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Abstract This study uses data from a panel of families for three periods that include the 

2009 economic crisis to investigate the woman’s probability of joining the labor force 

when her spouse loses his job. The analysis finds a larger and significant added worker 

effect in Mexico City during the economic crisis while in the rest of the country it is 

lower and not statistically significant. The added worker effect is associated to urban 

areas rather than rural ones. 
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I. Introduction 

 

In the last 20 years the unemployment rate in Mexico reached its maximum during 2009 

and was approximately 5.6% for the aggregated economy, 5.7% for men and 6.1% for 

women (INEGI)
1
. For the last 20 years, an unemployment security system only existed 

in Mexico City and was nonexistent in the rest of the country (Galicia 2014). The lack 

of unemployment insurance and difficult access to capital markets in Mexico play an 

important role in the labor market decisions of family individuals in response to the loss 

of employment of one of its members. In consequence the labor force state of family 

members changes in response to unemployment because the household members do not 

have the means to smooth its income loss (Fernandes and De Felicio 2005). 

 

The aim of this study is to understand the family’s response to a shock in the labor 

market. Specifically, how does a married woman who is out of the labor force reacts 

when her spouse’s labor force status changes from employed to unemployed. In the 

absence of perfect capital markets, which would allow households to borrow and 

compensate the loss in permanent income, and unemployment security, we would 

expect that the wife would join the labor force to smooth the loss in the family’s 

income; this phenomenon is known as the added-worker effect. The study answers the 

question: “did an added-worker effect exist in the Mexican economy from 2008Q4 to 

2009Q4?” The unemployment rate reached 5.6% during this period and it represented 

the highest unemployment rate in Mexico in the last 20 years. The mentioned period is 

referred to as the “crisis period” (2008Q4 to 2009Q4) and it is compared with two 

periods; the first one is the “pre-crisis” period (2006Q1 to 2007Q1), where the 

unemployment rate was lower and around 4.3%, and the second one is the “post-crisis” 

period (2013Q3 to 2014Q3), where the unemployment rate decreased around 5% but 

remained higher than in the pre-shock period. The reason for the comparison between 

the three periods is to shed some light on the existence and magnitude of the added 

worker effect in different states of the economy. 

 

To address the question of interest and compare the three periods’ added worker effects 

the study uses data from the National Occupation and Employment Survey (Encuesta 

                                                             
1 Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía e Información. 
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Nacional de Ocupación y Empleo or ENOE) from 2006 to 2014. Following Skoufias 

and Parker (2005) this study constructs transition tables for the labor force states of the 

total population of married women in the sample and the subsample of married women 

whose spouse became unemployed. In addition, this study also constructs transition 

tables for the subsample of married women whose spouse maintained his job and the 

subsample of married women whose spouse became employed.  

 

The methodology is similar to that of Fernandes and De Felicio (2005) and consists of 

comparing the probability of transition to the labor force between the women that are 

not in the labor force whose spouses have become unemployed and those whose 

husbands kept their job. These probabilities are estimated using a logit model where the 

probability of a woman entering the labor force in a given quarter of the year depends 

on whether her husband became unemployed the previous quarter or not and other 

variables such as the wife`s age, the husband’s age, the number of children in the 

family, the couple`s educational attainment and a variable stating if the couple lives in 

Mexico City. Two more models are estimated; one for the sample of observations that 

only live in Mexico City and another for the sample that live in the rest of the country. 

After obtaining the coefficients for the logit model, we continue to estimate the 

marginal effect of the spouse’s transition to unemployment. This is how much does the 

woman’s labor participation would change if her husband became unemployed; in other 

words, the added worker effect. 

 

The study reveals that the estimated added worker effect is not statistically significant in 

most of the cases, but only for Mexico City in the 2008Q4-2009Q4 period. The added 

worker effect is also larger in Mexico City for all periods than in the rest of the country. 

These findings suggest that the added worker effect takes place mostly in Mexico City 

despite the existence of an institutional unemployment insurance, and better access to 

capital markets than in the rest of the country. The smaller added worker effect in the 

rest of the country might be a consequence of households living in rural areas. 

 

This paper is structured as follows; the first section reviews the relevant literature on the 

added-worker effect in Latin American countries, while the second section describes the 

data and the empirical method for estimating the added worker effect. In the third 
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section, the results are presented and discussed. Conclusions are presented in the last 

section. 

 

II. Literature review 

In the literature, we find evidence of the added worker effect in developing countries 

(Lee and Parasnis 2014) such as Mexico (Skoufias and Parker 2005) and Brazil 

(Fernandes and De Felicio 2005), the added worker effect in these countries works as a 

safety mechanism against the loss of household income due to unemployment of the 

household´s head. Since developing countries are characterized by poor credit markets 

and the lack of unemployment insurance (Lee and Parasnis 2014), households can’t 

depend on these mechanisms to protect themselves against unemployment; this would 

push the out of the labor force wives to seek job and enter the labor force. This entry of 

the woman into the labor market as a response to the husband’s unemployment is 

known as the added worker effect. 

 

Skoufias and Parker (2005) studied how a transition of the male household head from 

employment to unemployment affected the labor force participation of his spouse 

during the Mexican peso crisis in 1995, when the rate of unemployment changed from 

approximately 4% to 7.4% in the third quarter of 1995. They followed a panel of 

households extracted from the national survey of urban employment
2
 that covered 

1994Q4 to 1995Q4. They observed the transition between labor states of married adult 

females and the transition of women whose husband experienced a transition from 

employment to unemployment. The employment and unemployment rates of women 

whose husbands became unemployed were larger than for wives in the whole sample. 

More women entered the labor force when their husbands experienced a transition from 

employment to unemployment than in the overall sample. They found that from 1994Q4 

to 1995Q4 the labor force participation of women whose husband transitioned from 

employment to unemployment was 13.8% larger than the participation rate of women 

whose husbands did not become unemployed. The findings of their study also suggest 

that labor markets can also act as an insurance to cover negative shocks to the family´s 

income. 

                                                             
2 ENEU by its acronym in Spanish.  
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Fernandes and De Felicio (2005) studied the added worker effect in metropolitan areas 

of Brazil; they paid special attention to labor participation of women that were not 

participating in the labor force at the time that their husbands became unemployed. 

They compared the labor force participation of this group of women to the one of 

women whose husbands remained employed. They found that the labor force 

participation rate of women whose husbands became unemployed was greater than the 

one of women whose husbands remained employed. The women´s probability of 

entering the labor force was 35.39% when her husband had lost his job and 20.76% 

when he remained employed. They measured an added worker effect of approximately 

8%. Unemployment was a temporary phenomenon in Brazil, the average unemployed 

male head found a new job usually after 2 to 6 months. Despite this, when the husband 

started working again he suffered an average wage loss a year after unemployment of 

20%.  

 

Both studies suggest that the added worker effect was an important insurance 

mechanism against unemployment in developing countries (Lee and Parasnis 2014) 

than in developed countries. Spletzer (1997) found an added worker effect of 2.08% for 

the American economy, which was not statistically significant. In an earlier study 

Lundberg (1985) estimated the added worker effect in the cities of Denver and Seattle 

from 1969 to 1973 and found that the participation of white women in the labor force 

increased 7%. For black women, there was no added worker while for Hispanic women 

a small added worker effect existed.  

 

III. Data 

The data comes from the National Occupation and Employment Survey (Encuesta 

Nacional de Ocupación y Empleo or ENOE). The ENOE has been effected quarterly 

since 2005 by the National Institute of Geographic Statistics and Information (INEGI). 

The ENOE is the consolidation and fusion of the National Urban Employment Survey 

(ENEU) and the National Employment Survey (ENE). As a result, the ENOE includes 

urban and rural observations. The ENOE sample includes 120 260 households with 32 

represented cities.  
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The design of the ENOE includes a five quarter rotating panel of households. Each 

household is interviewed every quarter for a period of one year; as a result, there are 

five observations for each household. In every quarter of the ENOE, one fifth of the 

households are in their first interview, one fifth in their second interview and so on. 

Every individual has a sampling weight; this is the coefficient that gives the individual a 

determined weight in the sample in function of his representation of other cases with a 

similar place of residence and economic characteristics.  

 

Figure 1 shows how per capita income in Mexico has evolved during the last two 

decades. Per capita income shows an increasing trend, but two major losses in income 

can be observed in 1995 and 2009. In this study we concentrate our analysis from 2006 

to 2014, if we observe both Figure 1 and Figure 3; the loss in income that started in 

2008 coincides with the rise in unemployment that started in the same year. In 2009 the 

Mexican economy experienced a per capita income loss of 19.55% and has barely 

recovered since.  

 

Figure 1. Per capita income in Mexican pesos (2008 constant prices). Source INEGI. 

Figure 2 shows the evolution of the minimum wage in Mexico. The minimum wage in 

Mexico is fixed by the National Commission of Minimum Wages (Comisión Nacional 

de Salarios Mínimos or CONASAMI); it is actualized at least once per year (only in 

extreme cases of economic crisis the wages are revised more than one time). During 

December of every year the Commission’s board meets to establish the new value for 

the minimum wage, this value would become effective on January the first of the next 
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year. The board analyzes how much money a worker needs to cover a consumption 

bundle as a function of the cost of living and inflation to determine the minimum wage. 

Before 2012 three minimum wages existed, these were assigned to three zones; Zone A, 

B and C, depending on the cost of living in each one. After 2012 Zone B and C were 

merged into one zone. The highest minimum wage was assigned to the zone with 

highest living cost, Zone A, and the lowest minimum wage was assigned to the newly 

conformed Zone B. Figure 2 shows the evolution of the daily minimum wage from 2001 

to 2015. The quantities are expressed in Mexican pesos at constant prices of 2010, if an 

exchange rate of 15 pesos per dollar
3
 is used, then the 2015 minimum wage for Zone A 

is 4.63 USD per day or 0.58 USD per hour if we consider an 8 hour labor day, for Zone 

B the minimum wage per day is 4.43 USD and 0.55 USD per hour. 

 

Figure 2. Daily minimum wage in Mexican pesos (Constant Prices 2010). 

Source: INEGI. 

Figure 3 shows the unemployment rate (seasonally adjusted) for the Mexican economy 

from 2006 to 2014; during 2009 the rate had its highest peak, this coincides with the 

economic crisis in that year. Since then, the economy has not recovered the pre-2009 

unemployment rate levels. Unemployment rates for men and women follow the same 

behavior, but the rise in the rate of unemployment for women is more abrupt than the 

one for men.  

                                                             
3
 For 2015 the average exchange rate reported by BANXICO, the Mexican central bank, 

was around 15 Mexican pesos per dollar, http://www.banxico.org.mx/dyn/portal-

mercado-cambiario/index.html. 
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The ENOE survey covers 2006Q1 to 2014Q3. With this quarterly data we can construct 

labor force transition tables to capture the shock to unemployment in 2008Q3 to 

2009Q3. During the mentioned time lapse, the rate of unemployment raised to its 

maximum in the whole period of study. Tables are constructed to observe the transitions 

from one state of the labor force to another for married women who are between 15 and 

65 years old. The transition tables are divided into four sections; a, b, c and d. Section a 

shows the transition of married women from one state in the previous quarter (t-1) to a 

new state in the actual quarter (t). 

 

Figure 3. Unemployment rate. Source: INEGI. 

The states are employed (E), unemployed (U) and not in the labor force (N). Section b is 

the transition table of married women whose husband transitioned from employment 

(Et-2) to unemployment (Ut-1). Section c is the transition table of women whose spouse 

remained employed and the final section d is the transition table for women whose 

husband became employed. 

 

The whole period that goes from 2006Q1 to 2014Q3 can be separated in three sub 

periods; the first one is from 2006Q1 to 2007Q1, the second one is from 2008Q4 to 

2009Q4 and the last one is from 2013Q3 to 2013Q4. The three sub periods can be seen 

as the “pre-crisis period”, “the crisis period” and “the post-crisis period”. Figure 3 

shows that the unemployment rate was lower in the first sub period, and then it 

experienced an increase during the economic crisis in 2009 followed by what it seems a 
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stable trend but at higher levels than the pre shock period. For these three sub periods 

transitions tables are constructed and compared. Table 1 presents the transition tables 

for the first sub period, Table 2 for the second and Table 3 for the last one. 

 

As can be seen from Table 1, women whose husband experienced a transition from 

employment to unemployment have an employment rate of 39.12% and an 

unemployment rate of 2.48%. The employment rate is lower than in the other sections 

of the table but the unemployment rate is higher, this would suggest that unemployment 

in this period is higher for women in couples where the husband became unemployed. 

Table 2 shows that both the rate of employment and the rate of unemployment of 

women whose spouse became unemployed are higher than the respective rates in 

sections c and d. The rates of employment and unemployment are 75.79% and 2.89% 

respectively. Table 3 shows that the rate of employment is 50.79% and a rate of 

unemployment is 2.04% for women whose husband became unemployed. These rates 

suggest that women moved into the labor force as a response to their spouse becoming 

unemployed during the economic crisis more than in the following years. Since the 

unemployment rate did not recover the pre crisis level, it could be the case that a large 

number of women that joined the labor force during the crisis did not become 

employed. As a result, more women joined the labor force and the number of 

unemployed females increased. 

 

We can compare the labor force participation of women subsamples that are out of the 

labor force to suggest added-worker effects. For example, Table 2 suggests that 25% of 

all women whose spouse became unemployed that were initially out of the labor force 

enter the labor force as employed and 3.41% as unemployed. In the subsample of 

women whose husband remained employed, of the spouses initially out of the labor 

force 25.24% enter the labor force as employed and 1.72% as unemployed and in the 

subsample of women whose spouse became employed, of the spouses initially out of the 

labor force 25.57% enter as employed and 2.70% as unemployed. Table 3 shows that 

the rate of employment and unemployment for wives that were initially out of the labor 

force are higher in section b than in sections c and d, these rates are 20.31% and 1.56% 

respectively. In the case of Table 1, the employment and unemployment rate for wives 

that were out of the labor force in section b is lower than in section d. This might 
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suggest that women, whose husbands had lost their job, have more difficulties to find a 

job when joining the labor force than women whose husband became employed. 

 

In the case of women whose husbands remained employed, the proportion of women 

that joins the labor force is higher in the crisis period; 25.24% joins as employed and 

1.72% as unemployed. The same is true for women whose husband became employed; 

the proportion of women that joins the labor force is higher in the crisis period 

(28.27%). These responses show that in periods where the unemployment rate 

increases, a woman would prefer to join the labor force. 

 

Finally, a rough estimate of the added worker effect can be computed with the data 

presented. The rough added worker effect is the difference between the proportions of 

women that joined the labor force whose husbands became unemployed and the ones 

whose husbands remained employed. We can define transition states (j=0,1) for women 

in the sample, state 1 is for women that moved from not in the labor force in t-1 to 

employment in t and state 2 is for women that moved from not in the labor force in t-1 

to unemployment in t. And two states are defined for the husband (i=0,1), state 1 

corresponds to a husband that became unemployed in t-1 and state 0 to a husband that 

remained employed in t-1, then the rough added worker effect can be estimated as 

follows, 

                                                                  (1) 

 

Where, AWEt is the rough measure of the added worker effect in period t and Yjit is the 

proportion of women joining the labor force in period t. The results from equation (1) 

give an added worker effect of 0.36% for the first period, 1.45% for the second period 

and 4.88% for the third period. These preliminary results tell that there is an added 

worker effect in the three periods and it’s larger in the post crisis one, rather than in the 

crisis period as it would be expected, before drawing conclusions it is important to do a 

formal econometric analysis. The methodology for this analysis and the results are 

presented in the following sections. 
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Table 1. Labor force transitions from 2006Q1 to 2007Q1 of married women 

 Et Ut Nt Total 

a.  Married women population 

Et-1 78.28% 0.56% 21.15% 12935 

Ut-1 37.65% 7.45% 54.90% 255 

Nt-1 14.91% 1.04% 84.05% 17797 

Total 41.55% 0.89% 57.55% 30987 

b. Married women population whose spouse changed from employed to 

unemployed 

Et-1 73.24% 2.82% 23.94% 142 

Ut-1 40.00% 12.00% 48.00% 25 

Nt-1 14.29% 1.02% 84.69% 196 

Total 39.12% 2.48% 58.40% 363 

c. Married women population whose spouse remained employed 

Et-1 78.96% 0.55% 20.49% 11541 

Ut-1 34.80% 7.84% 57.35% 204 

Nt-1 13.94% 1.00% 85.06% 14810 

Total 42.36% 0.85% 56.78% 26555 

d. Married women population whose spouse became employed 

Et-1 70.76% 0.28% 28.95% 708 

Ut-1 37.50% 18.75% 43.75% 16 

Nt-1 14.90% 1.31% 83.79% 839 

Total 40.44% 1.02% 58.54% 1563 

Data source: INEGI´s ENOE survey five-quarter panel of households and 

individual members with first interview in 2006-Q1 and last interview in 

2007-Q1. Et employed in quarter t, Ut unemployed in quarter t and Nt not in 

the labor force in quarter t. 
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Table 2. Labor force transitions from 2008Q4 to 2009Q4 of married women 

 Et Ut Nt Total 

a.  Married women population 

Et-1 91.47% 2.16% 6.37% 21046 

Ut-1 63.92% 21.65% 14.43% 679 

Nt-1 39.42% 2.45% 58.12% 7257 

Total 77.79% 2.69% 19.52% 28982 

b. Married women population whose spouse changed from employed to 

unemployed 

Et-1 92.46% 1.98% 5.56% 252 

Ut-1 82.50% 7.50% 10.00% 40 

Nt-1 25.00% 3.41% 71.59% 88 

Total 75.79% 2.89% 21.32% 380 

c. Married women population whose spouse remained employed 

Et-1 89.92% 2.11% 7.97% 8908 

Ut-1 65.93% 19.47% 14.60% 226 

Nt-1 25.24% 1.72% 73.04% 2552 

Total 75.33% 2.36% 22.31% 11686 

d. Married women population whose spouse became employed 

Et-1 89.59% 1.97% 8.44% 1623 

Ut-1 50.94% 28.30% 20.75% 53 

Nt-1 25.57% 2.70% 71.73% 481 

Total 74.36% 2.78% 22.86% 2157 

Data source: INEGI´s ENOE survey five-quarter panel of households and 

individual members with first interview in 2008-Q4 and last interview in 

2009-Q4. Et employed in quarter t, Ut unemployed in quarter t and Nt not in 

the labor force in quarter t. 
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Table 3. Labor force transitions from 2013Q3 to 2014Q3 of married women 

 Et Ut Nt Total 

a.  Married women population 

Et-1 71.03% 0.86% 28.10% 12404 

Ut-1 40.00% 7.44% 52.56% 390 

Nt-1 22.01% 1.17% 76.82% 14972 

Total 44.16% 1.12% 54.72% 27766 

b. Married women population whose spouse changed from employed to 

unemployed 

Et-1 77.22% 0.63% 22.15% 158 

Ut-1 49.03% 3.87% 47.10% 155 

Nt-1 20.31% 1.56% 78.13% 128 

Total 50.79% 2.04% 47.17% 441 

c. Married women population whose spouse remained employed 

Et-1 71.90% 0.81% 27.29% 8903 

Ut-1 35.95% 11.76% 52.29% 153 

Nt-1 15.65% 1.35% 83.00% 7408 

Total 46.25% 1.15% 52.59% 16464 

d. Married women population whose spouse became employed 

Et-1 66.13% 1.21% 32.67% 2654 

Ut-1 31.58% 10.53% 57.89% 38 

Nt-1 14.01% 1.05% 84.95% 764 

Total 54.22% 1.27% 44.50% 3456 

Data source: INEGI´s ENOE survey five-quarter panel of households and 

individual members with first interview in 2013-Q3 and last interview in 

2014-Q3. Et employed in quarter t, Ut unemployed in quarter t and Nt not in 

the labor force in quarter t. 

 

IV. Methodology 

To measure the added worker effect I follow Fernandes and De Felicio (2005) 

methodology. The methodology follows a treatment effects model
4
. Let Y1i denote that 

the woman in couple i joins the labor force when her husband becomes unemployed and 

                                                             
4
 Source: economics.mit.edu/files/32. 
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let Y0i denote that the woman in couple i joins the labor force when her husband 

remains employed. Denote the husband’s transition to unemployment by a dummy 

variable, Di, and let t indicate the time period when the effect is measured. For each 

woman, we observe Yi=Y0i+Di(Y1i-Y0i), that is, we observe Yi1 in the case that the 

husband became unemployed and Y0i when the husband remained employed. In this 

case we would like to study the average treatment effect on the treated, Pr (Y1i-Y0i │ 

Di=1, t=t), this can be defined as the added worker effect in time t, 

 

AWEt=Pr (Y1i-Y0i│ Di=1, t=t)                                   (2) 

And 

 

Pr (Y1i-Y0i│ Di=1,t=t)=Pr (Y1i│ Di=1,t=t)-Pr (Y0i │ Di=1,t=t)               (3) 

 

Where AWE is the added worker effect, the first term in the right hand side of equation 

(2) is the woman’s average transition to the labor force given that her husband became 

unemployed, a potentially observable quality. The second term is the average transition 

of the same woman whose husband became unemployed had her husband remain 

employed, this quality cannot be observed. Comparing women that are and are not 

treated may provide a misleading estimate of a treatment effect. Since the omitted 

variables problem is concerned with population quantities, it can be described by using 

mathematical expectation notation to denote population averages. The contrast in 

average outcomes by observed treatment is 

 

Pr(Yi│Di=1,t=t) – Pr(Yi│Di=0,t=t) = Pr(Y1i│Di=1,t=t) – Pr(Y0i│Di=0,t=t) 

= Pr(Y1i-Y0i│Di=1,t=t)+ {Pr(Y0i│Di=1,t=t) – Pr(Y0i│Di=0,t=t)}            (4) 

 

The contrast is the sum of two components, the average treatment effect on the treated 

plus selection bias due to the fact that the average transition of women whose husband 

remained employed, Pr(Y0i │ Di=0,t=t), may not be a good standing for the average 

transition of women whose husbands became unemployed had they remain employed, 

Pr(Y0i │ Di=1,t=t). This selection bias problem motivates the use of random assignment 

to estimate treatment effects in this study, random assignment ensures that the potential 

transition of women whose husband became unemployed had they remain employed are 

well represented by the randomly selected control group. Formally, when the husbands 
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transition is randomly assigned, Pr(Yi│Di=1,t=t)-Pr(Yi│Di=0,t=t)=Pr(Yi1-Y0i │ 

Di=1,t=t)=Pr(Y1i-Y0i).  

 

Since we cannot observe the transition of women whose husbands became unemployed 

had they remain employed, the treatment effect is constructed by matching individuals 

with the same covariates, this is known as the identifying assumption, and follows as 

 

Pr(Yji│Xi, Di,t)=Pr(Yji│Xi,t), for j=0,1.                               (5) 

This implies, 

Pr(Y1i│Xi,Di=0,t=t)=Pr(Y0i│Xi,Di=0,t=t)                           (6) 

Then, 

AWExt=Pr(Y1i│Xi,Di=1,t=t)-Pr(Y0i│Xi,Di=0,t=t)               (7) 

 

Since these expressions involve observable quantities, the transition probabilities can be 

represented by 

      │        
 

      
,                              (8) 

 

                                                   (9) 

 

In the logit model in equation (9), Zi is the binary dependent variable indicating if the 

woman enter the labor force (Zi=1) or not (Zi=0), X is a vector of individual and 

household characteristics; α, β and γ are parameters to be estimated. The parameter β is 

expected to be positive for the added worker effect to exist. Given this model the 

measure of the added worker effect is based only in the treatment group. Two estimates 

of the transition probability into the labor force can be obtained; one in the case the 

husband became unemployed and other in the case the husband kept his job, caeteris 

paribus. Following equation (7) and (8) the measure of the estimated added worker 

effect of the couples in the treatment group is, 

 

             .                                         (10) 

      is the estimated added worker effect, this is the effect of the treatment on the 

treated.      are the averages of individual transition probabilities, estimated for women 

whose husbands became unemployed (j=1), for the situations where Di=j (j=0,1). The 
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estimation method is valid under the assumption that conditional on X and t, the 

probability of a wife entering the labor force, conditional on D, is independent of the 

observations of women whose husband became unemployed or when the husbands 

remained in employment. 

 

The observed characteristics included in the model are the woman’s and husband´s age, 

the woman’s and husband´s age squared, the woman’s and husband´s educational 

attainment, the number of children under 15 years old in the family, and a dummy 

variable indicating if the couple resides in Mexico City. 

 

V. Results 

The results of equation (9) and the added worker effects are shown in the tables of this 

section. The estimates of the logit regressions do not show statistical significance 

nevertheless the analysis sheds some light on the added worker effect in Mexico. 

 

Table 4 reports the estimation results of equation (9) for the three periods. Four models 

were estimated, model 1 does not include any control variables; while model 2 includes 

woman demographic variables. Model 3, in addition to the latter, also includes husband 

demographic variables. Finally, model 4, includes the variables in model 3 plus dummy 

variables for Mexico City and its interaction effect with the husband´s transition to 

unemployment. 

 

As seen in Table 4 the woman’s probability of joining the labor force increases when 

her husband losses his job, except in model 4 for the first two periods. The parameter β 

is bigger in the “post-crisis period”. This may suggest a larger added worker effect after 

the crisis; more women kept joining the labor force than before. Regarding the control 

variables (see Table A1 in the Appendix), we can observe that the probability of the 

woman’s transition to the labor force increases with her educational attainment in the 

two first periods, while in the third period the probability decreases for women with 

high school education. The spouse’s educational attainment decreases the woman’s 

probability to enter the labor force in general. The coefficient for the number of children 

reports a negative sign in the two first periods and a positive sign in the third one. This 



19 

 

indicates that the probability of a woman to enter the labor force increases with the 

number of children in the post crisis period. 

 

The coefficients for the dummy variables in relation to Mexico City were negative in 

the two first periods and positive in the third one. When we include the latter and the 

interaction between Mexico City and the husband’s transition, the sign of the coefficient 

β becomes negative in the first two periods. This suggests that the probability of a 

woman entering the labor force decreases when we signal if she lives in Mexico City or 

not.  

Table 4. 

Wife’s transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force 

Period 2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

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

 

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

β  0.034 0.027 0.019 -0.012   0.087 0.053 0.052 -0.079 

 

(0.196) (0.196) (0.197) (0.207) 

 

(0.241) (0.243) (0.244) (0.261) 

          Pseudo R2 0 0.039 0.006 0.007 

 

0 0.009 0.014 0.016 

          Period 2013Q3-2014Q3 

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

β 0.313 0.337 0.328 0.274 

     

 

(0.216) (0.217) (0.217) (0.228) 

     

          Pseudo R2 0 0.009 0.013 0.013           

Note. The number of observations for 2006Q1-2007Q1is 15 087, for 2008Q4-2009Q4 is 2 637 

and for 2013Q3-2014Q3 is 7532. In column (1) for each period, the specification of the 

logit model excludes all individual and household observed characteristics (i.e., the 

vector X is excluded). In column (2) for each period the vector X includes woman 

demographic variables such as age, age squared, education attainment and number of 

children. In column (3) for each period, the specification of X is that of column (2) plus 

the husband’s age, the husband’s age squared and the husband’s education attainment. 

Finally, column (4) for each period includes the variables of the specification of column 

(3) plus dummy variables for Mexico City and its interaction effect with the husband’s 

transition to unemployment. 

Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level.  
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Table 5 shows that the women’s probability of joining the labor force decreases in the 

first two periods, this suggest that in the rest of the country the added worker effect did 

not take place. Regarding the third period, the signs of β are positive in all the models 

specifications. As seen in Table A2 (see Appendix), the estimates also reveal that that 

the number of children in the first two periods reduce the women’s probability of 

joining the labor force in the two first periods while the probability increases in the third 

period. This shows that is less likely for a woman to join the labor force if she has 

children in the pre crisis and crisis period than when the economy recovers. The 

education coefficients show in general the expected results, the woman’s probability of 

joining the labor force increases with her educational attainment and decreases with the 

educational attainment of her husband. 

 

In the case of Mexico City, Table 6, the woman’s probability increases when her 

husband becomes unemployed in the three periods, the β coefficients are significant in 

the crisis period for the model specifications where the demographic variables were 

included. The positive sign of β suggests that an added worker effect existed in Mexico 

City in the crisis period. The other variables of interest in Table A3 (see Appendix) 

show that the number of children has a different effect in the woman’s transition 

Table 5. 

Wife’s transition probability (Rest of the country) 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

β 0.002 -0.005 -0.013 

 

-0.046 -0.076 -0.070 

 

0.256 0.286 0.275 

 

(0.206) (0.206) (0.207) 

 

(0.258) (0.261) (0.262) 

 

(0.227) (0.228) (0.228) 

Pseudo R
2 

0 0.003 0.006 

 

0 0.012 0.01 

 

0 0.008 0.013 

Note. The number of observations for 2006Q1-2007Q1is 14 555, for 2008Q4-2009Q4 is 2540 

and for 2013Q3-2014Q3 is 7231. In column (1) for each period, the specification of the logit 

model excludes all individual and household observed characteristics (i.e., the vector X is 

excluded). In column (2) for each period the vector X includes woman demographic variables 

such as age, age squared, education attainment and number of children. In column (3) for each 

period, the specification of X is that of column (2) plus the husband’s age, the husband’s age 

squared and the husband’s education attainment. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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probability, this depends on the period, and it can be observed that in the first period the 

probability increases while in the following periods it decreases. It can also be observed 

that the mentioned probability increases when the woman has a university degree and it 

does not necessarily decreases with the husband’s educational attainment.   

 

Equation (9) is also estimated for the three period pooled samples, only the results for β 

are reported in Table 7. In this case, the woman’s probability of entering the labor force 

increases with β in all models, these findings suggest the existence of an added worker 

effect. The effect of the husband’s transition is also larger in Mexico City when all the 

periods are pooled together; this is no surprise since the women’s probability of joining 

the labor force was larger in Mexico City for all the periods. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6. 

Wife’s transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force (Mexico City) 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 β 0.543 0.136 0.131 

 

1.540
+
 2.347* 3.368* 

 

0.954 0.750 0.785 

 

(0.654) (0.708) (0.738) 

 

(0.804) (0.990) (1.302) 

 

(0.745) (0.796) (0.842) 

Pseudo R
2 0.001 0.034 0.075 

 

0.033 0.099 0.222 

 

0.005 0.051 0.091 

Note. The number of observations for 2006Q1-2007Q1is 532, for 2008Q4-2009Q4 is 

97 and for 2013Q3-2014Q3 is 301. In column (1) for each period, the specification of 

the logit model excludes all individual and household observed characteristics (i.e., the 

vector X is excluded). In column (2) for each period the vector X includes woman 

demographic variables such as age, age squared, education attainment and number of 

children. In column (3) for each period, the specification of X is that of column (2) plus 

the husband’s age, the husband’s age squared and the husband’s education attainment. 

Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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Table 7. 

Wife’s transition probability (Three period pooled sample) 

 

Whole sample 

 

Rest of the country 

 

Mexico City 

β 

 

Pseudo 

R
2
 

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

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

0.313 0.330 0.321 0.259 

 

0.256 0.281 0.269 

 

0.954 0.658 0.729 

(0.216) (0.216) (0.216) (0.220) 

 

(0.226) (0.227) (0.227) 

 

(0.745) (0.760) (0.768) 

0 0.004 0.006 0.007 

 

0 0.004 0.006 

 

0.006 0.023 0.036 

Note. The number of observations for the whole sample is 25242, for the sample excluding 

Mexico City is 24332 and for the sample that only includes the Mexico City observations is 930. 

In column (1) for each period, the specification of the logit model excludes all individual and 

household observed characteristics (i.e., the vector X is excluded). In column (2) for each period 

the vector X includes woman demographic variables such as age, age squared, education 

attainment and number of children. In column (3) for each period, the specification of X is that of 

column (2) plus the husband’s age, the husband’s age squared and the husband’s education 

attainment. Finally, column (4) for each period includes the variables of the specification of 

column (3) plus dummy variables for Mexico City and its interaction effect with the husband´s 

transition to unemployment. All the models include a variable indicating the period and a variable 

indicating the interaction effect between the period and the husband’s transition. 

Standard errors are reported in parenthesis. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 

 

We can obtain an estimate of the added worker effect using the coefficients of the 

regressions. The added worker effect is the marginal effect of a discrete change from 0 

to 1 in the variable denoting the husband´s transition to unemployment. Every added 

worker effect for every model reported in Tables 8 through 10 is the average of the 

marginal effects of the wives whose husbands became unemployed. 

 

In Table 8 we can observe that the women’s probability of joining the labor force is 

larger in the 2008Q3-2009Q4, this means that the probability of both women whose 

husband became unemployed and whose husband remained employed increased in the 

crisis period, women are more likely to abandon the not in the labor force state despite 

of their husbands status. As seen in Table 8, the added worker effect in this period is not 

the larger one because both probabilities increased approximately 13% in all model 

specifications compared to the preceding period. The larger added worker effect is 
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observed in the “post-crisis period”, here the change in both probabilities with respect to 

the crisis period is different, and the change in the probability for women whose 

husbands became unemployed is in average approximately 6% while for women whose 

husbands remained employed is 10%. These findings show that when the 

unemployment rate increases, women are more willing to join the labor force despite 

their husband´s labor status, and when the unemployment rate is held relatively 

constant, women whose husbands became unemployed will have a higher probability of 

joining the labor force than the ones whose husband remained employed. 

 

When the sample is disaggregated in Table 9; it seems that there is not an added worker 

effect for the rest of the country in the crisis period; the values are -0.90%, -1.47% and -

1.35%. While in Mexico City the corresponding values are significant and are 34.92%, 

48.07% and 56.60% for the same period. This suggest that the added worker effect 

occurred mainly in Mexico City, the same is true for the other two periods and the 

pooled three period sample. The significant added worker effect follows the earlier 

literature results of Skoufias and Parker (2005), and Fernandes and De Felicio (2005).  

 

The characteristics of Mexico City explain its larger added worker effect. Since Mexico 

City has one quarter of the country’s population
5
 and most of the job opportunities; the 

probability of a woman joining the labor force when her husband became unemployed 

would be expected to be higher. The added worker effect also suggests that the 

institutional unemployment insurance is not enough to cover the income loss by 

households. An alternative explanation for the differences in the added worker effect 

may suggest that there might be migration from the rest of the country to Mexico City 

or other countries. 

 

 

                                                             
5
 Mexico City: 29 million inhabitants. 

  Mexico: 120 million inhabitants. 

  Source: www.inegi.org.mx 
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Table 8. 

Added Worker effect 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

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

 

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

 

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

A. Wife's transition probability (Di=1) 15.27% 15.19% 15.08% 14.48% 

 

28.74% 28.05% 28.04% 25.57% 

 

21.88% 22.23% 22.15% 21.26% 

B. Wife's transition probability (Di=0) 14.83% 14.83% 14.84% 14.63% 

 

26.98% 27.00% 27.00% 27.09% 

 

16.99% 16.99% 17.06% 17.07% 

C. Added Worker Effect=A-B 0.44% 0.35% 0.24% -0.16% 

 

1.76% 1.05% 1.03% -1.52% 

 

4.88% 5.25% 5.09% 4.18% 

 
(0.0254) (0.0248) (0.0248) (0.0260) 

 

(0.0493) (0.0475) (0.0474) (0.0507) 

 

(0.0368) (0.0305) (0.0306) (0.0321) 

Note. The added worker effect is the discrete change from 0 to 1 in the variable denoting the transition from employment to unemployment by the husband, the other 

variables are held constant at their mean values. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis beneath the added worker effects. In column (1) for each period, the 

specification of the logit model excludes all individual and household observed characteristics (i.e., the vector X is excluded). In column (2) for each period the 

vector X includes woman demographic variables such as age, age squared, education attainment and number of children. In column (3) for each period, the 

specification of X is that of column (2) plus the husband’s age, the husband’s age squared and the husband’s education attainment. Finally, column (4) for each 

period includes the variables of the specification of column (3) plus dummy variables for Mexico City and its interaction effect with the husband’s transition to 

unemployment. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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Table 9. 

Added Worker effect 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

  

2008Q4-2009Q4 

  

2013Q3-2014Q3 

a. Rest of the country (1) (2) (3) 

  

(1) (2) (3) 

  

(1) (2) (3) 

A. Wife's transition probability (Di=1) 14.97% 14.87% 14.78% 

  

26.25% 25.70% 25.82% 

  

20.83% 21.28% 21.18% 

B. Wife's transition probability (Di=0) 14.94% 14.94% 14.95% 

  

27.15% 27.17% 27.17% 

  

16.92% 16.91% 16.99% 

C. Added Worker Effect=A-B 0.04% -0.07% -0.16% 

  

-0.90% -1.47% -1.35% 

  

3.92% 4.37% 4.19% 

 

(0.0262) (0.0262) (0.0262) 

  

(0.0510) (0.0509) (0.0508) 

  

(0.0320) (0.0320) (0.0320) 

b.  Mexico City 

             A. Wife's transition probability (Di=1) 18.75% 13.62% 13.59% 

  

57.14% 70.18% 78.71% 

  

37.50% 32.29% 32.36% 

B. Wife's transition probability (Di=0) 11.82% 12.13% 12.21% 

  

22.22% 22.11% 22.12% 

  

18.77% 18.99% 19.07% 

C. Added Worker Effect=A-B 6.93% 1.48% 1.38% 

  

34.92%
+
 48.07%** 56.60%** 

  

18.73% 13.30% 13.28% 

 
(0.0692) (0.0736) (0.0743) 

  

(0.1334) (0.1491) (0.1632) 

  

(0.1145) (0.1174) (0.1190) 

Note. The added worker effect is the discrete change from 0 to 1 in the variable denoting the transition from employment to unemployment by the husband, 

the other variables are held constant at their mean values. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis beneath the added worker effects. In column (1) for 

each period, the specification of the logit model excludes all individual and household observed characteristics (i.e., the vector X is excluded). In 

column (2) for each period the vector X includes woman demographic variables such as age, age squared, education attainment and number of 

children. In column (3) for each period, the specification of X is that of column (2) plus the husband’s age, the husband’s age squared and the 

husband’s education attainment. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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Finally, Table 10 presents the added worker effect for the three period pooled samples. 

When the three years are pooled together the added worker effect exists for all the 

model specifications. The added worker effect in Mexico City is larger than in the rest 

of the country, i.e., in model 2 the added worker effect in Mexico City is 13.87% while 

in the rest of the country is 2.25%. Again, the added worker effect is in larger operation 

in Mexico City than in the rest of the country, since the rest of the country is composed 

by metropolitan areas smaller than Mexico City and rural areas.  

 

 

VI. Conclusion 

The study estimates the effect of a husband’s transition from employment to 

unemployment on his spouse’s probability of joining the labor force, in other words the 

added worker effect. The results reveal the existence of added worker effects for 

Table 10. 

Added Worker effect (%)  

(Three period pooled sample) 

 

Whole sample 

 

Rest of the country 

 

Mexico City 

AWE 

 

 

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

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

3.38 3.27 3.14 2.11 

 

2.34 2.25 2.11 

 

17.13 13.87 14.44 

(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030) 

 

(0.031) (0.031) (0.031) 

 

(0.096 (0.096) (0.097) 

Note. AWE is the added worker effect. The added worker effect is the discrete change from 0 to 1 

in the variable denoting the transition from employment to unemployment by the husband, the 

other variables are held constant at their mean values. Standard errors are reported in parenthesis 

beneath the AWE. In column (1) for each period, the specification of the logit model excludes all 

individual and household observed characteristics (i.e., the vector X is excluded). In column (2) for 

each period the vector X includes woman demographic variables such as age, age squared, 

education attainment and number of children. In column (3) for each period, the specification of X 

is that of column (2) plus the husband’s age, the husband’s age squared and the husband’s 

education attainment. Finally, column (4) for each period includes the variables of the specification 

of column (3) plus dummy variables for Mexico City and its interaction effect with the husband’s 

transition to unemployment. 

See Table A4 in the Appendix. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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Mexico and Mexico City but the estimates for Mexico do not show statistical 

significance. In the case of Mexico City the added worker effect is significant and larger 

during the 2009 economic crisis, these results follow the evidence of earlier literature on 

the added worker effect in metropolitan areas of Brazil and Mexico. The added worker 

effect may indicate that the institutional unemployment insurance and the capital 

markets are not sufficient to smooth the loss in household income due to the transition 

of the husband from employment to unemployment. 

 

Although the analysis did not find a statistically significant added worker effect for the 

country, the model included urban and rural observations. This suggests that the added 

worker effect it is most likely to be an urban phenomenon rather than a rural one. 

 

References 

Fernandes, Reynaldo and de Felício, Fabiana. 2005. The Entry of the Wife into the 

Labor Force in Response to the Husband’s Unemployment: A Study of the Added 

Worker Effect in Brazilian Metropolitan Areas. Economic Development and Cultural 

Change 53 (4): 887-911. 

Galicia Villareal, Paulina. 2014. The difficult way for the creation of the insurance of 

unemployment in Mexico. Revista Latinoamericana de Derecho Social (18): 161-165. 

Grace H.Y. Lee and Jaai Parasnis. 2014. Discouraged Workers in Developed Countries 

and Added Workers in Developing Countries? Unemployment Rate and Labour Force 

Participation. Discussion paper 14/15, ISSN 1441-5429, Monash University. 

Lundberg, Shelly. 1985. The added worker effect. Journal of labor economics 3 (1): 51-

61. 

Pissarides, Christopher S. Equilibrium. 2000. Unemployment Theory (Second Ed.). 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. ISBN 0-262-16187 

Skoufias, Emmanuel and W. Parker, Susan . 2006. Job Loss and Family Adjustments in 

Work and Schooling during the Mexican Peso Crisis.  Journal of Population Economics 

19 (1): 163-181. 

Spletzer, James R. 1997. Reexamining the Added Worker Effect. Economic Inquiry 35 

(2): 417-27. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-262-16187-7


28 

 

 

INEGI  

ENOE 

http://www.inegi.org.mx/est/contenidos/Proyectos/encuestas/hogares/regulares/enoe/ 

(Accessed 2015-02-15) 

 

Treatment effects model:  

economics.mit.edu/files/32 

(Accessed 2015-04-22) 

  

http://www.inegi.org.mx/est/contenidos/Proyectos/encuestas/hogares/regulares/enoe/


29 

 

Appendix 

 

 

Note. For each table standard errors are reported in parenthesis beneath the parameter estimates. 

In column (1) for each period, the specification of the logit model excludes all individual and 

household observed characteristics (i.e., the vector X is excluded). In column (2) for each period 

the vector X includes woman demographic variables such as age, age squared, education 

attainment and number of children. In column (3) for each period, the specification of X is that 

of column (2) plus the husband’s age, the husband’s age squared and the husband’s education 

attainment. Finally, column (4) for each period includes the variables of the specification of 

column (3) plus dummy variables for Mexico City and its interaction effect with the husband’s 

transition to unemployment. 
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Table A1. (1 of 2) 

Wife's transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

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

 

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

 

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

Husband's  

transition (β) 

0.0346 0.0278 0.0190 -0.0125 

 

0.0874 0.0532 0.0528 -0.0798 

 

0.3133 0.3373 0.3283 0.2744 

(0.1965) (0.1969) (0.1971) (0.2070) 

 

(0.2411) (0.2437) (0.2446) (0.2617) 

 

(0.2160) (0.2174) (0.2179) (0.2289) 

Wife's age 

 

0.0721 0.0713 0.0710 

  

0.0599 0.0120 0.0135 

  

0.1329 0.1450 0.1437 

  

(0.0174) (0.0270) (0.0270) 

  

(0.0348) (0.0528) (0.0528) 

  

(0.0253) (0.0389) (0.0389) 

Wife's age 
2
 

 

 

 

-0.0009 -0.0009 -0.0009 

  

-0.0007 -0.0001 -0.0001 

  

-0.0017 -0.0018 -0.0018 

 

(0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

  

(0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0006) 

  

(0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0005) 

Wife’s education 

              High School 

 

0.2465 0.3718 0.3796 

  

0.4594 0.5700 0.5713 

  

-0.3726 -0.2270 -0.2302 

  

(0.1279) (0.1408) (0.1408) 

  

(0.2597) (0.2818) (0.2828) 

  

(0.1942) (0.2142) (0.2143) 

University degree 

 

0.2765 0.5908 0.6001 

  

-0.3349 -0.2602 -0.2464 

  

-0.0978 0.1718 0.1730 

  

(0.1350) (0.1563) (0.1563) 

  

(0.2620) (0.2915) (0.2925) 

  

(0.1986) (0.2268) (0.2268) 

Masters degree 

 

0.8084 1.2163 1.2331 

  

0.4189 0.9067 0.9136 

  

0.3324 0.9447 0.9370 

  

(0.4863) (0.4993) (0.4991) 

  

(0.4791) (0.5359) (0.5363) 

  

(0.4271) (0.4593) (0.4599) 

Number of children 

              1-2 

 

-0.1194 -0.1026 -0.1040 

  

-0.3284 -0.3241 -0.3364 

  

0.0895 0.0580 0.0571 

  

(0.1399) (0.1402) (0.1402) 

  

(0.2098) (0.2109) (0.2110) 

  

(0.2031) (0.2042) (0.2042) 

3-5 

 

-0.0165 -0.0113 -0.0150 

  

-0.2778 -0.2819 -0.2955 

  

0.1733 0.1330 0.1323 

  

(0.1428) (0.1431) (0.1431) 

  

(0.2163) (0.2176) (0.2177) 

  

(0.2068) (0.2080) (0.2080) 

more than 6 

 

0.1228 0.1005 0.0930 

  

-0.0752 -0.0995 -0.1091 

  

0.1591 0.0713 0.0767 

  

(0.1585) (0.1598) (0.1598) 

  

(0.2673) (0.2688) (0.2689) 

  

(0.2443) (0.2470) (0.2471) 
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Table A1.  (2 of 2) 

Wife's transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

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

 

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

 

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

Husband's age 

  

0.0093 0.0096 

   

0.0734 0.0753 

   

-0.0108 -0.0106 

   

(0.0275) (0.0275) 

   

(0.0538) (0.0539) 

   

(0.0401) (0.0401) 

Husband`s education 

              High School 

  

0.0424 0.0457 

   

-0.3285 -0.3248 

   

-0.0732 -0.0766 

   

(0.1384) (0.1384) 

   

(0.2963) (0.2968) 

   

(0.2202) (0.2203) 

University degree 

  

-0.3532 -0.3493 

   

-0.1255 -0.1314 

   

-0.3202 -0.3232 

   

(0.1471) (0.1471) 

   

(0.2983) (0.2986) 

   

(0.2280) (0.2281) 

Masters degree 

  

-0.3340 -0.3297 

   

-1.1178 -1.1156 

   

-1.2978 -1.2971 

   

(0.2408) (0.2407) 

   

(0.4957) (0.4962) 

   

(0.3887) (0.3888) 

Mexico City 

   

-0.2679 

    

-0.2497 

    

0.1130 

    

(0.1394) 

    

(0.2626) 

    

(0.1552) 

Mexico City*β 

   

0.5438 

    

1.5876 

    

0.6465 

    

(0.6878) 

    

(0.8656) 

    

(0.7827) 

Constant -1.7482 -3.0446 -3.3139 -3.3145 

 

-0.9956 -1.8843 -2.3301 -2.3868 

 

-1.5863 -3.8485 -3.8052 -3.7790 

 

(0.0231) (0.3605) (0.4073 (0.4074) 

 

(0.0446) (0.7313) (0.8314) (0.8325) 

 

(0.0309) (0.5437) (0.6132) (0.6137) 

Pseudo R
2
 0 0.039 0.0067 0.0070 

 

0 0.0098 0.0149 0.016 

 

0.0003 0.0092 0.0131 0.0133 

Note. The number of observations for 2006Q1-2007Q1is 15 087, for 2008Q4-2009Q4 is 2 637 and for 2013Q3-2014Q3 is 7532. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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Table A2. (1 of 2) 

Wife's transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force (Rest of the country) 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

Husband's transition (β) 0.0029 -0.0055 -0.0131 

 

-0.0462 -0.0766 -0.0705 

 

0.2565 0.2861 0.2757 

 

(0.2063) (0.2068) (0.2070) 

 

(0.2581) (0.2612) (0.2621) 

 

(0.2270) (0.2284) (0.2289) 

Wife's age 

 

0.0707 0.0655 

  

0.0640 0.0259 

  

0.1327 0.1370 

  

(0.0176) (0.0274) 

  

(0.0356) (0.0536) 

  

(0.0258) (0.0396) 

Wife's age
2 

 

-0.0009 -0.0008 

  

-0.0008 -0.0003 

  

-0.0017 -0.0018 

  

(0.0002) (0.0003) 

  

(0.0004) (0.0006) 

  

(0.0003) (0.0005) 

Wife`s education 

           High School 

 

0.2528 0.3775 

  

0.4197 0.5683 

  

-0.4141 -0.2633 

  

(0.1301) (0.1429) 

  

(0.2659) (0.2897) 

  

(0.1961) (0.2162) 

University degree 

 

0.3270 0.6214 

  

-0.4260 -0.3201 

  

-0.1527 0.1177 

  

(0.1369) (0.1582) 

  

(0.2690) (0.3004) 

  

(0.2006) (0.2291) 

Masters degree 

 

0.9630 1.3440 

  

0.4108 1.0451 

  

0.2855 0.9727 

  

(0.4936) (0.5064) 

  

(0.4863) (0.5554) 

  

(0.4477) (0.4822) 

Number of children 

           1-2 

 

-0.1474 -0.1304 

  

-0.3167 -0.2975 

  

0.1142 0.0837 

  

(0.1414) (0.1417) 

  

(0.2151) (0.2159) 

  

(0.2063) (0.2074) 

3-5 

 

-0.0457 -0.0383 

  

-0.2843 -0.2809 

  

0.1898 0.1493 

  

(0.1443) (0.1446) 

  

(0.2218) (0.2228) 

  

(0.2102) (0.2114) 

more than 6 

 

0.0935 0.0788 

  

-0.0762 -0.0983 

  

0.1805 0.0881 

  

(0.1601) (0.1614) 

  

(0.2722) (0.2735) 

  

(0.2479) (0.2507) 
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Table A2.  (2 of 2) 

Wife's transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force (Rest of the country) 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

Husband's age 

  

0.0152 

   

0.0614 

   

-0.0011 

   

(0.0280) 

   

(0.0542) 

   

(0.0409) 

Husband's age
2 

  

-0.0002 

   

-0.0007 

   

0.0001 

   

(0.0003) 

   

(0.0006) 

   

(0.0005) 

Husband's education 

           High School 

  

0.0223 

   

-0.3709 

   

-0.0762 

   

(0.1400) 

   

(0.3003) 

   

(0.2214) 

University degree 

  

-0.3338 

   

-0.1472 

   

-0.3205 

   

(0.1486) 

   

(0.3012) 

   

(0.2295) 

Masters degree 

  

-0.3138 

   

-1.3138 

   

-1.4960 

   

(0.2443) 

   

(0.5220) 

   

(0.4150) 

Constant -1.7396 -3.0121 -3.3036 

 

-0.9868 -1.8965 -2.3148 

 

-1.5915 -3.8111 -3.8170 

 

(0.0234) (0.3643) (0.4125) 

 

(0.0453) (0.7475) (0.8454) 

 

(0.0316) (0.5522) (0.6232) 

Pseudo R
2
 0 0.0039 0.0066 

 

0 0.0123 0.017 

 

0.002 0.0089 0.0136 

Note. The number of observations for 2006Q1-2007Q1is 14 555, for 2008Q4-2009Q4 is 2540 and for 2013Q3-2014Q3 is 7231. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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Table A3. (1 of 2) 

Wife's transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force (Mexico City) 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

Husband's transition (β) 0.5431 0.1363 0.1316 

 

1.5404
+
 2.3472* 3.3684* 

 

0.9541 0.7509 0.7854 

 

(0.6549) (0.7088) (0.7385) 

 

(0.8047) (0.9903) (1.3024) 

 

(0.7455) (0.7963) (0.8427) 

Wife's age 

 

0.1566 0.3425 

  

0.0037 -1.4859* 

  

0.2223 0.4197* 

  

(0.1109) (0.2018) 

  

(0.2244) (0.6890) 

  

(0.1677) (0.2507) 

Wife's age
2 

 

-0.0020 -0.0048 

  

-0.0001 0.0175* 

  

-0.0026 -0.0040 

  

(0.0013) (0.0023) 

  

(0.0026) (0.0077) 

  

(0.0019) (0.0028) 

Wife´s education 

           High School 

 

-0.8661 -1.5998 

  

0.6299 -3.5854 

  

-0.7863 -0.4106 

  

(0.8842) (1.3453) 

  

(1.7290) (2.5087) 

  

(1.2964) (1.5774) 

University degree 

 

-1.6668 -1.4339 

  

2.1958 0.6995 

  

0.0227 0.4724 

  

(0.9438) (1.4474) 

  

(1.5471) (1.5300) 

  

(1.3243) (1.5954) 

Number of children 

           1-2 

 

0.6122 0.5674 

  

-1.4709 -5.5152* 

  

-0.3303 -0.9840 

  

(1.0720) (1.1064) 

  

(1.2185) (2.5481) 

  

(1.2151) (1.2922) 

3-5 

 

0.6652 0.3177 

  

-1.0470 -4.7998
+
 

  

0.0039 -0.7057 

  

(1.0914) (1.1330) 

  

(1.3150) (2.5978) 

  

(1.2253) (1.3113) 

more than 6 

 

0.7133 0.3633 

  

0.3117 -3.1242 

  

- - 

  

(1.2428) (1.2903) 

  

(2.0197) (2.9584) 
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Table A3.  (2 of 2) 

Wife's transition probability from not in the labor force to the labor force (Mexico City) 

 

2006Q1-2007Q1 

 

2008Q4-2009Q4 

 

2013Q3-2014Q3 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

Husband's age 

  

-0.1606 

   

1.9312* 

   

-0.2206 

   

(0.1904) 

   

(0.8144) 

   

(0.2224) 

Husband's age
2 

  

0.0026 

   

-0.0224* 

   

0.0016 

   

(0.0020) 

   

(0.0089) 

   

(0.0024) 

Husband`s education 

           High School 

  

1.5845 

   

0.4110 

   

-1.5700 

   

(1.4304) 

   

(0.8562) 

   

(1.4866) 

University degree 

  

-0.0618 

   

2.7470* 

   

-2.1687 

   

(1.4972) 

   

(1.3790) 

   

(1.4582) 

Masters degree 

  

0.3077 

   

-4.8505 

    

   

(1.8356) 

   

(3.4727) 

    Constant -2.0094 -3.9816 -5.0219 

 

1.2528** -1.6859 -7.3269 

 

-1.4649* -5.3690 -2.7206 

 

(0.1363) (2.5671) (2.8097) 

 

(0.2535) (4.7654) (6.7694) 

 

(0.1496) (4.0017) (4.6492) 

Pseudo R
2
 0.0016 0.0345 0.0754 

 

0.0335 0.0998 0.2225 

 

0.005 0.0511 0.0913 

Note. The number of observations for 2006Q1-2007Q1is 532, for 2008Q4-2009Q4 is 97 and for 2013Q3-2014Q3 is 301.  

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 
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Table A4. 

Added Worker effect (Three period pooled sample) 

 

Whole simple 

 

Rest of the country 

 

Mexico City 

 

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

 

(1) (2) (3) 

 

(1) (2) (3) 

A. Wife's transition 

probability (Di=1) 20.10% 20.00% 19.88% 18.86% 

 

19.12% 19.03% 18.90% 

 

32.26% 29.17% 29.77% 

B. Wife's transition 

probability (Di=0) 16.72% 16.72% 16.73% 16.75% 

 

16.78% 16.78% 16.79% 

 

15.13% 15.30% 15.33% 

Added  

Worker 

Effect 

3.38% 3.27% 3.14% 2.11% 

 

2.34% 2.25% 2.11% 

 

17.13% 13.87% 14.44% 

  

(0.0299)  

  

(0.0298)  

  

(0.0298)  

  

(0.0304)  

 

  

(0.0315)  

  

(0.0314)  

  

(0.0314)  

 

  

(0.0960)  (0.0968) 

  

(0.0971)  

Note. The added worker effect is the discrete change from 0 to 1 in the variable denoting the transition from employment to 

unemployment by the husband, the other variables are held constant at their mean values. Standard errors are reported in 

parenthesis beneath the added worker effect. In column (1) for each period, the specification of the logit model excludes all 

individual and household observed characteristics (i.e., the vector X is excluded). In column (2) for each period the vector X 

includes woman demographic variables such as age, age squared, education attainment and number of children. In column (3) 

for each period, the specification of X is that of column (2) plus the husband´s age, the husband´s age squared and the 

husband´s education attainment. Finally, column (4) for each period includes the variables of the specification of column (3) 

plus dummy variables for Mexico City and its interaction effect with the husband´s transition to unemployment. 

+
Significant at 10% level;*Significant at 5% level; **significant at 1% level. 


