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Abstract

This paper tests whether the fetal origins hypagheghich posits that disparities in the
pre- and peri-natal environment can account fogitarm disparities in life expectancy,
is applicable to the case of variation in earlyceinstances due to wantedness. To
identify the effects of wantedness on fertilityemtand on life expectancy, we exploit
over-time variation in the legal restrictions oroglon within U.S. states from 1850 to
1910; we demonstrate that the adoption of thesa kegtrictions cannot be predicted by
other changes in state circumstances. We findahatit 9 percent more children were
born in times and places when abortion was resttithian in states and times in which it
was freely available. Members of these larger dshwere roughly 5 percent less likely
than those in other cohorts to survive into theitiess, and somewhat less likely to be
healthy throughout their lives. We identify childitb health and education as possible
mechanisms through which wantedness may affecteldtyy We conclude that
wantedness, like other aspects of a child’s e#dycircumstances, has important effects
on life expectancy.



l. Introduction

The fetal origins hypothesis, originally developeslithin the field of
epidemiology by Barker (1992) and others, positt thisparities in the pre- and peri-
natal environment can account for not only shamtéealth disparities such as gaps in
infant mortality rates but also long-term dispasti in particular life expectancy. In a
separate literature within economics, researchange lrecently estimated effects of
“wantedness” on childhood living circumstances aaly adult outcomes, and have
imputed from these estimates that the “marginaldthavoided when legal abortion is
available would have been born into disadvantagedirostances (Gruber et al. 1999).
Until now, however, the fetal origins and margimdiild literatures have not been in
dialogue, because the variations in wantednesoiaglin previous papers occurred in
the 1970s—too recently to allow researchers tothest effects on adult life expectancy
and other long-term outcomes.

However, there have been previous changes to ga #atus of abortion that
amounted to natural experiments in which cohorts oo some states and years included
fewer unwanted births than those born in otheestand years. These changes have not
previously been documented or exploited. In thiggpawe take advantage of these legal
changes by using T'&entury state legal codes to compile a datase¢herintroduction
and amendment of laws restricting activities relate abortion that occurred in states
during the 19 century. In this paper, we document that thertgrof the enactment of
these laws, as well as the severity and comprelmmesss of the legal restrictions, varied
significantly across states, and that these lawsaded variation both in birthrates and in

longevity.



Using Census data compiled by Carter et al. (2@d6)he number of children
aged 0-9 in each state and dechde demonstrate that introducing a law restricting
abortion resulted in an increase in birthrates pgdraximately 9 percent, comparable to
the effect sizes of laws restricting abortion ie t970s. We find that more restrictive
laws have slightly larger effects, while laws wisignificant exemptions for health
professionals have weaker effects. We find thatadly conservative laws that do not
regulate fertility (i.e., restrictions on obscerengs) do not affect the birth rate. We
demonstrate that the adoption of such laws camaprédicted by potentially endogenous
state characteristics such as: percent immigraggidd birthrates, the state ratio of female
to male population, or the share of the populatlmat died in the Civil War. We argue
that these results imply that "i@entury state laws against abortion and birth roont
caused increases in the birthrate, and that themeimal births can be considered
“‘unwanted” in the spirit of the 1970s legal refoamd birth rate literature.

Using this variation in 1®century legal environment, we investigate the atffe
of wantedness on adult life expectancy using Cedsies from 1900 to 2000. We find
that individuals in the 1850-1910 cohorts born tates and years with laws outlawing
abortion were 5 percent less likely to survive ititeir 60s or 70s. It is notable that this
is the age range in life expectancy considered @onipst affected by the fetal
environment (Barker 1992). Laws restricting obgcenngs, which did not affect birth
rates, also do not affect longevitythese results imply that the marginal (or the tagpic
“unwanted”) child who was born due to fertility doml restrictions was 35 to 45 percent

less likely to survive to old age than was the agerchild born in that era.

'Unfortunately the Census provides reliabl&-t@ntury data on these measures only for whitegé€at
al. 2006); hence our results cannot be generalzether races.
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The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. Sedtigmovides background and
explains the historical variation used to identifie effects of wantedness. Section Il
describes the data. Section IV details the empinethodology. Section V discusses the

results. Section VI concludes.

Il. Background

The “fetal origins of health” hypothesis
Barker (1992) developed the hypothesis that podrtiun of a mother during

pregnancy could lead to adaptations by her fetuseai towards surviving in an
impoverished environment. Barker argued that theaptations, in particular reduced
fetal growth, could lead to chronic conditions uwihg cardiovascular disease and
diabetes. These illnesses, which typically domahifest until late in life, can reduce life
expectancy. Hence, Barker argued, much of adalttnstatus may be determined early
in life. This hypothesis has recently been exmlprand confirmed, in economics
research by testing the effects of early life amstances such as being born during the
1918 influenza epidemic (Almond 2006) or during suenmer (Costa and Lahey 2005)

on longevity.

The “marginal child” literature
In the 1970s, abortion was legalized in the Unitdtes, first in five states and
then nationwide. Levine et al. (1999) identifidehtt in the wake of this legalization,

roughly six percent fewer children were born. Failtg that finding, Gruber et al. (1999)



investigated the question: how did the averageateristics of the children who were
born change after legalization? Using the changdiithrate and the change in the
average characteristics of these smaller cohortap&s et al. then backed out the
characteristics of the “missing” or “marginal” dalien who werenot born because of the
legalization of abortion. They determined that thearginal child” would have been
disadvantaged—more likely than average to havedlive a poor, single parent, or
welfare-receiving household, more likely to haverméow-birthweight, and more likely
to have died in infancy. Subsequent research xp@isred the outcomes of the children
born in these cohorts as young adults, and hasndieted that the marginal child would
have been more likely than average, as a yound,adulse drugs (Charles and Stephens
2006), to be a single parent, not to graduate froliege, and to receive welfare (Ananat
et al. 2009).

In sum, these projects have found that “wantedfdcdin tended to grow up in
better-than-average circumstances and experierma&drlthan-average deprivation in
early years. Moreover, they have concluded thaessed average levels of wantedness
after Roe vs. Wade have had positive effects omrtslin early adulthood. However, it
will not be possible for another thirty or more gedo determine the effect of the
increased wantedness induced by abortion legalizain longevity. In this paper, we
turn to earlier variation in U.S. laws regardingtifey control in order to identify the

effects of wantedness on longevity.

Historical variation



Perhaps surprising to a modern audience, but wellvk among historians, the
nineteenth century U.S. market for technologiedirtot fertility was an active one.
Abortion technologies available in the "t8entury United States included herbal
abortifacients, such as black cohosh, that wewcti¥e in early pregnancy; and surgical
abortion, which was common throughout thé” X®ntury and increased in frequency
after the modern dilation and cutterage, or “D &)t method was popularized in mid-
century. Devices, herbs, and medical procedure® weominently advertised in the
many available 1®century newspapers, while pamphlets (for thedtr and popular
lecture circuits (for the illiterate and others)pined options. Perhaps in part because
of this burgeoning industry (Lahey 2009), the Aroan birthrate fell from one of the
world’s highest in 1800 to the world’s lowest by0D9

In the second half of the $9century, a moral crusade against “vice” led to
government limitations on the fertility control nrkat. These laws, which were adopted,
strengthened, weakened, and repealed at diffareastin different states, varied greatly
in the share of activities they restricted, in theiemptions, and in their punishments. In
the 1860s, states began to pass anti-abortion tlaasoutlawed advertisements for the
procedure and that, for the first time, prohibitgoortions even before “quickening”
(abortions prior to observable movement of theddtad traditionally been allowed under
English common law). Many of these laws also, floe first time, provided for
punishment not only of abortionists but also of w@men seeking abortions. Although
the courts were often sympathetic to women andt@mists when violations of these
new laws were brought to trial, the publicity coplermanently tarnish reputations and in

many cases the official investigations and cousmtdramounted to harassment; in several



high-profile cases, the accused committed suicie®rb the court reached a verdict
(Reagan 1991)

Figure 1 illustrates the frequency of state changethe legal status of abortion
over the period we study. In what follows, we @pthis variation in the presence of
abortion laws by state and year as a measure @fcitess women had to fertility control.
We argue that the environments produced by thess iaduced variation in the

“wantedness” of children born in different states gears.

[ll. Data
Laws

We have used archived state legal codes to corapilemprehensive dataset on
the introduction and amendment of laws restrictaayvities related to abortion. For
each of the 50 states, we collected laws from #ukest possible date through the 1920s.
A number of secondary sources exist describingtamofaws: contemporary activists
from both sides of the abortion debate providedgshats of the laws as they existed at
the time; additionally, historians have compiledtdi of these laws for various time
periods, and legal scholars have discussed spéavfis in depth. To identify all state
laws regulating abortion, we compiled and compdhesge secondary sources. In cases
where there was a disagreement between sourcesytai@ed copies of the original laws
from the Harvard Law Library’s microfiche of supeded state statutes. We recorded
each law’s severity: whether the offense was diaslsas a misdemeanor or a felony (or
left unclassified), as well as the punishmentpédfied. We noted whether a woman as

well as her abortionist could be held liable untex law. We also noted exemptions,



coding for each law whether it contained a claus#icating that it did not apply to
practitioners of medicine (which could refer to pityans, nurses, druggists, midwives,

etc.) or to activities for saving the life of thether.

Birthrate

We observe fertility behavior at the level of statel decadeldeally, to test the
effect of the introduction of laws on childbearibghavior, we would like to have
individual birth cohort data by year, i.e., the rhen of children born in each state in
1860, in 1861, etc. We would then predict thosseolmtions of cohort size using an
indicator for whether there was a law in placehattstate in the year before that cohort
was born, when abortion or birth control policy wbhave been relevant for that cohort.
Unfortunately, Census information on single yedrbidh is not available—the Census
tables only provide population data by five-yeae agoups (0-4, 5-9, etc). Moreover,
historical Census tables do not provide informatarchildbearing linked to mothers.

Instead, the standard measure of t@ntury fertility is the child:woman ratio,
calculated as the ratio of the number of childrgeda0-9 to the number of women of
childbearing age, or 15-4#4. The measure captures fertility rate and spaciemyvéen
children; it is also highly correlated with tota¢rfility (Haines and Hacker 2006).
Child:woman ratios were calculated by state-dedad&860-1910 from tabulated census
data from Haines Census tables in lthstorical Statistics of the United Stat@3arter et
al. 2006), which use Census data cleaned by Hémasy earlier studies used a version
of the data presented by Kuznets). Unfortunatbbgcause historical Census tables

provide counts only for the white population, onvestigation of birthrates is limited to

2 We use the Yasuba (1966) interpolation for 40-ddrylds from data for 40-49 year olds.



whites. More thorough discussions of the benefits and &tiohs of these measures can
be found in Easterlin (1976a), Haines and Hack80§2 and Yasuba (1966). We also
limit our sample to states that became states &880, because they have census table
information on them during the most of the peridddsed (collected as territory
information before they became states).
Longevity

We compiled data from the 1900 through 2000 dee¢@ensuses on the number
of individuals born in a given state and year whovwed into their 40s, 50s, 60s, 70s,
80s, and 90s. These data come from the Universibfionesota IPUMS (Ruggles et al.
2003). Within each decennial Census, we identifirednumber of people born in a given
state and year who survived to the time of the Gees taken during their 50s through
their 80s, as a share of the number who were obdans mid-adulthood, in their 40s.
While we would like information on individual yeaf death, no dataset exists for the
entirety of the 28 century that provides state of birth, as doesd@eennial Census.
Hence, we can only observe the number survivingiwieach state-year cohort once per
decade. Therefore our measure of longevity isstiee of the cohort observed at the
time of the Census taken during its sixth decadee(wmembers are between 50 and 59),

its seventh decade, and so on.

Health
We compiled data from decennial Censuses on thkhhef individuals born in a
given state and year. Direct measures of healtthenCensus are few: only the 1910

Census provides information on blindness and dsafnédowever, we are also able to
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examine outcomes known to be related to healthsd Ingclude: veteran status (meeting
physical requirements for military service is a kearfor having had good health in early
adulthood) in the 1940-1970 Censuses; having atésdhool (many studies have found
that receiving education leads to improved headttiilable in all 28-century Censuses;

having married and having had children, both ofckhare associated with increased

longevity, also available in all ecentury Censuses.

IV. Methodology

To examine the impact of restrictions on the nundfezhildren born, we exploit
the quasi-experiment provided by the variation s€rstates in the timing of passage of
restrictive laws. We limit our analysis to 186@dater because many states did not exist
before 1860 and did not have state law books. Wp states that did not exist as states
before 1890 in order to keep a standard universstaiés throughout the time period
studied.

Because we can observe only the entire number itdreh born over the ten
years prior to each Census (i.e., those aged 0, tave® cannot identify the relationship
between a law passed in a given year and the nuofiledrildren born the next year. To
capture the fact that a law that passed betweesuSen affected only those pregnancies
that began afterward, we measured for what podfasm decade there was a valid law in
place. This measure captures the share of thelddoa which the law was relevant to
childbearing. This variable is lagged one yeatalee on average abortions in year O

cause a change in births in year 1.
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For example, for a law to be relevant to the cahoftchildren aged 0 to 9 in
1880, the law must have been passed in the pe8od-1879. A law passed in 1876 was
relevant to those children born in 1877, 1878, aBd@d9—that is, it was relevant for
roughly 30% of the children who were aged 0 to 4880. We therefore coded such a
law with an indicator equal to 0.3 for the decaddieg in 1880. A law passed in 1870
or earlier was coded with an indicator value of fbOthe decade ending in 1880. If a
state did not have a law for any of the period 18809, the indicator has a value of O for
the decade ending in 1880.

For our first-stage analysis of the effects of legatrictions on abortion on the
birthrate, we estimate models of the form:

1) In(Re9= B2 havelaws + 8q + 8s + d*8s + d** s + eys
where s represents ten-year fertility in decade d in sta@ndhavelawsis a continuous
indicator variable ranging in value from 0 to lttheflects the share of the decade for
which a state has a law restricting fertility cahtr We include state-specifiésf and
decade-specificf) fixed effects to capture longstanding differencesertility patterns
across states over time as well as aggregate pattéchanging fertility preferences over
time. We also allow the state-specific differentedrend over time by including an
interaction betweerbs and decade d, and an interaction betwéerand d. The
coefficientp; measures the difference in ten-year fertility betwstates for which a law
was in effect for the entire decadeyelaws =1) and states for which a law was never in

effect in that decadénévelaws =0).

% Results are robust to the use of a binary indidatohaving a law the majority of the decade, altyh the
estimates are not as precise.
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For our reduced-form analysis of the effects ofntgdness, as proxied by
abortion laws, on longevity, we estimate modelthefform:

(2)  In(S.9= Prhavelaw s+ 5y + 8+ y*ds + Y*ds+ @, + €y
in which § s represents the share of those born in year yate st and observed in their
40s who are still alive for the Census taken inrtbigth, seventh, eighth, or ninth decade
of life. Note that in this cadeavelaw.; sis a zero-one indicator for whether a law existed
in state s in the prior year, y-1. Because in tiedern Censuses we can observe
population counts for single years of birth, we eaploit exact timing of laws and cohort
size, unlike in the first-stage estimates. Thigagximing will tend to make our reduced-
form analysis more precise than our first-stagdysisa

However, we observe each cohort only once everyels, meaning that cohorts
born in 1874 are observed at age 55 in 1920 andage 1930, while cohorts born in
1876 are observed at age 53 in 1930 and age 634l Therefore we include indicators
for single years of age in the regressions as aslkypically there will be fewer people
born at the beginning of each decade observecinibs, 60s, etc., than there are people
born near the end of the decade. While it woulddésrable to control separately for age
effects, cohort effects, and census-year effedis, well-known linear dependence
between these three unfortunately requires us toaansus-year effects.

For our reduced-form analysis of potential mectasi by which wantedness may
impact longevity, we estimate the equation:

(3)  P(outcom@)= P1 havelaws + 3y + 8+ y*ds+ Y*8s+ & + €y
where outcomg represents either a direct measure of a cohorésage health, including

share blind or deaf, a proxy for health in earlyldtod (veteran status), or a potential
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socio-economic pathway (share with no schoolingnamied, with no children) from

wantedness to longevity.

V. Results
First stage

The results of OLS estimates of equation (1) acevshin Table 1. The left-hand
panel of Table 1 reports estimates of the effettsawing an abortion law in place on the
level of children 0-9 in a state normalized by thenmber of women 15-44. The estimates
suggest that a law restricting abortion acces¢deah increase in the number of children
per 1000 women of childbearing age of roughly 10he right-hand panel of Table 1
reports estimates in logs, which are highly coesistvith the estimates in levels: having
an abortion law in place for the decade prior ® @ensus leads to a 10 percent increase
in the child:woman ratio. This estimate is similarresults from measuring the effect of
1970s changes in abortion legality on the contemnpeous birthrate, which range from 5
percent for the population overall (Levine et &99) to 12 percent for teens (Angrist and
Evans 1999).

Columns 3, 4, 7, and 8 of Table 1 test whethehbates respond immediately to
the implementation of an abortion law, or whetheoréion laws are part of an ongoing
(nonlinear, so not absorbed by our linear statedtr@ontrols) social trend by examining
the relative strength of an indicator for having aortion law two years prior to the
birth. Introducing this measurement error in lamitig leads to an attenuation of each

coefficient in Table 1. This attenuation suggebtt the effects observed in Columns 1,
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2, 5, and 6 are “true” effects of law changes, neflections of contemporaneous social
changes.

Table 2 tests whether birth rates appear to “redptmlaw changes that have not
yet occurred. Since it is impossible for future $at®@ cause current birth rates, such a
response would, again, suggest that both the amoptiabortion laws and changes in the
birth rate. Again, however, regression currentridmo rates on legal status 10 or 20
years in the future leads to the attenuation ofcihefficients, suggesting that changing
the dates of implementation introduces measureereot.

Table 3 presents a different type of falsificaticheck for the first stage
relationship between laws restricting abortion g&hd birthrate. While the timing
evidence in Tables 1 and 2 suggests a tight relstiip between laws and fertility, it is
possible that laws restricting abortion are pagsedisely at times when society becomes
more conservative, for example, and that the latéhrises during such times as well; if
this is the case, then the implementation of lavey sharply predict higher birthrates
without actually causing them. To test for this gbsity, we estimate the relationship
between birthrates and another set of laws that matgct conservative attitudes, laws
which outlaw the singing of obscene songs. Thess Ehould not have any direct effect
on fertility; a significant relationship betweemis against obscene songs and birthrates
would cast doubt on causal interpretations of owainmfirst-stage estimates. The
estimates in Table 3 of the relationships betweers lagainst obscene songs and both the
level and log of fertility are precisely estimatsgtos.

Table 4 presents a set of checks for the posyilfilegislative endogeneity, i.e.

the possibility that laws were adopted becauseestdesired to increase fertility. We
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hypothesize several observable reasons that atgaooight want to increase fertility: a
high rate of immigration in the previous decadé tres reduced the percent native in the
state; a low birthrate in the previous decadega for low) female:male population ratio,
or a large population loss in the Civil War. We @aslinear probability model to estimate
the relationship of each of these state charatti®n the probability that a state
adopted a law restricting access to fertility cohntiWe estimate equations of the form:

(4) Lg+1. B2 demographicg + g + 8s + d*8s + d™*8s + eys
Where lg:15iS an indicator for whether a law was passed itessain decade d+1 .
Demographicg is a measure of either the immigration rate, thethtate, or the
female:male ratio in state s in the previous dechde is the share of the population that
died in the Civil War interacted with an indicatbat decade d is post-Civil War.

None of the characteristics has predictive powemrbtoption of a law, nor do all
of them when included together in column (5). Ehekecks provide further confidence
in the interpretability of our first stage as cagsivariation in the birthrate that is

independent of other demographic changes in the. sta

Reduced form estimates of effects on longevity

The top row of Table 5 presents estimates of thgashof a law being in effect
the year before the birth on the share of a cahattsurvives to older ages, as described
in equation (2). Column 1 of Table 5 replicates thsults from Table 1 using cohort
size, rather than the fertility ratio, as the omteo The result is highly similar: cohorts are
roughly 10 percent larger when an abortion lawniplace, and the estimate is highly

statistically significant. Column 2 of Table 5, hewver, shows that much of this larger
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cohort size has disappeared by midlife. In theis,46ohorts born under abortion
restrictions are not significantly larger than atkehorts, and the point estimate for the
increase in cohort size is only 3 percent. While #stimate may be smaller because of
differences between the 2@entury IPUMS and 19century Haines data, it is also
possible that cohorts born under abortion restmstihave higher early-life mortality.

Being in a cohort born under restricted abortiomeas has a negative but
insignificant 2.1 percent effect on the share o tohort that survives to its 50s, as
shown in column (3). It reduces the share of thigodt that survives to both its 60s and
its 70s by a significant 4.9 percent (columns 4 @nhdThe effects on survival to the 80s
and 90s are less precise, but marginally signifipamt estimates suggest that the effects
may be even larger, at 6.6 percent and 21.6 penaspectively.

The bottom rows of Table 5 show falsification dkecfrom introducing
measurement error into the timing of law impleme&ata An indicator for having a law
in place 2 years prior to conception has a congigtemaller estimated relationship with
longevity than does the *“true” law indicator. Thigding is consistent with the
attenuation seen from introducing measurement emoestimates of fertility, and
provides further evidence that the laws impactlfgrtand longevity through the same

mechanism, by increasing the number of unwantetdir
Reduced form estimates of effects on life outcomes

Table 6 examines through what mechanisms lowesrat wantedness among

affected cohorts may lead to reduced longevityortier to reduce the effects of selection
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into survival on our estimates of cohort charastars, regressions are limited to the
population under age 60, which means that we nelthe 1900 to 1970 Censuses.

Columns 1 and 2 of Table 6 measure the effectboften restrictions on the
probabilities of blindness and deafness, respdygtiidese are the only two indicators of
health for this era provided in the Census, to lmowledge. We find a significant .03
percentage point increase in the rate of blindfiesen a base rate of .16 percent). This
estimate, though reflecting an outcome that impaelatively few individuals, is
suggestive that affected cohorts have higher i@tasserious health problem. However,
we find a precisely-estimated zero effect of aleortiestrictions on the share of a cohort
that is deaf. Similarly, Column 3, which measures éffect of abortion restrictions on
the share of a cohort that are veterans (regressimstricted to males), shows no effect
of abortion restrictions.

Columns 4, 5, and 6 of Table 6 measure importactak outcomes that are
believed to impact well-being (financial, psychatad, etc.) overall as well as health in
particular. Column 4 reports that abortion reswits at conception predict a significant
0.4 percentage point increase the share of a ctiatrbhas no schooling (from a base of
2.6 percent). Column 5 reports that abortion retstms predict a significant 1.2
percentage point increase in the share of a cohatthas never married (from a base of
7.4 percent). Column 6 reports a precisely esgdhaero relationship between abortion
restrictions and the share of a cohort that idésks.

The bottom panel of Table 6 again reports estismm@tem misspecifying the
timing of abortion laws. The relationship betweeavihg a law in place two years prior

to conception and all outcomes are attenuated, tiv@lexception of the relationship with
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marriage. However, since individuals often marrjress from nearby cohorts, it is
perhaps not surprising that the effect of law impatation on a cohort is less specific to
immediately impacted cohorts for this outcome. Hlall, these estimates provide
further evidence that the laws impact health ardas@haracteristics through the same
mechanism that they impact fertility and longevityy increasing the number of

unwanted births.

VI. Conclusion

Wantedness affects life expectancy in adulthoodjquéarly the probability that
an individual lives to his or her 60s or 70s. Thesult is consistent with the Barker
hypothesis on the fetal origins of health. Evidetia blindness is more common among
those born under abortion restrictions suggests fbtal health may be relatively
compromised among the less wanted.

Our findings are also consistent with the hypothesiat early child living
circumstances associated with wantedness, as fiddnin the abortion legalization
literature, persist into adulthood and affect oates of public interest throughout the life
cycle. In particular, evidence that cohorts bordemabortion restrictions were less likely
to attend school are consistent with findings ia 1970s abortion literature on lower
college attendance among relatively unwanted cehatthough the 1970s results
naturally reflect a different educational margin.

Our estimate of a 10 percent increase in birthretedso highly consistent with

research on recent (1970s-era) changes in legessto abortion and birth control. That
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research, which exploits identifying variation frdahe liberalization of abortion policy
and access to oral contraceptives, finds overalhgas in the birthrate of about 6 percent
(Levine et al. 1999), and higher effects on somesatgroups in the 1970s (Ananat and
Hungerman 2007, Angrist and Evans 1999). The starsty of the birthrate response to
restrictions on fertility control is remarkable pewmlarly because of the lower efficacy
and higher risks associated with™&entury methods of abortion. Our results suggest
that demand for increased fertility control has rb@ersistent since the tf[Q:entury,
rather than being a recent social development driverely by shifting gender roles or
increased labor market opportunities.

If we assume that the entire 4.9 percent (or 2régmdage point) change in the
probability of living to one’s 60s that we obsergedue to lower life expectancy among
the marginal births induced by restrictions oniligytcontrol, then we can impute that
the “marginal child” born due to restrictive lawssvone-third less likely to live to past
age 60 than the average child. This estimatemgasiin magnitude to estimated effects
of recent variation in fertility control on offspig’s early life outcomes such as receiving
welfare or attending college. Our results sugdest the relationship between wantedness
and long-term outcomes are comparable across Linthise nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. This consistency also suggests, altha@ugannot demonstrate, that the life-
cycle effects of the increased wantedness prodhgelP70s improvements in access to

fertility control may have salutary effects on lggpectancy of current cohorts.
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Table 1. Effects of abortion restrictions on 10-yeafertility

Child-woman ratio (levels) Child-woman ratio (logs)
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) ) (8)

Have a Law 95.3741* 116.1485** 0.0993** 0.1005**

(30.9612) (31.9971) (0.0265) (0.0280)
Had a law 2 years prior 85.1840** 94.5075** 0.0914** 0.0831**

(30.0111) (24.1207) (0.0254) (0.0241)

State Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Trends? No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

Robust standard errors in parentheses. Regressions report the resultgiibom 1), the effect of a state having an
abortion law on the child 0-9/women 15-44 ratio. Years included are 1850-1910 and statksahdtates extant before
1890 excluding the Dakotas. State trends include linear trends. There are 291 observati

*k 020,01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 2. Falsification Test: Effect of Future Laws

Child-woman ratio (levels) Child-woman ratio (logs)
actual 10 yrs 20 yrs actual 10 yrs 20 yrs
Have a Law 116.1485** 74.1622* -3.7479 0.1005** 0.0404 -0.0168

(31.9971) (31.4977)30.8423) (0.0280) (0.0247) (0.0233)

State Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Dummies? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Trends? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Table 3. Falsification Test: Effect of Singing Resictions on 10-Year Fertility

Child/woman Log(child/wom)
Have obscene singing law -4.397 0.002
(19.379) (0.018)
Observations 326 326




Table 4. Falsification Tests: Predicting Law Adopton

Outcome: State got a law In the following dec

1) (2) ©) (4) (5)

percent immigrant 0.4134 0.0873
(1.0254) (1.0050)
In(child:woman ratio) -0.2151 -0.4901
(0.3798) (0.4153)
In(female: male ratio) 1.6416 2.3405
(1.6088) (1.6454)
Percent of population lost in the Civil War -0.6026  .53U2

(1.8872)  (1.5066)
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Table 5. Long-Run Health

Birth and Survival

cohort siz probability of surviving tc
Measured i Measured in
chidhood adulthood (ag

Predictor variable: (age 0-9) 40-49) 50s 60s 70s 80s 90s
1) 2 3 (4) ) (6) (7)
Abortion Law in Place in Year of Conception 0.0949+  0.0325 -0.0212 -0.0486** -.0494* -0.0606+ -.2161+

(0.0336)  (0.0205) (0.0170) (0.0133) (0.0158) (0.0345)1247)

Abortion Law in Place 2 Years Prior to Conception 822 0.0261 -0.0185 -0.0314* -.0414* -0.0498 -.1328+
(0.0396) (0.0219) 0.0146 (0.0122) (0.0156) (0.0339) (BY6

State Dummies? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Age Dummies? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Year Dummies? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

State Trends? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Notes:Standard errors in parentheses. Residuals are clusterethteyand corrected for heteroskedasticity. Outcomes arghted by observed
population.Each cellreports a coefficient from a sepanmegeession.
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Table 6. Potential Mechanisms for Longevity

Qutcome
veteran no never
Predictor variable: bindness  deafness status  schoolng married no chidren
(1) 2 3 (4) ©) (6)
Abortion Law in Place in Year of Conception 0.0003* .0@O 0.0043 0.0039* .0119** 0.0011

(0.0001)  (0.0002) (0.0268) (0.0015)  (0.0037)  (0.0021)

Abortion Law in Place 2 Years Prior to Conception .0001 0.0000 -0.0031 0.0034*  0.01217* 0.0003

(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0208) (0.001%) (0.0037) (0.0026)
State Dummies? Y Y Y Y

Y Y
Age Dummies? N N Y Y Y Y
Year Dummies? Y Y Y Y Y Y
State Trends? Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year measured 1910 1910 1940-1970 1900-1970 1900-1970 1900-1970

Notes:Standard errors in parentheses. Residuals are clustergdteyand corrected for heteroskedasticity. Outcomes eighted by observed
population. Each cell reports a coefficientfrom a sepanegeession.
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