. (2021) refer to traditional gender 
roles when expecting a more pronounced resident gradient 
in childcare hours for fathers. Further, there seems to be evi-
dence for the notion that fathers tend to shift their attention 
to children with whom they live (Fuerstenberg & Cherlin, 
1991). Note that we refer to gross earnings here to circum-
vent any biases from changes in marital status.

Additionally, we compare weekly work hours with parents’ 
childcare time on weekdays. Panel 3d of Fig. 3 reveals the 
well-known gender gap in unpaid work, which still holds after 
separation and irrespective of partners’ childcare arrangements. 
While fathers reduce their engagement even further, mothers 
stick to their primary carer role, and this holds particularly 
true for Care-Sharer-mothers. Care-Sharer-mothers seem to 
strive for intense parenthood before and after separation (see 
Table 3 in Appendix). They spent on average 7.84 h per day on 
childcare the year prior to separation (Traditionalist-mothers: 
7.10 h), and they barely reduce their childcare after separa-
tion with 7.24 h in year  t+1 (Traditionalist-mothers: 6.04 h). 
Apart from differences in preferences, the higher engagement 
of Care-Sharer-mothers could also relate to the younger age of 
their children (94% of group 2-mothers, but only 83% of Tradi-
tionalist-mothers have a child under 14 in the household). As a 
result, and despite paternal engagement during weekdays, Care-
Sharer-mothers remain involved after separation with higher 
hours compared to Traditionalist-mothers, which might explain 
the more favorable earnings trend of Traditionalist-mothers.

As we have seen, Care-Sharer-mothers increase their paid 
hours, but see their earnings stagnate, pointing to adjusted 
working conditions offering a better fit with high family 
demands. Earlier on, we opted for a similar interpretation of 
Care-Sharer-fathers’ behavior, and indeed, Care-Sharer-fathers 
were more involved in childcare before separation compared to 
Traditionalist-fathers (3.41 h vs. 1.80 h, see Table 3 in Appen-
dix), and remain so afterwards (2.65 h vs. 0.00 h). Thus, the 
group differentiation reveals that Care-Sharer-parents can be 
characterized as more childcare-oriented throughout sepa-
ration, notwithstanding the severe gender gaps which also 
emerge here. Additionally, Care-Sharer-couples divorce later 
on average, with potentially stronger family ties for Care-
Sharer-fathers as a cause or consequence, but in any case, 
associated with stronger paternal childcare investment.19

17 Results for actual hours are available upon request.
18 Brüggmann (2020) reports a similar pattern, denoting increased 
work volumes, but no increase in daily earnings for female divorcees 
between 2000 and 2005.

19 Importantly, we cannot distinguish between paternal childcare 
time devoted to children with the ex-partner and time devoted to 
stepchildren in the same household, which could explain why their 
female ex-partners benefit to such a limited extent. However, the like-
lihood of having repartnered in the year after separation is only 12.8% 
(11.8%) for Traditionalist (Care-Sharer)-fathers, and the likelihood 
of living with at least one child below the age of 14 in the house-
hold in the year after separation is 9.8% for Care-Sharer-fathers, but 
only 3.2% for Traditjonalist-fathers (see Table 3 in Appendix). Since 
fathers in our sample do not reside with their biological children after 
separation, Care-Sharer-fathers are thus more likely to be in the step-
father role in  t+1.
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Next, we explore the role of public and private transfers 
for parents’ economic well-being after separation. As Panel 
4a of Fig. 4 illustrates, Traditionalist-mothers experience a 
marginal increase and Care-Sharer-mothers a slight decrease 
in public transfer receipts around separation, while fathers 
receive much less than before separation. Additional analy-
ses show that the notion of a less advantageous evolution 
of public transfers for fathers remains valid if child-related 
components of public transfers (child allowance, additional 
child benefit, childcare subsidy) are excluded.20 It appears 

that either mothers or children are in most cases the primary 
recipients of public transfers. Moreover, mothers experience 
a notable increase in private transfers around separation, 
which is starkest for Traditionalist-mothers, who bear the 
full childcare burden (see Panel 4b of Fig. 4). This seems 
plausible since Care-Sharer-fathers should be compensated 
for their non-zero childcare hours by somewhat lower pay-
ments. Note that our sample of real (ex-)couples allows us 
to approximately equate average payments received with 
average payments made within the same group. In contrast, 
private transfer receipts are irrelevant to fathers. A decom-
position analysis of private transfers confirms this view. In 
particular, these findings are still valid if one focuses on 
alimony and child maintenance receipt only, which repre-
sent two out of five components of aggregate private trans-
fers (see Panel 4c of Fig. 4). Summarizing the results for 
fathers so far, we find that while fathers’ equivalized income 
benefits from a decreasing household size in both groups, 
Traditionalist-fathers do not manage to translate their higher 
time budget for gainful work into sufficiently high earnings 
to outweigh the relative higher alimony and child mainte-
nance payments with respect to Care-Sharer-fathers.

Finally, we test whether actual income evolution corre-
sponds to subjective evaluations of economic well-being. 
Figure 5 in the Appendix depicts the results. It becomes 
evident that mothers’ evaluations closely fit the actual finan-
cial situation, while Traditionalist-(Care-Sharer-) fathers 
perceive their situation as better (worse) than it is according 
to the ENHI measure proposed in this study. This does not 
necessarily mean distorted paternal receptions, since meas-
urement errors in our data may occur in different areas, e.g. 
understated true childcare obligations, psycho-emotional 
burden, or understated financial burden (we do not measure 
discretionary cash transfers) of fathers who are emotionally 
bonded to their children but live separately from them. In 
the end, the perceived situation may come closer to the truth 
than what quantitative measures suggest. It therefore does 
not come as a surprise that life satisfaction decrease is less 
pronounced for mothers compared to fathers (see Panel A1c 
of Figure A1), which confirms previous findings (Leopold 
& Kalmijn, 2016).

Conclusion

In an economically integrated approach covering real (ex-)
couples, we explore the short-term group and gender dif-
ferentials in economic well-being for the time around 
separation. We refer to the standard in contemporary Ger-
many, a female resident-parent setting. Our main focus is 
on the associations with paternal childcare post-separation. 
Our data confirm the well-known gender gap in income, 

Fig. 4  Predicted group means of parents’ public and private trans-
fers (alimony and child maintenance payments) received (in Euros) 
around separation. Adjusted for survey year fixed effects. Traditional-
ist: all children reside with mother, no paternal childcare on week-
days. Care-Sharer: all children reside with mother, some paternal 
childcare on weekdays. Source SOEP v.35; own calculations

20 Results available from the authors upon request.



 Journal of Family and Economic Issues

1 3

which persists throughout separation, albeit being more 
pronounced among those ex-couples where fathers spend 
some hours caring for their children on weekdays. Those 
fathers experience stable equivalized income around separa-
tion, while mothers and care-inactive fathers suffer a decline, 
which clearly contradicts our expectations. However, after 
considering this more carefully, this seems somewhat plau-
sible since fathers with zero childcare hours on weekdays are 
confronted with higher alimony payments and at the same 
time fail to increase their earnings accordingly, resulting 
in an income disadvantage compared to fathers with non-
zero childcare hours. However, the childcare support in the 
“non-zero childcare hours” father group (Care Sharer) is pre-
sumably too low to make a difference for maternal careers, 
earnings and equivalized income: mothers formerly coupled 
with those fathers do not fare better economically than their 
female counterparts who take on the full childcare burden. 
An explanation for this unexpected result is that despite the 
help from their ex-spouses, those mothers still spend more 
time on childcare on weekdays, presumably due to younger 
children and/or preferences for higher childcare standards. 
Pre-separation group differences in mother’s human capital 
are unlikely to play a role in explaining our main result since 
there are hardly any group differences. However, we do find 
notable pre-separation group and gender differences with 
respect to childcare behavior, as well as group differences in 
gender norms and children’s age. Path dependencies in these 
factors could reflect some selection into groups according to 
fertility timing, intra-couple childcare division and related 
norms and preferences, which can only partly be addressed 
with our fixed effects approach. While the provided associa-
tions are therefore not to be interpreted as causal, we still 
consider our finding that in maternal sole residency settings, 
fathers’ childcare engagement during weekdays is not signif-
icantly associated with maternal equivalized post-separation 
income quite important. As argued, the help of fathers could 
be cancelled out by maternal own preferences for ‘intensive 
care’ but this is less likely to happen in shared parenting set-
tings where there is more substantial support from fathers. 
Further, we show that subjective evaluations of economic 
well-being correspond with actual income for mothers, but 
less so for fathers.

Our study offers two novel insights into the importance of 
specification issues when interpreting economic well-being. 
First, for non-resident fathers, focusing only on annual 
income would draw a too pessimistic picture of paternal 
income dynamics. Accounting for the change in household 
composition by using equivalized income results in a more 
advantageous income evolution. Second, however, when 
deducting paid alimony and maintenance from the payer’s 
income, which is mostly the father, the paternal upward 
income trend turns into a downward trend for the group of 
care-inactive fathers, and to a somewhat stagnating pattern 
for the group of care-active fathers. We term this the ‘sym-
metric approach’ since those payments are symmetrically 
accounted for on the side of both the payer and the recipient, 
drawing—in our view—a more adequate picture of dispos-
able household income.

We conclude that, when they are in the role of residence 
providers, even high resources do not shield mothers against 
increased economic risks and persistent economic depend-
ence post-separation. Our findings seem rather unaffected 
by Germany’s recent family policy reforms geared to higher 
gender equality, which confirms previous studies (Bröckel & 
Andreß, 2015). Further, our results qualitatively support the 
findings from Augustijn (2022) who reports that any form of 
joint physical custody is better in terms of maternal post-sep-
aration economic well-being than sole (maternal) custody.

The limitations of this study are evident. Some exogenous 
variation in paternal childcare involvement would be neces-
sary to estimate causal effects. Driven by low observation 
numbers, our broad childcare measure and our failure to map 
variety in child residence mask the true granularity of actu-
ally practiced care arrangements between ex-partners. For 
the same reason, differentiations by cohorts, age groups, or 
family constellations were not possible. Tracking population 
subgroups over their further life course requires data that 
combines high observation numbers with rich household 
context and valid income information. Hopefully, data of 
this kind will be available in the near future.

Appendix

See Tables 2, 3, 4 and Fig. 5.  
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Table 2  Operationalization of economic well-being: differences in mean values measured in the pre-separation  (t−1) and the post-separation year 
 (t+1)

Source SOEP v.35; own calculations
t+1 indicates the year after separation
a s. Figure 2

t−1 t+1

Mean SD Mean SD

Asymmetric approacha

Mother: annual net household income—NHI (€) 34,271.47 19,982.72 23,812.56 14,795.57
Father: annual net household income—NHI (€) 35,188.15 19,657.10 27,570.89 16,494.68
Mother: equivalized annual net household income—ENHI (€) 16,522.77 9531.01 14,400.69 7967.94
Father: equivalized annual net household income—ENHI (€) 16,962.38 9266.42 24,496.54 14,111.13
Symmetric approach
Mother: annual net household income—NHI (€) 34,271.47 19,982.72 23,812.56 14,795.57
Father: annual net household income—NHI (€) 35,154.88 19,663.35 25,457.39 15,852.93
Mother: equivalized annual net household income—ENHI (€) 16,522.77 9531.01 14,400.69 7967.94
Father: equivalized annual net household income—ENHI (€) 16,944.48 9267.88 15,916.28 9634.98
Childcare
Share of mothers with nonzero childcare time during weekdays (%) 93.68 24.41 90.91 28.83
Share of fathers with nonzero childcare time in during weekdays (%) 77.59 41.82 28.98 45.50
N 176 176
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Table 3  Group-specific descriptive statistics in the pre- and post-separation year

Source SOEP v.35; own calculations
Traditionalists: all children reside with mother, no paternal childcare on weekdays. Care-Sharer: all children reside with mother, some paternal 
childcare on weekdays. Panel balancing based on the main dependent variable (ENHI), other variables can contain missing values; further, non-
employed individuals have missing values on working hours

t−1 t+1

Traditionalists Care-Sharer Traditionalists Care-Sharer

Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N

Mother: annual net household income—NHI (€) 34,719.31 125 33,173.82 51 24,312.55 125 22,587.10 51
Father: annual net household income—NHI (€) 35,049.10 125 35,414.16 51 24,722.37 125 27,258.92 51
Mother: equivalized annual net household income—ENHI (€) 16,506.75 125 16,562.05 51 14,177.98 125 14,946.56 51
Father: equivalized annual net household income—ENHI (€) 16,648.90 125 17,668.96 51 14,958.14 125 18,264.67 51
Mother: employed (0/1, in %) 49.6 125 51.0 51 59.2 125 62.7 51
Father: employed (0/1, in %) 91.2 125 82.4 51 83.2 125 86.3 51
Mother: annual labor earnings (€) 13,070.08 125 14,384.45 51 17,810.42 125 16,284.71 51
Father: annual labor earnings (€) 30,131.21 125 28,566.51 51 32,206.06 125 32,735.55 51
Mother: weekly contractually agreed working hours 16.05 103 17.09 50 18.48 108 23.22 49
Father: weekly contractually agreed working hours 31.89 118 29.98 50 27.49 120 32.36 49
Mother: childcare time during weekdays (hours) 7.10 123 7.84 51 6.04 125 7.24 51
Father: childcare time during weekdays (hours) 1.80 123 3.41 51 0.00 125 2.65 51
Mother: annual public transfers received (€) 246.47 125 56.00 51 2641.83 125 1831.59 51
Father: annual public transfers received (€) 246.47 125 56.00 51 18.96 125 342.16 51
Mother: annual private transfers received (€) 5943.20 125 5973.67 51 6299.19 125 5677.45 51
Father: annual private transfers received (€) 5398.82 125 5780.90 51 2094.77 125 3341.57 51
Mother: ‘big’ financial worries (0/1, in %) 24.4 123 25.5 51 49.2 124 39.2 51
Father: ‘big’ financial worries (0/1, in %) 27.0 122 31.4 51 29.6 125 37.3 51
Mother: satisfaction with household income (0–10) 5.93 122 5.24 51 4.78 125 4.65 51
Father: satisfaction with household income (0–10) 5.99 123 5.36 50 5.59 124 4.65 51
Mother: years of education 11.97 122 12.40 49 12.08 124 12.42 49
Father: years of education 12.01 122 12.51 51 12.06 125 12.51 51
Mother: years fulltime experience 6.12 123 6.81 51 6.58 125 7.45 51
Father: years fulltime experience 14.63 123 13.70 51 16.32 125 15.33 51
Male sole earner  t−1, (0/1, in %) 33.9 121 23.5 51 – – – –
Mother: subjective health  t−1 (1 “very good”—5 “bad”) 2.35 122 2.47 51 – – – –
Father: subjective health  t−1 (1 “very good”—5 “bad”) 2.33 123 2.45 51 – – – –
Mother: age  t−1 34.9 125 33.9 51 – – – –
Father: age  t−1 37.8 125 37.7 51 – – – –
Mother: new partner  t+1 (0/1, in %) – – 5.6 125 2.0 51
Father: new partner  t+1 (0/1, in %) – – 12.8 125 11.8 51
Divorce within 2 years post-separation (0/1, in %) – – 40.8 125 21.6 51
Mother: child below age 14 in hh  t+1 (0/1, in %) – – 83.2 125 94.1 51
Father: child below age 14 in hh  t+1 (0/1, in %) – – 3.2 125 9.8 51
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Table 4  Log equivalized annual net household income—ENHI

Source SOEP v.35; own calculations
Traditionalists: all children reside with mother, no paternal childcare 
on weekdays. Care-Sharer: all children reside with mother, some 
paternal childcare on weekdays. Robust standard errors in parentheses
† p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Dep.var.: ln(ENHI) Mothers Fathers

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

Traditionalists (ref.)
Care-Sharer − 0.055 0.044

(0.102) (0.090)
t+1 − 0.190* − 0.304** − 0.198* − 0.190

(0.083) (0.105) (0.090) (0.194)
t+1 × Care-Sharer 0.073 0.051 0.189 0.188*

(0.134) (0.107) (0.142) (0.085)
Constant 9.600*** 9.710*** 9.596*** 9.481***

(0.061) (0.208) (0.056) (0.173)
Survey year FE yes yes yes yes
Individual FE no yes no yes
Controls no no no no
N 352 352 352 352

Fig. 5  Predicted group means of parents’ satisfaction with household 
income, ‘big’ financial worries, and life satisfaction around separa-
tion. Satisfaction with household income and satisfaction with life is 
measured on a 11-point scale (0-low to 10-high). ‘Big’ financial wor-
ries consists of a binary indicator variable equal to 1 if respondent 
indicates big financial worries and 0 otherwise. Adjusted for survey 
year fixed effects. Traditionalists: all children reside with mother, no 
paternal childcare on weekdays. Care-Sharer: all children reside with 
mother, some paternal childcare on weekdays. Source SOEP v.35; 
own calculations
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