“Analysis of Rural-Origin Migration Behaivior in Mexico"

Gordon V. Karels
and

Bun Song Lee

Coliege of Business Administration

University of Nebraska at Omaha

Paper for the Western Economics Association Meetings, July 23, 1983,



Abstract

For many developing countries, the magnitude of rural-urban migration is
an important consideration in economic planning. In this paper, we examine
tihe determinants of such migration for Mexican families. Our work takes a
gereral formulation to the migration decision by looking at both rural origi-
nating and urban originating migration. The multiple logit technique is uti-
lized to obtain estimates of the probability of migrating to an urban or rural
area or staying in the current location. The results support most of the

generally hypothesized incentives or disincentives to migrating.



Introduction

Studies of the causes and effects of migration movements are quite
numerous. Two recent works by Greenwood ¢l19753 and Yap ¢1977s summarize the
great majority of work in the area. For developing countries such as Mexico,
the implications of migration patterns may be far more important than for more
advanced countries. Migration patterns in highly developed countries may re-
present preference changes which causes an outflow from the central cities to
the suburban areas or may be associated with job transfers and hence involve a
different set of determining variables.

Unlike highly deveioped countries, many of the migratory movements in
lTess developed countries are still examined in terms of the flight to the
city. The attractiveness of higher earnings in the urban area is considered to
be a major factor influencing the migration decision. As such, moves of this
type are undertaken for a different reascn and involve a different set of
determining variables than do moves in more daveloped countries.

Migratory patterns can be examined in one of two ways: aggregate flows
and individual movement decisions. Aggregate studies typically examine move-
ments (gross or net) between political states while micro studies are con-
cerned with individual movement from one type of locale to another. In this
study we focus on micro determinants for family movements.,

There are several nypotheses concerning motivations for movement.

The effect of wage differentials between rural and urban job markets has been
examined extensively. These studies are used to explain the attractiveness of
cities in developing areas. It is typically assumed that the wage rate in the
rural sector is lower than that cf the urban sector. Employment is considered
a certainty in the rural sector but has a probabilistic distribution asso-

ciated with it in the urban sector. Individuals, assumed to maximize some



objective function directly dependent upon the difference in expected values
of employment in the urban versus the rural sector, then migrate so long as
expected income in the urban sector exceeds current rural income. The flow
continues until the probability of employment and/or the wage rate in the
urban sector decrease sufficiently to equalize the income differentials be-
tween the two sectors.

Modifications of this model extend in several directions. One area of
research has heen family considerations. Mincer ¢19783 intended the wage dif-
ferential model to include dual income families. He notes that th~ family
maximization problem may yield & decision that differs from the individual
maximization problems. He refers to such outcomes as tied partnered cases.
One obvious implication of his inclusion of family considerations is that
maritai status significantly affects the migration decision. 1In particular,
unmarried individuals would be much more likely to migrate other things being
equal. A second important implication is the effect of the spouses employment
status. Families with only one working individual or when the employment of
the spouse is sporadic or low paying will be much more mobile. Other con-
siderations of the family decision which should be included are the number of
children and length of mérriage. Mincer notes that such considerations will
be much more important when quits rather than transfers or layoffs are
involved.

The analysis using the family as the decision making unit rather than
the individual obviously complicates the analysis. The alternatives of one
spouse alone, no longer constitutes the choice set. Influences of both occu-
pations, incomes, family ties, etc. must be considered in determining the
move. Related to the family unit analysis are twn additional hypothesis con-

cerning risk-taking behavior.



The risk effects go into two somewhat different areas. First, as a
family unit, migration may be used as a means to lower the variability of the
income stream. Fan gl9823 uses standard utility analysis to show that the
risk-adverse individual would generally prefer short-term circular migration
to permanent migration. Kothari 19823 uses the concept of family income to
show that rural children may be sent off as migrants to urban areas in order to
minimize the variance of the famiiies' income taken together (an optimal port-
folio problem). Obviously such a model assumes that the family head exerts a
great deal of influence and control over other family members. Such a model
is thus likely to be sensitive to the country in which it is applied.

Findley ¢1980z looks at migration as an instance of innovative behavior
where the important variables are the individual's knowledge about a place and
the willingness to migrate given incomplete knowledge Better educated indi-
viduals are more able to procecs the limited information and thus more likely
to move and generally willing to make lornger moves, other things being equal.
In a similar manner, individuals who are less risk averse will be first
migrants and they are willing to base their decision on secondary or incom-
plete information. Orce in place, those innovators will send back information
to families and friends and theraby generate more complete information for the
more risk adverse individual.

Finally, an important consideration of a movement may be the decision to
start a family or marriage market considerations. Inclusion of singles into
the sample thus introduces a motivation source not found in the family unit
decision. A recent study by Behrman and Wolf g19823 suggests that marriage
market factors do at least as well as lahor market factors in determining

movements for females.



The Migration Model

The migration choice at the micro level is typically simplified in terms
of a decision rule involving the comparison of the expected gain of choosing a
particular alternative to remaining in the current location. We follow Mincer
(19783 in assuming the family is a pctential two income source household
(husband and wife as potential wage earners). Let the subscript i be the
alternative under consideration and ¢ be the current location. The super-
script, h, denotes husband and, w, the wife. The net potential gain from a

move can then be written as:
(1) G = (Wi - W) + (Wj - We) - C

where W is the expected wage or income and C the cost of moving. It is
assumed that the family unit migrates from the current location, c, to loca-
tion i if the value of G is greater than zero and remains in the current loca-
tion otharwise.

It can easily be seen from the postulated gain function that there are
several different combinations of wage differentials that will yield a family
migratory movement for a given cost of moving. These combinations are as
follows:

1) The expected gain to both the husband and wife are individually

positive with no conflict of interest between partners.

2) The individual gain to the husband is positive, negative to the wife

but the overall gain is positive.

3) The individual gain to the husband is negative, positive for the

wife and the overall gain is positive.
Any other combination will not yield a migratory movement. Mincer refers to

cases two anc three as migratory movements involving a tied partner. That is



the individual maximization is not consistent with the family maximization
problem and one partner must make the move unwillingly,

As Mincer points out, marriage in itself will tend to have a negative
impact on moving because of the greater probability of conflict. If the both
spouses are employed, such a conflict would be especially troublesome where a
transfer was involved.

Only currently married women who were married at the time of the migra-
tion movement were examined in our analysis. We summed the potential income
gains for both the husband and wife and included the probabilities of wife's
employment in the current location as an explanatory variable. A greater
overall expected income gain is expected to increase the probability of move-
ment and a higher probability of employment by the wife in the current loca-
tion is expected to lower the probability of a movement.

The cost term in the gain function can encompass both implicit and ex-
plicit costs. Both the distance of the move and size of the family would be
expected to be inversely related to the probability of a movement. Our data
did not permit measurement of moving distance. We attempted to capture the
implicit costs by including the number of years married and residing together
at the current location. Other factors which would be important, but data
limitations did not permit inclusion are size of family left behind and
whether or not relatives or friends made a similar move prior to their deci-
sion (pass back information).

As previously mentioned, it is often postulated that better educated
~individuals are better able to process information concerning the migration
decision and are thus mo-~e likely to make a move. 1In addition, the better
educated may be much more likely to undertake rural-urban movements for career
opportunities may not exist in the rural sector. We thus include the total

years of education of both the husband and wife te capture this effect.



We also attempted to measure the effects of birth cohorts and the life
cycle pattern by including the husbands’ age and age squared as explanatory
variables. It is typically believed that younger persons are more likely to
move because they have longer lifespans to enjoy the gains from migrating.
However the older the person is, the longer he has been exposed to the oppor-

tunity for migration. Therefore, we included the nonlinear specification of

the age variable.

The Estimation Procedure

The basic quection we pose is: Given a sample of families, what factors
significantly determine a migratory movement? Our data deals with two dis-
tinct populations, families from rural areas and families with urban origins.
In the probabilistic model, each family in a population has three independent
alternatives. The family can remain in its current location (the rural or
urban stayer), the family can move to a rural location (rural-rural or urban-
rural migration) or the family can move to an urban area (rural-urban migra-
tion or urban-urban migration). The population and alternative sets are

illustrated belcw.

Alternatives

Migration to Migration to
Population 1 Stay Rural Area Urban Area
Rural Origin Rural-Stayer Rural-Rural Rural-Urban
Urban Origin Urban-Stayer Urban-Rural Urban-Urban

It is to be noted that the populations are separate and the empirical
estimation must proceed from that standpoint. Any randomly chosen individual
or family can only have one source of origin since birthplace is not a choice

variable to the individual.



As in the typical model of migration we assume the family maximizes uti-
lity in determining the migration decision. Pssuming all alternatives have a
positive selection probability, that the odds that a particular move will be
made are independent of the presence of other possible moves and the determin-
ation of the odds of choosing alternative moves is additively separable in the
determining arguments then we can follow McFadden g1974s in the determination
of selection probabilities. McFadden has shown that under the assumption of
utility maximization, the probability that an individual chooses alternative
i from the choice set C can be viewed as drawing from the multinomial distri-
bution with selection probability P(i | A,C) for i an element of C and A the
attribute set of the family.

Let the subscript i represent the choice alternative and j an observation
from the sample population. Under the assumption of the multivariate logistic

model, we can write this probability as:
X.B.
Ji

(2) P‘ij':———’—x,—é_-“ i=1, 2, 3.
L e J k
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=]
In this equation, Xj represents a vector of characteristics of the migratory
family and the problem is to estimate the vector of coefficients, B. Taking
the log of both sides of equation (2) and normalizing with respect to alter-
native 1, we chtain:

P.

(3) ioge P—’l— = XBj  i=2,3

where the observation index has been dropped for purposes of convenience of
the notation. The B; can be estimated from equation (3) by the maximum

Tikelinood method using a Newton-Raphson algorithm.



In the migration model we employed the following alternatives:

Rural Urban

} =2

Choice

.
I—Jn

Choice

Rural Stayer
Rural-Urban movement
Rural-Rural movement

Urban Stayer
Urban-Rural movement
Urban-Urban movement

L N
L N

A1l norralization is thus done with respect to the stay alternative in both
the rural and urban equations. The estimated B's give the partial effect on

the log odds of choosing alternative i to the alternatiave of staying in the

current residence,

Data Consideration for Estimation

To operationalize the model we selected a subsample of currently married
women who were married at the time of the migratory movement and those cur-
rently married women where the family had never undertaken a migratory move-
ment (data for estimation was obtained from the 1976 Mexican World Fertility
Survey). This sample was then decompressed into the rural origin and urban
origin subsets. (Husbands in eachi group had the same origin as the wife.)
Within these subsets, three different alternatives exist for each family. The
family cculd have migrated to a rural area, it could have migrated to an urban
area, or it could have never migrated. The sample sizes for each subgroup are

presented in the table below.

Alternative Origin Number in Group
Rural Movement Rural 53
Urban Movement Rural 49
Stayer Rural 626
Rural Movement Urban 90
Urban Movement Urban 5

Stayer Urban 603



From the gain function given by equation (1) the income differential for
rural versus urban employment for both the husband and wife needs to be esti-
mated as a primary determinant of the migratory decision. To do so, we first
estimated a standard model of wage rate determination (see, for instance,

B. M. Fleisher and G. F. Rhodes, Jr. g1979; using the natural log of monthly
income (in pesos) as the dependent variable for both males and females, by
rural and urban residence.

Results of this estimation are reported in Table 1 and Table 2. The
equations were estimated separately for urban and rural workers, as shown.

The estimated coefficients in both the male and female wage equations
have, in general, the anticipated sign and are statistically significant. No
attempt was made to controi for the selectivity bias in the female wage
equations. When employing the san * women who are working, it is argued
that this group is self-selecting and does not represent a random sample for
estimation purposes. This results in biased and inefficient coefficient esti-
mates. Qur purpose was to obtain an estimate of a women's monthly income
given her personal characteristics and not to empirically verify the selec-
tivity hypothesis.

Given the estimated coefficients we then constructed monthly income
estimates for the gain function. The migration patterns of the women were
traced with the survey but no data in the period just prior to moving was
available. That is, current earnings of bot husband and wife were provided
by the survey respondents but earnings just prior to migrating were not re-
ported.

Estimates of wage earnings, and labor force participation were based on
occupational categories existing before marriage for both migrant and non-

migrants as a proxy for their occupation prior to migrating. Education
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variables employed were the current levels. By selecting only couples marriad
before migratinrg we hope to minimize any bias as education is 1ikely to be com-
pleted before marriage or soon after.

Using the estimatea monthly income estimate for both rural and urban
areas, we then attempted to construct a real wage differential by adjusting
for the cost of Tiving in a rural versus an urban area., Average monthly ex-
penditures in rural and urban areas ac reported by the Internal Labor Office
were subtracted from the total estimated husband and wife income. (Expenditures
were reported for 1968 and the wage estimates were deflated vor comparability
with that year.) That difference represents real or excess monthly income in
a given area. The difference between real income in the urban area and real
income in the rural area should be the maximum real monthly gain to moving.

We included an estimate of the probability of the woman employment in the
current area of residence (as a deterrent to moving) by estimating labor force
participation equations for both rural resident women and urban resident women.
Results of this estimation are reported in Table 3. An estimate of the prob-
ability that the woman is currently employed was then calculated by using the
estimated coefficients and the characteristics of the women in the actual
migration sample.

We also had to estimate the number of children at the time of migration
as such data was not available. To do so w. took current number of children
divided by the number of years married (average number of children per year of

marriage) aad multiplied by the number of years married prior to migrating.

Estimation Results

The estimation results for rural originating migrants are presented in
Table 4 and those “ar urban originating migrant in Table 5. We first examine

the results for the rural originating migrant.
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The negative coefficient on the two variables used to represent the cost
of moving, the number of years the couple has been married and the number of
children in the family, suggest that higher moving costs lowers the log odds
of migrating either to an urban area or another rural area relative to staying
in the present location. The coefficient is statistically significant in
three out of the four cases and confirms the predictions of the theoretical
model.

The model does not make a prediction as to the impact of thesc varijables
on the choice of moving to another rural area relative to moving to an urban
area. The empirical results as given by the coefficient in the third column
of estimates in Table 4 indicates that increased family size significantly in-
creases the likelihood of moving to another rural area versus moving to an
urban area while the number of years married and living in a rural area de-
Creases the likelihood of moving to another rural area. The negative effect
of family size reinforces the notion that large families are incompatable with
the urbar 1ifestyle. The result for the effect of length of residence is some-
what puzzling as one would expect the longer a family lives in a particular
type of environment (rural) the less likely they would be to change to another
environment (urban).

The effect of education on the likelihood of migration is of the antici-
pated sign in the rural-urban choices but is not statistically significant in
any of the equations. It was postulated that better educated families would
be better able to process information and thus be more likely to move and more
likely to move to an urban area.

The coefficient for the age variables, husbands age and age squared,
indicate that older age heads of families are more 1likely to move to both

another rural area or an urban area but the positive impact diminishes with
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age (the negative coefficient on the age squared variable). The coefficients
are not significant for these variables in the rural-rural/rural-urban migra-
tion equation. The age effect is somewhat surprising as younger groups are
generally thought to be more mobile.

The coefficient on the probability of wife employment (in the rural
area) is negative and significant in the rural-urban/rural-stayer ecuation.
This variable is used to capture the effect of the tied partner concept. A
higher probability of work in the current area increases the opportunity costs
of moving thus lowering the likelihood of moving. The coefficient is negative
but not significant in the rural-rural/rural-urban choice equation.

The results of th2 urban-rural $ncome differential on the choice of
rural originating migrants were disappointing. As indicated in the second and
third columns of Table 4, a greater urban-rural income differential signifi-
cantiv deters rural-urban migration.

The reasons for this result is unclear. One possible explanation is
that movement to an urban area may be for reasons of career change and the
associated income change with the career. The construction of the real income
differential variable assumed the migrant would have the same occupation in
the rural and urban area and the income differential would be here to differ-
ences in wages between the two areas.

The evidence on this is brought out in the survey. For rural-rural
migrants, 73 percent of the women and 53 percent of the men had exactly the
same current occupation as they did before marriage. For rural-urban migrants,
Those numbers decreased to 61 percent for women and only 27 percent for the
husbands. For the rural stayers, 68 percent of the women and 65 percent of
the husbands had exactly the same occupation before marriage as their current

occupation. While it is possible that the rural-urbar migrants could have
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switched occupations prior to migrating, this scems unlikely given they are
still living in the rural area and presumably woild have no better opportun-
ities than rural stayers. This evidence is highly suggestive of expected

income differential gain for urban migrants through job or career switching.

The proportion of of occupation job switching for urban originating
migrants was uniformly higher for all categories. For urban-urban migrants,
39 percent of the women and 47 percent of the men had exactly the same occupa-
tion before marriage and at the time of the survey. Only 27 perceat of the
urban-urban migrant women and 36 percent of urban-riral migrant men had the
same occupation. For the urban-stayer category, 42 percent of the women and
59 percent cf the mer had no occupation switch between the time of marriage
and the time of the survey. Again, we see that migration activity seems to
imply an occupational switch, more pronounced when migrating to a different
environment (rural to urban).

The multinomial logit estimates for the urban originating migrants are
presented in Table 5. The results from this estimation closely parallel those
from the rural originating migration. The most notable exception concerns the
eifect of the urban-rural income differential. As can be seen, J higher
urban-rural differential significntly deters urban-rural migration relative
to staying in an urban area and is also of the anticipated sign in the urban-
rural versus urban-urban choice, but lacks slightly in significance. The
urban-rural migrants in this study are not return migrants and hence do not
represent the so called failed or unsuccessful rural-urban return migrant.

The coefficient chat is somewhat surprising is the positive and s:a-
tistically significant effect of education on the choice between urban-rural
migration and urban-urban migration. One typically expects better educated

families to have a preference towards the urban sector. This is supported by
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the negative (though not significant) educator coefficient in the urban-rural/
urban-stayer equation. The fact that the education levels of both husband and
wife are added together may account for this sign. If the woman were highly
educated but the migration decision was mostly determined by the husbands
influence, such a sign reversed may be possible.

Our results are further illustrated in Table € and Table 7. These
tables report the partial effects of the variables on the unconditional prob-
abilities of the migration decision. A< can be seen in Table 7, higher educa-
tion levels negatively impact both urban-rural and urban-urban migration.

This is in direct contrast to the rural-originating movers where education
positively affects the rural-urban migration but negatively affects the other
two rural bound choices as indicated in Table 6. This results appears to be
in general agreement with the selectivity hypothesis. It may also suggest
that urban-stayers are as select a group as the rural-urban migrants.

Our other results are also further supported by Tables 6 and 7. Note
that the variables representing higher costs of moving, numbe of children and
number ¢f years married both have negative impacts on the decision to under-
take a move of any type. The <ame is also true with respect to the probabi-

lity of the wife's employment in the current area of residence.

Summary and Coinclusions

The purpose of this study was to examine the factors influencing
migrating movements from a family decision basis. We utilized the multiple
logit technique as a way of including all possible alternatives in the choice
set, 1In addition, we estimated equations for both urban originating and rural

originating migratory movements.,
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The results of the estimation are very much in agreement with the major
theoretical models of migration and with other empirical studies. The excep-
tion to this concerns our findings related to the urban-rural income differen-
tial as an incentive in the rural-urban migratory movement. We have specu-
lated that the reason for this result is the failure to control for the
fwitching of occupations once such migration occurs. This is cbviously a

ma or avenue of future research.



Table 1
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- Ordinary Least Squares Estimates of Male Wage Equation

Variang

Constant

Education

Education Squared

Adninistrative & Professional Dummy

Service Workers Dummy

Non-agricultural Workers & Machinists Dummy
Owner

Work Experience

Self Employed

R2

Urban

7.571
(110.13)

0.079
(2.79)

-0.008
(2.46)

0.691
(17.91)

0.106
(2.48)

0.101
(2.76)

0.404
(6.26)

0.003
(2.36)

-0,020
(0.55)

2594
.198
76.76



Table 2

Ordinary Least Squares Estimates of Female Wage Equation

Yariable

Constant

Education

Education Squared

Administrative & Professional Dummy

Service Workers Dummy

Non-agricultural Workers & Machinists Dummy

Work Experience

R2

Parameter Estimates

Rural

6.241
(25.98)

0.174
(2.22)

.005
(0.66)

-0.861
(1.68)

-0.695
(3.27)

-1.420
(5.55)

-0.003
(0.32)

158
.406
17.23

Urban

6.570
(56.13)

0.131
(5.77)

-0.002
(1.82)

0.383
(3.68)

-3.548
(5.82)

-0.113
(1.35)

0.004
(0.89)

714
.466
102.93

17
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Table 3

Probit Estimates of Female Labor Force Participation

Parameter Estimates*

Variable Rural Areas Urban Aieas
Constant ‘ -2.926 -2.076
(13.32) (15.69)
Ownership** 0.128 -0.547
(0.90) (3.02)
Age _ 0.037 0.025
(5.41) (5.94)
Number of Children -0.028 -0.024
(1.60) \2.11)
Work Experience Before Marriage 0.016 0.008
(3.71) (2.96)
Education C.109 0.084
(5.83) (8.79)
Husband's Income 0.0002 -0.0001
1.08 (1.34)

Summary Statistics

N 1812 2928
X2 75.37 151,96
dg. freedom 6 6

*Abso1ute value of the asymptotic t-statistic given in parenthesis below
the parameter estimate.

*% . . . . . .
Ownership in rural imples land or farm ownership and in urban areas it
implies buisness ownership.
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Table 4

Multiple Logit Estimates of Migration Movements: Rural Originationa

Independent Variable In |Rur-Rur 1n |Rur-Urb n [Rur-Rur]
Rur Sty Rur-Sty Rur-Urh,
Constant -11.1170 -11.7768 0.6598
(4.33) (0.20)
Number of Years Married -0.1087 -0.0083 -0.1003
(2.15) (0.22) (1.68)
Number of Children -0.2869 -0.8569 0.5699
(1.86) (4.72) (2.66)
Prob. Wife Employed -26.9626 -18.9134 -8.0492
(3.75) (3.53) (0.99)
Education -0.0256 0.0826 -0.1083
(0.33) (1.18) (1.17)
Husband's Age 0.5487 0.5079 0.0408
(3.85) (4.75) (0.24)
Age Squared -0.0052 -0.0041 -0.0011
(2.69) (3.22) (0.51)
Urban-Rural Real Income 0.0C05 ~0,0021 0.0026
oifferential (0.96) (2.91) (3.20)
X2 (d.f.) 243,73 (14)

AThe absolute velue of the asymptotic t-ratios appears in parenthesis
below each coefficient. The Chi-square statistic in the last line of the
table tests the null hypothesis that all parameters except the constant are
zero.
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Table 5

Multiple Logit Estimates of Mexican Family Migration Movements:
Urban Originationa

Independeat Variable n Urb Rur n Urb-Urb] n ‘Urb -Rur
Urb-Sty ty

Constant -12.1805 -31.9566 19.7761
(6.14) (2.02) (1.25)
Number of Years Marrijed -0.0580 -0,0309 -0.0271
(1.97) (0.21) (0.19)
Number of Children -0.5211 -0.0190 -0.5020
(5.16) (0.05) - (1.21)
Prob. Wife Employed -9,2247 -0.7377 -8.4867
(3.35) (0.04) (0.46)
Education -0.0631 -0,9626 0.8995
(1.43) (2.71) (2.53)
Husband's Age 0.6105 1.7254 -1.1149
(5.82) (2.09) (1.35)
Age Squared -0.0058 -0,0207 0.0149
(4.49) (1.96) (1.41)
Urban-Rural Reail Income -0.0003 0.0020 -0.2269
Differential (1.77) (1.29) (1.45)
X2 (d.f.) 87.42 (14)

qThe absolute value of the asymptotic t-ratios appears in parenthesis
below each coefficient. The Chi-square statistic in the last line of the
table tests the null hypothesis that all parameters except the constant are
zero.



Table 6

First Derivatives of the Variables in the Unconditional
Probability Functions Evaluated at Their Means:
Rural Origination

21

Rural-Rural Rural-Urban Rural
Variable Movement Movement. Stay
Constant ~0,2107 -0.3253 0.5361
Number of Years Married ~-0.0021 -0.0002 0.0023
Number of Children -0.0051 -0.0240 0.0291
Prob. Wife Employed -0.5167 -0.5172 1.0339
Education -0.0005 0.0023 -0.0018
i'usband's Age 0,0104 0.0140 -0.0244
Age Squared -0.0001 -0,0001 0.0002
Urban-Rural Real Income -0.00001 -0.00006 0.00u05
Probability evaluated 0.0199 0.0291 0.9510

at mean of all variables



Table 7

First Derivatives of the Variables in the Unconditional
Probability Functions Evaluated at Their Means:
Urban Origination

Urban-Rural Urban-Urban Urban
Variable Movement Movement Stay
Constant -0.7681 -0.0011 0.7691
Number of Years Married -0.0037 -0.0000009 0.0037
Number of Children -0,0329 -0.0000006 0.0329
Prob. Wife Employed -0.5817 -0.0C00C4 0.5818
Education -0.0039 -0.00003 0.€040
Husband's Age 0.0385 0. 00006 -0.0386
Age Squared -0.0004 -0.0000007 0.0004
Urban-Rural Real Income -0.00002 -0.00000007 0.00002
Differential
Probabiiity evaluated 0.06765 0.000035 0.9323

at mean of all variables
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