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1. Introduction

Optimal public-good provision has spawned a huge and still-growing literature. The principal focus of this analysis has been to identify the potential role for government provision, due to the well-known free-rider problem, and the development of policies aimed at overcoming this problem of underprovision, as detailed in the mechanism design literature.
 This highly theoretical literature provides a basis for assessing the socially optimal size of government if only efficiency concerns are taken into account.

The literature to date, however, has neglected an important intrinsic social problem associated with public goods. Specifically, in that public goods characterize a large part of the gains to many varieties of relationship (marriages, nation-states, firms, etc.), those public-good gains introduce a fundamental obstacle to efficient transacting. This limit on transacting deriving from public goods has been found to induce excess (Kaldor-Hicks inefficient) divorces after the American shift from fault to no-fault (see Zelder, 1993a, 1993b), thus identifying an essential normative limitation of no-fault regimes that was previously unappreciated.

Because public goods play this novel but important role in precipitating inefficient divorces, this suggests that analysis of the efficient quantity of public-good provision should capture this novel issue. Hence, it is the task of this paper to present a revised analysis of the standard public-good problem in which the social cost of public-good-induced inefficient divorces is incorporated. To do so, section 2 provides assessment of the economics of divorce, taking into account the special role of public goods. Section 3 then considers the standard public-good problem in light of the possibility of efficient divorce, and compares this social optimum with a private, Nash equilibrium, alternative, showing the conventional result of public-good underprovision via a private mechanism. Section 4 adapts this model to include the possibility of inefficient divorce, and presents the fundamental new result of the paper—that the socially optimal quantity of public-good provision is reduced once this potential for inefficient divorce is taken into account, and briefly discusses evidence supportive of this conclusion. Section 5 offers brief concluding comments and directions for future work.
2. Economics of Divorce

2.1 Standard Divorce Bargaining Problem

Consider a standard model of cooperative marriage and divorce bargaining. Specifically, Uri and Vivian consume combinations of two goods, x and y, whether they are married or divorced. For now, imagine that consumption of each good is partially determined by some random process, such that ex ante rational decisions to marry are consistent with ex post rational decisions to divorce. In this framework, Uri receives utility U(∙) and Vivian receives utility V(∙). Thus, within marriage, Uri receives 
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, where the ‘*’ superscripts denote the utility-maximizing values of x and y (derived from a cooperative game in which U maximizes his utility subject to the constraint of guaranteeing V some reservation utility level). Correspondingly, within divorce, Uri receives 
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, where the ‘*’ superscripts again denote the utility-maximizing values of x and y.


For the analysis of the divorce (dissolution) decision to be of analytical interest, it is necessary to assume that divorce is advantageous for one spouse but disadvantageous for the other spouse. Arbitrarily (but without loss of generality), assume that U gains from divorce and V gains from marriage. This scenario, in which one spouse gains and the other loses from divorce, can be characterized as follows:

Definition 1: Divorce is beneficial to U and harmful to V if UM < UD and VM > VD.

In situations described by Definition 1, the occurrence of divorce depends (in part) on the relative magnitudes of U’s gain and V’s loss associated with divorce. Logically, two cases are possible, namely, where U’s gain exceeds V’s loss, and vice versa. The requirements for each case can be described as follows:

Definition 2A (joint gains to divorce): U’s gains to divorce exceed V’s losses if: 
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Definition 2B (joint gains to marriage): U’s gains to divorce are exceeded by V’s losses if:
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where 
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 = U’s minimum acceptable surplus in x consistent with his preferring divorce over marriage, 
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In each of equations (1)-(4), the terms in square brackets describe the maximum amounts of x and y that one party is willing to offer to induce the other party to forgo his or her preferred marital status. For example, in equation (1), the two sets of terms in square brackets denote the maximum amounts of x and y, respectively, that U is willing to offer V to induce V to consent to divorce. The directions of these proposed compensation payments reflect whether V possesses the right to remain married and must therefore be compensated from U’s gains to divorce in order to relinquish this right (as in equations (1) and (3)), or whether U possesses the right to get divorced and must therefore be compensated from V’s gains to marriage in order to relinquish this right (as in equations (2) and (4)).


This characterization of divorce bargaining reflects the earliest economic analysis of divorce (Becker, et al., 1977; Landes, 1978), which applied the Coase Theorem by interpreting fault and no-fault as alternative property right assignments. Specifically, fault confers a property right to continued marriage, while no-fault confers a property right to divorce. The general conclusion of this analysis was that, given the absence of impediments to Coasean bargaining, the occurrence of divorce entirely depended on whether there were joint gains to marriage or joint gains to divorce. So, for example, given that Definition 2B is satisfied (joint gains to marriage exist), equation (3) illustrates U’s inability to provide enough compensation to induce V to consent to divorce under fault, while equation (4) illustrates V’s ability to compensate U to consent to remain married under no-fault. Hence, if Definition 2B is satisfied (joint gains to marriage), marriage continues under either fault or no-fault. Conversely, if Definition 2A is satisfied (joint gains to divorce), divorce will occur under fault or no-fault. In other words, given no impediments to Coasean bargaining, the equilibrium marital status is invariant to the assignment of property rights, and depends only on whether joint gains to marriage or divorce exist. Moreover, consistent with logic of Coase’s original paper (1960), the equilibrium marital status is socially optimal in each case.


2.2 Revised Divorce Bargaining Problem Involving Public Goods

However, given impediments to Coasean bargaining, whether characterized as ‘prohibitive transactions costs’ or ‘market failures in transacting’, it is well understood that different property right assignments (of which fault and no-fault divorce are one example) can generate differing marital equilibria (see Zelder, 1998, for a comprehensive review of the Coase Thorem and its limitations). One such impediment was analyzed by Zelder (1993a, 1993b): namely, the circumstance in which at least one good is publicly (collectively) consumed by the two bargainers. Denote y as the public good in this case.


As before, assume that within marriage, Uri receives 
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, within divorce, Uri receives 
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. Now, however, because y is public, it must be equally consumed within marriage (meaning that 
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). Furthermore, it can be deduced that 
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 A larger optimal quantity of y within marriage is a product of three factors: (i) Production of y is more likely to be non-cooperative within divorce than it is within marriage, leading to free-riding and thus a smaller optimum quantity of y within divorce; (ii) Access to y within divorce is likely to be limited, as compared to access within marriage, due to the discontinuation of coresidence by U and V, thereby limiting effective consumption within divorce, and (iii) If y is at least partly marriage-specific, then divorce would necessarily destroy some of its value.


If y is public, there are potentially significant implications for the analysis of Coasean bargaining under fault and no-fault. Reconsider the two possible cases described by Definitions 2A and 2B (with the person-specific subscripts removed from the y terms to indicate y’s publicness):

Definition 2A (joint gains to divorce): U’s gains to divorce exceed V’s losses if: 

(1) 
[image: image22.wmf]])

[

],

[

(

)

,

(

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

D

Uy

M

D

D

D

Ux

M

U

D

U

D

V

M

M

V

y

y

y

x

x

x

V

y

x

V

e

e

-

-

+

-

-

+

<

and 

(2) 
[image: image23.wmf]])

[

],

[

(

)

,

(

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

M

Vy

D

M

M

M

Vx

D

V

M

V

M

U

D

D

U

y

y

y

x

x

x

U

y

x

U

e

e

-

-

+

-

-

+

>


Definition 2B (joint gains to marriage): U’s gains to divorce are exceeded by V’s losses if:

(3) 
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The critical characteristic of y for this analysis is that, due to its publicness, it cannot be used in bargaining. This limitation arises because y is jointly consumed, and there is therefore no meaningful distinction between U’s consumption of y and V’s consumption of y (conditional on whether they are married or divorced). Practically, there is no meaningful way in which V can consume less y in order for U to consume more y—V cannot transfer y to U (if y is truly a public good).


The ramifications of this intrinsic limit on bargaining can be seen in the context of equations (1)-(4). Because 
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, the gains to divorce in terms of y, as exhibited in equations (1) and (3), must be negative. Therefore, the inability to transfer y is a moot point in these two scenarios, since there are no (positive) gains in terms of y. The non-transferability of y becomes a potential issue, however, in equations (2) and (4). Equation (2) depicts Vivian’s attempt to induce Uri to remain married by offering to him her gains in terms of x and y. Because equation (2) illustrates the situation where there are joint gains to divorce, however, U would reject V’s offer of 
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 units of y even if it were possible for the y transfer to be made (which it is not). Hence, U will necessarily reject V’s offer if she can only transfer her gain in x. The same outcome—divorce—occurs in equation (2) whether or not y is public.


The outcome of bargaining may be altered, however, in the situation depicted by equation (4). Equation (4) illustrates the situation where V is able to induce U to remain married, even though U could choose no-fault divorce, if V can transfer her gains in both x and y. Because she cannot transfer her gain in terms of y, however, it is possible (although not necessary) that U would choose to divorce even though there are joint gains to marriage. Intuitively, divorce would occur if V’s gain to marriage in terms of x, by itself, is inadequate to induce U to remain married under no-fault. Specifically, the condition under which divorce occurs even though equation (4) is satisfied is:
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where Ω > 1 denotes the maximum amount of x which V is willing to transfer to induce U to remain married given that V cannot transfer any y.


Because these divorces occur despite the presence of joint gains to marriage, they are Kaldor-Hicks inefficient—put informally, U gains less from divorce than V loses. As noted, these inefficient divorces occur when equations (4) and (5) are simultaneously satisfied:
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Logically, (4) and (5) are more likely to hold simultaneously when V’s public-good gains to marriage (
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) are large relative to her private-good gains to marriage (
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). Intuitively, this means that V’s public-good gains are large enough to make continued marriage efficient (as indicated by (4)) but that her private-good gains are small enough to preclude her from inducing U to stay married under no-fault (as indicated by (5)). For the sake of brevity, let us refer to a situation where (4) and (5) are simultaneously satisfied as exhibiting the ‘Zelder Paradox’.

3. Optimal Public-Good Provision, Incorporating Divorce

3.1 Optimal Public-Good Provision Incorporating the Possibility of Efficient Divorce
The principal conclusion from the previous section—that inefficient divorce is precipitated by receiving a larger share of the gains to marriage in the form of public goods—has a crucial and novel implication for the government’s traditional role in providing public goods. Indeed, while the analysis of section 2 refers concretely to local public-good provision (i.e., within an individual marriage), it can naturally be extended to address public-good provision at the level of the larger society. By doing so (in this section), a basis can be provided for reexamining the traditional conception in public economics of the optimal size of government.

As a benchmark, consider first the standard analysis of public-good provision absent any Zelder Paradox concerns. As in section 2, conceive of two entities, U and V, who have formed a union. In contrast to the more specific example of marriage employed in section 2, this union could be construed in a multitude of ways in addition to spouses in marriage, such as states in a nation, workers within a firm, member of a club, etc. Imagine initially that dissolution (divorce) occurs with probability 
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 (which is exogenous), but that inefficient no-fault divorce is not possible, and that U and V cooperate in seeking the social optimum. Consumption of both goods, in each state-of-the-world, for both U and V, can be summarized in the following table:

	state-of-world
	probability
	U’s consumption
	V’s consumption
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where  
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, respectively, are multiplicative random shocks to U’s consumption of x, V’s consumption, and both individuals’ y consumption. By assumption, both U and V consume less y after dissolution (of either type), for the reasons discussed in section 2 (free-riding, access limitations, union-specificity), while U gains x and V loses x due to dissolution.
The social optimum, in which U and V cooperate, can be found as the solution to the following problem:
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where the first constraint guarantees expected-utility level 
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 to V, Px and Py are the (respective) prices of the two goods x and y, and IU and IV are (exogenous) income endowments held by U and V (respectively).


The solution to this social-optimality problem is characterized by a version of the standard condition first identified by Samuelson (1954), altered here to incorporate uncertainty:

(6)  
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Specifically, equation (6) modifies the Samuelson condition to incorporate uncertainty as to marital status, and can be interpreted as saying that the expected marginal rates of substitution are summed for U and V, giving rise to 
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The social optimum characterized by equation (6) can then be contrasted with some private optimum 
[image: image58.wmf]*

*

S

P

y

y

<

. The specific nature of this private optimum depends on the game or mechanism by which y is funded or supported. For purposes of concreteness, suppose that 
[image: image59.wmf]*

P

y

 is determined by Nash equilibrium.
 Within this framework, imagine that y is effectively chosen by summing the amounts of y provided by U and V; in other words, 
[image: image60.wmf]MV

MU

y

y

y

+

=

. To reach the Nash equilibrium, U maximizes his expected utility taking 
[image: image61.wmf]MV

y

 as given, and V, conversely, maximizes her utility taking 
[image: image62.wmf]MU

y

 as given.


Specifically, U solves:
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 is V’s contribution to public-good provision, and, as before, 
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 are multiplicative random shocks to consumption, while Px and Py are the (respective) prices of the two goods x and y, and IU is U’s (exogenous) income endowment. Solving U’s maximum problem yields his reaction function:
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Following the Nash solution concept, V solves an analogous maximization problem:
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 is U’s contribution to public-good provision, and as before, 
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 are multiplicative random shocks to consumption, and IV is V’s (exogenous) income endowment. Solving V’s maximum problem yields her reaction function:
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The private optimum, 
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, is then obtained by simultaneously solving the reaction functions of U and V, generating:
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Comparing (9) with  (6), the social optimality condition, implies that for a given price ratio 
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, the private-optimum marginal values of y for U and V are smaller in (9) than in (6). Taking this, along with the assumed convexity of U’s and V’s indifference curves, implies that 
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3.2 Optimal Public-Good Provision Incorporating the Possibility of Inefficient Divorce

These conventional analyses of the socially and privately optimal quantities of public good provision do not incorporate, however, the notion that greater public-good production and consumption might induce inefficient dissolutions (the ‘Zelder Paradox’). Hence, it is important to reassess both social and private optimums in light of this additional concern.


To incorporate the Zelder Paradox in the standard public-good choice problem, imagine that the society composed of two individual units U and V is once again subject to the possibility of dissolution. Specifically, there are three states of the world: continued union, efficient divorce, and inefficient divorce. Denoting the probability of efficient divorce as 
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. Suppose, as in the earlier analysis of divorce in this paper, that U wishes to dissolve the union while V prefers to remain united. Suppose also that dissolution, if it transpires, does so via a no-fault (unilateral consent) process. As before, divorce affects U and V by conferring on each of them multiplicative shocks to their consumption of both x and y. Consumption of both goods, in each state-of-the-world, for both U and V, can be summarized in the following table:
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	V’s consumption

	
	
	x
	y
	x
	y

	continued union
	
[image: image85.wmf]I

E

p

p

-

-

1


	
[image: image86.wmf]M

U

x


	
[image: image87.wmf]y


	
[image: image88.wmf]M

V

x


	
[image: image89.wmf]y



	efficient dissolution
	
[image: image90.wmf]E

p


	
[image: image91.wmf]M

U

UE

x

a


	
[image: image92.wmf]y

b

E


	
[image: image93.wmf]M

V

VE

x

a


	
[image: image94.wmf]y

b

E



	inefficient dissolution
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By assumption, both U and V consume less y after dissolution (of either type), for the reasons discussed in the first section (free-riding, access limitations, union-specificity), while U gains x and V loses x due to dissolution. To reflect the Zelder Paradox, it is assumed that 
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 i.e., that the probability of inefficient dissolution is an increasing function of the ratio R of public-to-private gains to marriage for V.

Given this setup, the socially optimal quantities of 
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where the first constraint guarantees expected-utility level 
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 to V.

Here, inefficient dissolution under no-fault means that both of the following equations hold:
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where 
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The solution to this modified social-optimality problem yields an expression similar in character to the Samuelson condition noted above as equation (6). This more complex expression, found by simultaneous solution of the first-order conditions derived from the maximum problem above, is:

(12)
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Note that in equation (12), 
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Equation (12) can be rewritten as:

(12′)  
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The central issue for this paper is to compare equation (12) with equation (6). The purpose of this comparison is to determine how the Zelder Paradox affects the socially optimal choice of y, as depicted by equation (12), as compared with socially-optimal choice of y in a problem not involving the Zelder Paradox, as denoted by equation (6). Recall that equation (6), in its original form, and (6′), in its simplified form, are as follows:
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The left side of both the (6) [(6′)] and (12) [(12′)] equations contains the sum of marginal rates of substitution (MRS) between y and xi for i = U,V. Specifically, 
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 is U’s MRS between xU and y in the ‘conventional’ public-good problem, while 
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 is V’s MRS between xV and y in that ‘conventional’ problem. Conversely, 
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 is U’s MRS between xU and y in the ‘modified’ public-good problem that embodies the Zelder Paradox, while 
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 is V’s MRS between xV and y in that ‘modified’ problem.


The socially optimal quantity of y within each of these two formulations—conventional and modified—depends on the sum MRSU + MRSV. A smaller MRSi means that person i values y less (relative to x). This implies that the social optimum y in the conventional problem 
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(the summed MRS values for the conventional problem). Given the potential inefficiency, in terms of excess breakups, stemming from public-good consumption, the result of particular interest is that where 
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, i.e., where the social optimum y is reduced due to the existence of this inefficiency.
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revolves around comparisons of their comparable individual terms:
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The difference between the two MRS expressions for V comes from the last (highlighted) terms in the numerator and denominator, respectively, of 
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, reflects the expected reduction in V’s utility from greater likelihood of undergoing inefficient divorce, due to an increase in public-good consumption. This term is negative because the bracketed change in V’s utility 
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: V’s marginal value of y clearly is reduced when the Zelder Paradox is incorporated.

The comparison of 
[image: image156.wmf]1

1

A

C

 with 
[image: image157.wmf]3

3

A

C

, however, is at least superficially not so clear-cut. From equations (6) and (12), respectively, we know that:
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The difference between the two MRS expressions for U comes from the last terms in the numerator and denominator of 
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(the summed MRS values for the modified problem), cannot, as written, be unambiguously compared. This implies, therefore, that the socially optimal quantity of the public good y may or may not be smaller once the Zelder Paradox is taken into account. Intuitively, this reflects the fact that one party, V, values y less due to the potential for inefficient dissolution, while the other party, U, values y more due to the gain he would experience from inefficient dissolution. This ambiguity exists despite the fact that these inefficient dissolutions (by virtue of being Kaldor-Hicks inefficient) would harm V so much that she could, in principle, compensate U within marriage while leaving both better off. The ambiguity exists because the social-optimality problem is constructed along Pareto-optimality lines, and thus precludes interpersonal comparison of V’s utility loss with U’s utility gain. 

This ambiguity derives from the fact that inefficient dissolution causes V’s actual change in utility, 
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. This hypothetical reallocation would thereby make both U and V worse off from inefficient dissolution. Were this hypothetical reallocation made, then it would generate an alternate 
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in which the four terms in square brackets, indicating the change in utility from inefficient divorce, would be negative for both V and U, clearly reducing the summed MRS compared to the conventional problem. By this argument, the socially optimal quantity of the public good y is reduced below its optimal level in the conventional problem (in which inefficient dissolution is precluded).

3.3 Evidence Regarding the Intrinsic Social Cost of Public Goods in Inducing Dissolution
The previous sections have established a theoretical case for the proposition that the efficient quantity of public good provision should be revised downward to account for the Zelder Paradox (i.e., the notion that greater public-good consumption induces inefficient dissolutions). Given this theoretical argument, it is useful to consider the evidence regarding the magnitude of this problem. This evidence comes from two sources: work on divorce by Zelder (1993a, 1993b), and analysis of civil war by Collier and Hoeffler (2006, 2007).

Zelder (1993a, 1993b) formulated and investigated a potential mechanism by which legal transition to no-fault divorce might have increased the divorce rate. He hypothesized that couples who had more of their resources tied up in marital public goods would be more vulnerable to divorce under no-fault. To assess this, he analyzed a large panel of married couples drawn from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), following them over the period 1968-1981, an interval containing shifts from fault to no-fault in a number of states.
 Zelder’s logistic regressions, in which the occurrence of divorce was the dependent variable, included a rich set of household-level covariates found in the PSID, along with the crucial covariate for testing the public-goods hypothesis: a no-fault dummy variable interacted with the ratio of public-good-to-private-good consumption within marriage. The public good on which Zelder focused was spending on children, arguably a large public good within many marriages. He found that the coefficient on this no-fault interaction term was positive and large, implying a 23 percent increase in the divorce rate due to this mechanism.

Additional evidence on the Zelder Paradox is provided by the analysis of civil war undertaken by Collier and Hoeffler (2006, 2007). In attempting to understand why civil wars transpire, Collier and Hoeffler have carefully estimated logit and probit models which predict civil-war propensity for a panel of 161 countries for the period 1960-1999. One aspect of their results presents a puzzle: the estimated positive influence of higher military spending (as a share of GDP) on the likelihood of civil conflict. Appreciating that military spending is potentially endogenous to the occurrence of civil war (countries choose higher military spending in response to greater conflict likelihood), Collier and Hoeffler use a set of instruments (including the presence of external threats, military spending by neighboring countries, and whether the country is democratic) in place of military spending itself. Their two-stage logit and probit estimates indicate that exogenous increases in military spending significantly increase the likelihood of civil war both in general and also after the resolution of a prior conflict. This conflict-enhancing effect of military spending runs counter to their prior expectations that such spending would be conflict-dampening. Hence, Collier and Hoeffler offer some tentative explanations for this finding: that increased military spending is a signal of intended belligerence on the part of the government, or that higher military spending might reduce economic growth (prompting civil war). An alternative explanation revolves around the Zelder Paradox: military spending is a public good, and greater devotion of resources to this purpose (relative to transferable private goods) limits the ability of the government to induce restive states to remain peacefully within the union.
4. Summary and Future Directions

This paper has proposed a novel reason for reconsidering the size of government spending on public goods: namely, that higher public-good spending increases the likelihood of inefficient breakups. Hence, this additional social cost should be taken into account in evaluating the optimal size of government efforts to provide collective goods, including national defense and pollution control. An important future endeavor involves estimating how much the optimal size of government should be reduced to incorporate this consideration.

Moreover, the Zelder Paradox should prompt rethinking regarding the desirability of no-fault dissolution mechanisms. American constitutional restrictions on secession (as articulated in Texas v. White (1869), 74 U.S. (7 Wall.) 700) thus may serve an efficiency-enhancing purpose. Other institutional arrangements governing marriage, secession, and contracts are worth reconsidering in this light.
Finally, this analysis fits interestingly with an emerging recent literature on the relationship between secession and public-good provision developed by Alesina and Spolaore (1997), Bolton and Roland (1997), and Le Breton and Weber (2003). This literature models country formation as a process in which additional states are willing to join a country as long as the public-good cost savings to those states exceed the costs in less well-tailored public-good provision by the more remote central government necessitated by belonging to a larger and more diverse country. Within this framework, Alesina and Spolaore (1997) also find a somewhat analogous result to the Zelder Paradox; namely, that there are too many distinct countries in equilibrium. However, the Alesina-Spolaore inefficiency results from institutional peculiarities in terms of voting rules and equal taxation provisions, which always leaves marginal states desiring secession. A fruitful future direction will be to embed Zelder Paradox considerations within this general model of nation formation and secession.
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� This literature is extensively reviewed in Oakland (1987).


� This deduction simplifies the analysis below, but is not strictly necessary for the general conclusions that are drawn.


� For the purposes of this analysis, the precise manner in which y is chosen does not appear to matter for the general results of the paper.


� For discussion of the considerable issues involved in classifying states’  divorce laws, see Zelder (1993b).





_1462359689.unknown

_1462359723.unknown

_1462359757.unknown

_1462359774.unknown

_1462359791.unknown

_1462359800.unknown

_1462359805.unknown

_1462359809.unknown

_1462359811.unknown

_1462359813.unknown

_1462359815.unknown

_1462359816.unknown

_1462359814.unknown

_1462359812.unknown

_1462359810.unknown

_1462359807.unknown

_1462359808.unknown

_1462359806.unknown

_1462359802.unknown

_1462359803.unknown

_1462359801.unknown

_1462359796.unknown

_1462359798.unknown

_1462359799.unknown

_1462359797.unknown

_1462359794.unknown

_1462359795.unknown

_1462359793.unknown

_1462359783.unknown

_1462359787.unknown

_1462359789.unknown

_1462359790.unknown

_1462359788.unknown

_1462359785.unknown

_1462359786.unknown

_1462359784.unknown

_1462359778.unknown

_1462359780.unknown

_1462359782.unknown

_1462359779.unknown

_1462359776.unknown

_1462359777.unknown

_1462359775.unknown

_1462359765.unknown

_1462359770.unknown

_1462359772.unknown

_1462359773.unknown

_1462359771.unknown

_1462359768.unknown

_1462359769.unknown

_1462359767.unknown

_1462359761.unknown

_1462359763.unknown

_1462359764.unknown

_1462359762.unknown

_1462359759.unknown

_1462359760.unknown

_1462359758.unknown

_1462359739.unknown

_1462359748.unknown

_1462359753.unknown

_1462359755.unknown

_1462359756.unknown

_1462359754.unknown

_1462359750.unknown

_1462359752.unknown

_1462359749.unknown

_1462359744.unknown

_1462359746.unknown

_1462359747.unknown

_1462359745.unknown

_1462359742.unknown

_1462359743.unknown

_1462359741.unknown

_1462359731.unknown

_1462359735.unknown

_1462359737.unknown

_1462359738.unknown

_1462359736.unknown

_1462359733.unknown

_1462359734.unknown

_1462359732.unknown

_1462359727.unknown

_1462359729.unknown

_1462359730.unknown

_1462359728.unknown

_1462359725.unknown

_1462359726.unknown

_1462359724.unknown

_1462359706.unknown

_1462359715.unknown

_1462359719.unknown

_1462359721.unknown

_1462359722.unknown

_1462359720.unknown

_1462359717.unknown

_1462359718.unknown

_1462359716.unknown

_1462359710.unknown

_1462359713.unknown

_1462359714.unknown

_1462359712.unknown

_1462359708.unknown

_1462359709.unknown

_1462359707.unknown

_1462359698.unknown

_1462359702.unknown

_1462359704.unknown

_1462359705.unknown

_1462359703.unknown

_1462359700.unknown

_1462359701.unknown

_1462359699.unknown

_1462359694.unknown

_1462359696.unknown

_1462359697.unknown

_1462359695.unknown

_1462359692.unknown

_1462359693.unknown

_1462359690.unknown

_1462359654.unknown

_1462359672.unknown

_1462359681.unknown

_1462359685.unknown

_1462359687.unknown

_1462359688.unknown

_1462359686.unknown

_1462359683.unknown

_1462359684.unknown

_1462359682.unknown

_1462359676.unknown

_1462359679.unknown

_1462359680.unknown

_1462359677.unknown

_1462359674.unknown

_1462359675.unknown

_1462359673.unknown

_1462359662.unknown

_1462359667.unknown

_1462359669.unknown

_1462359670.unknown

_1462359668.unknown

_1462359665.unknown

_1462359666.unknown

_1462359663.unknown

_1462359658.unknown

_1462359660.unknown

_1462359661.unknown

_1462359659.unknown

_1462359656.unknown

_1462359657.unknown

_1462359655.unknown

_1462359637.unknown

_1462359646.unknown

_1462359650.unknown

_1462359652.unknown

_1462359653.unknown

_1462359651.unknown

_1462359648.unknown

_1462359649.unknown

_1462359647.unknown

_1462359641.unknown

_1462359644.unknown

_1462359645.unknown

_1462359642.unknown

_1462359639.unknown

_1462359640.unknown

_1462359638.unknown

_1462359629.unknown

_1462359633.unknown

_1462359635.unknown

_1462359636.unknown

_1462359634.unknown

_1462359631.unknown

_1462359632.unknown

_1462359630.unknown

_1462359625.unknown

_1462359627.unknown

_1462359628.unknown

_1462359626.unknown

_1462359622.unknown

_1462359623.unknown

_1462359621.unknown

