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Abstract 

This paper analyses the relationship between poverty and union situation of couples in 

Mexico from 1996 to 2014. Using a logit model, cohabitation is estimated to increase the 

probability of being poor compared to being married, and based on a logit Oaxaca 

decomposition  a couple who cohabit has on average up to 12 percentage points higher 

probability of being poor than spouses who are married. When the same analysis is 

performed to compare divorced men and women, women have a higher marginal 

probability of being poor. The Oaxaca decomposition shows that this difference is due to 

the fact being a female, varying from 2.2% to 3%, but the total gap due to the sex 

differential is 11%. The difference could be explained because the existence of marital 

regimes where the law establishes that the assets in case of divorce accrue to whoever 

works and pays for them. Given that women devote more time to unpaid work like 

household chores, men are the owners of the assets. This fact creates poverty with gender 

bias in the case of divorce. 
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1. Introduction  

Inequality and poverty in developing countries like Mexico have increased in the last years 

(CONEVAL, 2015). This situation arises not only due to economic factors, but also 

through cultural background, and decisions of marriage or divorce. This paper concern is 

the vulnerability due to marriage status. Women in particular are a vulnerable group 

because in their lifetime they devote more time to non-remunerated activities than men, 

36.3 hours per week for women compared to 11.5 hour per week for men (INEGI, 2011). 

Moreover, married women with children have fewer opportunities in the labour market due 

to the time invested in children´s education, taking care of ill or elderly people, household 

chores, and fostering their husband’s professional development (Burggraf, 1997). Even 

though women are a key factor for developing the country´s future, the law still has long 

way to go to improve in protecting them (DIF, 2005).  

 

The marriage laws in Mexico vary across federal entities; one striking finding is that in case 

of divorce some states’ laws specifically bestow the assets to those who have paid for them, 

which in most cases favours men as they are the providers, the law protects the assets of 

children and men, but not those of women.. Nevertheless, data from 1996 to 2013 of 

divorce registries shows that custody of children in 52% of the cases is given to women, 

3% to the father and 45% to both.  

 

This custody allocation implies that women invest more of their time in taking care of 

children, which may leave them with less time to take a full-time job compared to their 
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male counterparts, causing them to receive less income from labour which may not be 

compensated by the monetary pension received by their ex-partner; compared with the 

expenses of taking of children, this factor can lead to disaccumulating assets. 

 

 (Doss, Grown, & Deere, 2008) found that asset ownership can be seen as a safety net, 

well-being through credit and consumption, but the asset ownership between men and 

women inside households has been documented as male dominated. A survey of nine 

countries on three different continents found that asset ownership is a factor that 

preconditions the equality among women and men. Therefore, if after a divorce, women are 

left with custody of children, few assets, and no skills for the labour market, their short-

term situation puts them into the vulnerable population. In the long term, if the 

vulnerability is persistent, they might fall into poverty. Therefore, marriage laws, 

particularly marriage regime and divorce ownership and custody, play an important role in 

the vulnerability of women and consequently of children. Nevertheless, the situation of 

women in Mexico with regard to marriage and divorce has not been thoroughly analysed in 

a quantitative model as done in the present paper. (Fernández, 2013) analysed the situation 

of women in the labour force in the US through several generations, controlling for 

women´s education, number of children, and age. In addition, (Fernández & Wong, 2014) 

suggested an utility function differentiated by gender in the case of divorce; interestingly, 

this utility function includes the benefits received in the case of divorce, like a food pension 

for children, and for women the profit function includes a disutility due to taking care of 

children and the household, based on the time women cannot work for payment. (Kniesner, 

McElroy, & Wilcox, 1988) found that young Afro-American women (14-24 years old) 
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were poor before and after marriage but their white counterparts were more likely to enter 

poverty only after divorce. 

 

In Mexico, through uses and customs, women have been regarded as solely responsible for 

carrying out household chores and raising daughters and sons, tasks that are also 

undervalued and unpaid (Pedrero, 2005). In the fourth quarter of 2012, the National 

Statistics Office of Mexico (INEGI) reported that from a total of 43.8 million people, 27.4 

million employed were men and 16.4 million were women. Financial contributions are 

important but other kinds of contributions like the education of children, caring for the 

elderly, and housework are part of a nation’s development, which are mostly performed by 

women, and somehow are undervalued (INEGI, 2011).  

 

Table 1.  Custody and parental authority after divorce, %. 

    Paternal authority   

Custody   

Not 

granted 
Mother Father 

Both of 

them 
Other 

Does 

not 

apply 

Not 

specified 
Total 

Not 

granted   18.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.4 

Mother   0.0 8.9 0.0 32.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.9 

Father   0.0 0.0 0.9 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 

Both of them 0.0 0.1 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 

Other   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 

Not available 0.0 7.8 0.7 0.0 0.1 3.1 8.5 20.3 

Does not 

apply 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.9 0.0 10.9 

Not 

specified   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 4.1 

Total   18.4 16.7 1.6 36.6 0.1 14.0 12.6 100.0 

Source: Statistics of divorce in Mexico. 
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For instance, in Table 1, observe that even when parental authority (legal responsibility) of 

the children is given to both spouses (36.6%), the custody (care and shelter) is appointed to 

the mother (40.9%), as explained before; in most cases, she is responsible for taking care of 

the children after divorce, and this situation turns into hours of non-remunerated work and 

fewer hours to invest in studying or working to receive a wage. Moreover, 23 out of the 32 

states of Mexico has an specific section for concubines, so cohabitation creates the fact of 

not having security over property, lead to dissacumulation of assets, under investment and 

facing risks of eviction. 

The focus of the current research is analysing whether marriage, cohabitation or divorce is 

related to the poverty situation of women and men.  The following section analyses the 

status quo of divorcees in Mexico, as well as their socioeconomic characteristics and 

demographics. The econometric model is in section three. Policy recommendations and 

conclusion are found in section four. 

 

2. An Overview of Marriage and Divorce Tendencies in Mexico 

Describing the situation of marriage and divorce in Latin America has been a challenge 

because missing values in marriage and divorce databases are a problem for this type of 

research (Mitchell, 2010). (Liu, Esteve, & Treviño, 2017) use cross sectional data from 

Census for different countries, including Mexico from 1970 to 2010, four data points for 

each decade. Their research is very relevant because they found that in Mexico it is not the 

sex of the household head what has an impact in the living conditions of the household, but 
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it is the union status (marriage, cohabitation, divorce or separation) what affects poverty 

measured by assets in the household.  

Given that Mexico does not have a comprehensive database that includes socio-economic 

characteristics, marriage regimes, and divorce trajectory, we use the national income and 

expenditures of the household survey (ENIGH) from 1996 to 2014. This survey started in 

1984, then 1989, then from 1992 was biannual with extra surveys for 2005 and 2015. This 

survey reports the marriage status of a person from 1996 and allows for calculating the 

official income/poverty of the household, which can be aggregated to be representative 

nationally, for rural/urban areas, and regionally. 

 

For marriage regimes, divorce characteristics, and custody, we use the administrative 

records of marriage and divorce in Mexico from 1996 to 2013; these are two separate 

databases reported by INEGI since 1985, where people who married cannot be matched 

with people who are divorced, but they can be used for time series descriptive statistics. 

These databases have changed over time and present more homogeneous names and 

variable registration after 1993.  The marriage data report the marriage regime, the age of 

the spouses, and the place they were married. The divorce database reports the age at 

divorce, who has custody of the children, who will get the food pension, the number of 

children who are in custody status, and the reason for divorce. 

 

2.1 Tendency in Marital Status of Women in Mexico: 1996-2014 

Using ENIGH from 1996 to 2014, we found that the proportion of women cohabiting, 

divorced, and separated has increased, while the number of married women has declined, as 

shown in Figure 1. The proportion of cohabiting women has almost doubled, from 10.6% in 
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1996 to 19.2% in 2014; this phenomenon has also been observed in other societies, 

including the United States, where the figure of 1990 was six times higher than that of 1960 

(Popenoe, 1993). As for divorced women, the proportion moved from 1.2% to 2.2% in the 

same period.  

 

Figure 1. Proportion of women by marital status (percentage). 

 

Source: Based on data from ENIGH and INEGI. 

(Popenoe, 1993) argued this type of relationships does not strengthen family bonds and is 

not convenient for children, Moreover, in a study of 22 European countries plus Japan, the 

United States, and Canada, (Batalova & Cohen, 2002) found that cohabitation is positive in 

sharing domestic labour and security only in societies with high gender equality, which is 

not the case in Mexico. 

 

In Mexico, in 10 of the 32 federal entities, being a concubine is not recognized as a legal 

way of acquiring rights, so cohabiting women run the risk of separation and they would be 
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who currently cohabit in the program of collective marriages “Matrimonios colectivos,” 

whose objective is to increase the familiar union and generate legal certainty and security 

regarding its members and property. This program set a specifics days of the year where 

couples can get married by Law at zero cost, and the calls for each federal entity are 

published in the official State page.  
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Nevertheless getting married can be done at zero cost, implying poverty or low income 

couples have no obstacle to get married due to costs, one process involving new values or 

ways of seeing the partner’s relationship is shown in Figure 2, where women who 

cohabitated are younger than those who chose to be married. In addition women who are 

divorced, separated, have an average age higher than those who are cohabiting. The average 

age of married women is moving upward, converging to 45 years old, and the average 

group age of divorced and separated women oscillates between 46 and 50 years old. This 

fact also increases the age gap between women cohabiting and married women, from 6 to 9 

years, form 1996 to 2014. This tendency is going in the same direction as the evidence in 

other parts of the world where cohabitation of young adults rather than marriage is 

increasing (Musick, 2007). 

Figure 2. Average age of women by marital status. 

 

Source: Based on data from ENIGH and INEGI. 
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2.2 Socioeconomic Characteristics by Marital Status. 

The proportion of married and cohabiting non-working women is higher than that for 

separated and divorced women, but in the period analysed, the tendency of not working 

decreases for married women (see Figure 3). In 1996, 73% of married women and 

cohabiting women did not work, while 32% of divorced and separated women did not. By 

2014, the proportion had dropped to 54%, 56%, 26%, and 31%, respectively. This shows 

the increase of women in the labour market, regardless of marital status, but still the 

proportion of women who do not work is 30% higher in married and cohabitating women 

that in the divorce and separated ones. In the event of divorce, married women will be more 

protected by Law than cohabiting women, therefore, a break in the relationship may be the 

initial stage of vulnerability for women who cohabit. 

 

Figure 3. Proportion of women who do not work by marital status (percentage). 

 

Source: Based on data from ENIGH and INEGI. 
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Figure 4. Years of schooling of employed women by marital status. 

 
 

Source: Based on data from ENIGH and INEGI. 

Data show that on average divorced women who work have more years of schooling than 
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marital breakdown in the family affects the stability of a marriage but is completely 

mediated by age at marriage, education, and experience of cohabitation. 

Meanwhile, (Amato, 2010) identified demographic and economic predictors of divorce, 

like young age of the couple, unemployed, cohabitation and having drinking problems 

before marriage, having children from previous relationships, couples of different race, 

other previous marriages, and a history of divorced parents. He did not find an effect on 

divorce due to working wives.  

According to (Friedberg & Stern 2005), the relationship between women's work and 

increasing divorce exists without clear causality; the fact that women work could lead to an 

increase in the number of divorces or it could be the case that when women are divorced 

they join the labour force. The author also questioned whether divorces increased in the 

early 1970s in the United States after modifications to the law to promote divorce 

unilaterally or whether this change in the law was a natural response to the pressure that 

existed to promote divorce unilaterally. So, the importance of analysing this issue from a 

multidimensional point of view is highlighted. 

 

2.4 Tendency in Divorces in Mexico: 1996-2013. 

The average age of marriage has increased, and of those who are divorced is five years 

higher in 2013 than in 1996. On average, men are older than women when divorcing 

because they marry older than women. The age at which men and women marry has had 

marginal changes; in 1996, men and women married at 24 and 21 years, respectively, while 

in 2013, the age increased by one year to 25 years for men and 22 years for women. 
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Divorce has increased over the last 20 years, with the number passing from 46,755 in 1996 

to 108,727 in 2013; meanwhile, the growth rate has hovered around 5%. 

 

Figure 5. Average age of divorced men and women. 

 
Source: Own elaboration with data from INEGI, Divorce Statistics. 
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Figure 6. Couples who work during the divorce (percentage).  

 

Source: Own elaboration with data from INEGI, Divorce Statistics. 

 

Figure 7. Children under age of divorced couples, %. 

 
Source: Own elaboration with data from INEGI, Divorce Statistics. 
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more children was 24% and 20 years later, this proportion was 14%. Generally, the number 

of minor children in couples, both those who have one child and those having six or more, 

has fallen (see Figure 7). 

In general, these statistics show relative differences among women by marital status but, to 

account for all their differences by marriage status, the next section presents an econometric 

model to assess the vulnerability of women in four marital statuses: married, cohabiting, 

separated, and divorced. 

 

3 Methodology  

3.1 Probability Model of the Relationship between Marriage Status and Poverty. 

This section describes the econometric models to be estimated.  The first model assesses 

the income vulnerability of households according to whether the couple is married, 

cohabiting, separated or divorced. The second model assesses the relationship between 

cohabitation and marriage with poverty. Finally the third model looks into the relationship 

between divorce and poverty according to sex.  

 

In the first model, the probability of the person in household h being poor   depends on 

the marital status of the spouses, and the separated or divorced women and men, controlling 

by the covariates that we explained in previous sections and are relevant, like age, 

education, number of children, and working situation. 

 

Define   

hp

1 if the household is poor

0 if the household is non-poor
hp
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Using a logit model we can define  as depending on individual characteristics  , 

household characteristics hZ  , and geographic characteristics cW : 

 

  

 

( , _ _ , _ , _ )c c c c cW rural proportion divorce state default regime law concubine  
2
 

 

The general form of the model is expressed as  , where the , 

so that the structure inside the function is a linear model   , where  is a 

stochastic term and   is such that  and . The 

logistic is the function that links the structure linear model to the probability model

, where  is the cumulated distribution of the 

logistic. 

The marginal effects  when using the logistic model 

are easily represented using the odds ratio, where the logit is 

,  see (Greene, 2008). 

 

                                            
2
 Two types of variables are included: (a) percentages of the people married in each municipality by separate 

or common assets that are calculated using the official registry of marriage data base or (b) the default regime 

assigned by the state laws of marriage together with whether the state consider concubines in their law. 

hp sX

 2, , , , , , , )s s s s s s s s sX age age schooling work married cohab separated divorced

( _ , _ , _ )h h h hZ number children age diference poverty proxy

( ) ´F x X  [ | ] ( )E y x F x

´y x   

hp Pr ( 1) 1Lim ob Y


  Pr ( 1) 0Lim ob Y
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´
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x

x
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Without loss of generality, in the model to estimate the probability of being poor given the 

marital status using controls for time  and state varying characteristics , the linear 

structure express in vector form is as follows: 

 

Structure: 0 1 2 3 1 2´ ´ ´X Z W                

 

In the second model,   is estimated just for coupes who are married or cohabitated, and 

finally the third model is estimated for divorce men and women,  

 

3.1.1 Estimation Results for all categories: marriage, cohabitation and divorce. 

As explained in section 2, Mexico does not have panel data on trajectories of marriage to 

determine, for example, whether spouses or couples were poor before and after marriage.  

There are only cross-sections available with marital and socioeconomic characteristics from 

which we can estimate the official poverty from CONEVAL (2015). In particular we use 

the patrimony line, which qualifies as poor a person whose per capita household income is 

not enough to buy altogether the food basket, health and education services, clothing, 

housing and transportation. 

 

We pool the income and expenditure household surveys (ENIGH) from 1996 to 2014 to 

have more variability, see Table 2. When it is possible we include the percentage of people 

that are married by separated or common assets by state from the available marriage 

records available from 2010, 2012 and 2014. In other cases we consider the default 

t s

hp
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marriage regime used in the state and whether that state has in its civil code or family code 

protection for concubines. 

 

Table 2. Summary Statistics. 

Variable Observations Mean Std. Dev. 

        

Poverty 160,918            0.4759              0.4994  

Cohabitate 160,918            0.1647              0.3709  

Married 160,918            0.7193              0.4493  

Separated women 160,918            0.0629              0.2428  

Separated men 160,918            0.0219              0.1463  

        

Divorced women 160,918            0.0225              0.1483  

Divorced men 160,918            0.0087              0.0928  

Sex of the head (female=1) 160,918            0.1149              0.3189  

Age of the head 160,918          45.7169            14.3242  

Square age of the head 160,918     2,295.2150       1,440.6410  

        

Schooling of Head 159,405            8.9305              6.4621  

Unemployment status of the 

head 160,918            0.1691              0.3748  

Rural areas 160,918            0.3896              0.4877  

Dirt floor 160,918            0.0692              0.2538  

House without water connexion 160,918            0.1675              0.3734  

        

House without toilet 160,918            0.0703              0.2556  

Home without vehicle 145,413            0.3711              0.4831  

Overcrowding 158,914            2.2077              1.4522  

Demographic dependence 160,606            0.9758              0.9876  

Cohabitation % 160,918            0.1647              0.3709  

        

Separation by Default 160,918            0.2998              0.4582  

Common Default 160,918            0.4631              0.4986  

Concubine 160,918            0.6811              0.4660  

Source: ENIGH and Administrative Record of Marriage and Divorce 1996 to 2014 
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Table 3. Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Poverty. 

Controlling for Background Variables. 

  B SE B OR dx/dy 

Cohabitate 1.2190*** 0.09671816  3.38 0.29  

Married 0.9237*** 0.09546126  2.51 0.22  

Separated women 1.1085*** 0.10571283  3.03 0.26  

Separated men 0.3816*** 0.10650424  1.47 0.09  

Divorced women 0.5459*** 0.11275246  1.73 0.13  

Sex of the head -0.1601*** 0.03928722  0.85 -0.04  

Age of the head -0.0065* 0.00262164  0.99 -0.00  

Square age of the head 0.0001*** 0.00002599  0.97 0.00  

Years of Schooling of the head -0.0343*** 0.00108043  1.00 -0.01  

Unemployment status of the head 0.1543*** 0.01878758  1.17 0.04  

Rural areas 0.2303*** 0.01405737  1.26 0.06  

Dirt floor 1.1000*** 0.0323864  3.01 0.26  

House without water connexion 0.7686*** 0.01789889  2.16 0.19  

House without toilet 0.7586*** 0.02994743  2.14 0.18  

Home without vehicle 0.7530*** 0.01373658  2.14 0.19  

Overcrowding 0.5006*** 0.00661235  1.65 0.13  

Demographic dependence 0.5984*** 0.00799793  1.83 0.15  

Separation default 0.4501*** 0.01904467  1.57 0.11  

Common Default 0.1301*** 0.01856466  1.14 0.03  

Concubine 0.0035 0.01485181  1.00 0.00  

Year ENIGH 0.0442*** 0.00163677  1.05 0.01  

State 0.0050*** 0.00086167  1.00 0.00  

Constant -91.8163*** 3.2844654  0.00 

 c
2
 

 

45934.9 

  Pseudo R2 

 

0.2346 

  Obs   141,637     

 

Note: Control is divorced men (omitted from the table). OR = odds ratio. 

Patrimonial poverty prediction is coded as 1 for poor and 0 for no poor. 

(*) dy/dx is for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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The number of observations for the first model are 141,637 which include married, divorce, 

separated and cohabitating couples. The dependent variable is poverty, regressed on 

marriage status and controlling for covariates , ,s h cX Z W  . The model use as the base 

category for comparison the divorce men, who according to Table 3, are better off than 

couples and divorced women. Cohabitation increases by 3.4 times the probability of being 

poor over the divorce status for men, this translates into a marginal probability of 0.29. In 

contrast, being a divorced woman has a marginal of 13 percentage points of being poor 

compared to a divorced man. Given that characteristics of couples and divorcees are 

different we analyse them separately and use different specifications.  

 

3.1.2. Estimation Results of Cohabitation and Marriage  

Given the previous relationships, it is of interest to calculate the effects on poverty for 

couples who cohabited versus those who are married. Table 4 presents the results of 

calculating the odds ratio of a logit model for couples using different specifications for the 

second model for couples. The first column does not include the poverty proxies as the 

second does to control for the well-known causes of poverty. This change cause the 

difference to decrease from 12 to 7 percentage points. When the percentage of people 

married by each regime (separate and common assets) is included as a covariate, the 

difference falls to 5, but this covariates are just available for three periods, 2010, 2012 and 

2014, so we change this covariate and use the default regime assigned by the state and 

whether the state recognises the concept of concubine in the law. The results are shown in 

column four and this time are not significant, this results may suggest that whether the 

cohabite and assets are protected by law is a key variable to decrease the vulnerability of 
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cohabitation. Cohabiting instead of being married can increase poverty up to 12 percentage 

points, according to the first model.  

 

3.1.2 Estimation Results of Divorce Men and Women  

In the case of divorce, the story is related to the sex of the person. Table 5 shows that being 

a divorce woman increases the probability of being poor up to 4.8 percentage points over 

divorced men. When the proxies of poverty are taking into account in column two, this 

difference disappear. The difference between divorce men and women is null inclusive 

when we account in the model for marital regimes in columns three and four. As we found 

in the model one in Table 3, divorced men and women are better off than couples who 

cohabit, and are married. To analyse whether these results are due to gender, controlling in 

a more consistent one to one covariate, this model and the previous one use an Oaxaca 

decomposition with a logit model in next section. 

 

3.2 Oaxaca Decomposition Results 

To estimate the third model we follow (Jann, 2008), in this section the aim is to account for 

the difference in poverty that are only due to either cohabitation, or being a women in the 

case of divorce individuals. The Oaxaca decomposition was used to investigate whether 

cohabitation is in fact more likely to increase poverty versus being married, identify the 

contribution to poverty of both civil states, and determine which variables are the most 

likely to contribute to this difference.  
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Table 4. Poverty and marriage versus cohabiting.  

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Patrimonial Poverty in Married Couples, Controlling for 

Background Variables. 

  

 

Model 1     Model 2     Model 3   Model 4 

 

B SE B OR 
dx/dy 

  
B SE B OR 

dx/dy 
  

B SE B OR 
dx/dy 

B SE B OR 
dx/dy 

Age men -0.06*** 0.00 

  

0.94  -0.01    -0.03*** 0.00 

      

0.97  -0.01    -0.01 0.01 0.99 0.00 -0.03*** 0.00 

     

0.97       0.00  

Square age men 0.00*** 0.00 

  

1.00  0.00    0.00*** 0.00 

      

1.00  0.00    
0 

0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00*** 0.00 

     

1.00       0.00  

Years Schooling men -0.03*** 0.00 
  
0.97  -0.01    -0.03*** 0.00 

      
0.97  -0.01    

-0.01* 
0.00 0.99 0.00 -0.03*** 0.00 

     
0.97       0.00  

Men do not work 0.11*** 0.02 

  

1.12  0.03    0.12*** 0.02 

      

1.13  0.03    
0.11* 

0.05 1.12 0.03 0.13*** 0.02 

     

1.13       0.01  

Age women -0.03*** 0.00 

  

0.97  -0.01    0 0.00 

      

1.00  -0.00    
-0.02 

0.01 0.98 0.00 0 0.00 

     

1.00       0.00  

Square age women 0.00*** 0.00 
  
1.00  0.00    0 0.00 

      
1.00  0.00    

0 
0.00 1.00 0.00 0 0.00 

     
1.00       0.00  

Years Schooling women -0.04*** 0.00 

  

0.96  -0.01    -0.03*** 0.00 

      

0.97  -0.01    
-0.01*** 

0.00 0.99 0.00 -0.03*** 0.00 

     

0.97       0.00  

Woman do not work 0.72*** 0.01 

  

2.05  0.18    0.65*** 0.02 

      

1.92  0.16    
0.65*** 

0.03 1.91 0.16 0.66*** 0.02 

     

1.93       0.00  

Minor children 0.59*** 0.01 
  
1.81  0.15    0.40*** 0.01 

      
1.50  0.10    

0.37*** 
0.02 1.45 0.09 0.40*** 0.01 

     
1.49       0.00  

Rural area 0.43*** 0.02 

  

1.54  0.11    0.06** 0.02 

      

1.07  0.02    
0.05 

0.05 1.05 0.01 0.06** 0.02 

     

1.06       0.01  

Age difference 0.01*** 0.00 

  

1.01  0.00    0 0.00 

      

1.00  0.00    
0 

0.01 1.00 0.00 0 0.00 

     

1.00       0.00  

Interaction gap in age with rural 
area 0.01* 0.00 

  
1.01  0.00    0 0.00 

      
1.00  0.00    

0.02** 
0.01 1.02 0.00 0.01* 0.00 

     
1.01       0.00  

Married -0.50*** 0.02 

  

0.60  -0.12    -0.27*** 0.02 

      

0.77  -0.07    
-0.20*** 

0.04 0.82 -0.05 -0.31*** 0.02 

     

0.73       0.005 

Year 0.02*** 0.00 

  

1.02  0.00    0.05*** 0.00 

      

1.05  0.01    
-0.29*** 

0.02 0.75 -0.07 0.05*** 0.00 

     

1.05       0.00  

State 0.01*** 0.00 
  
1.01  0.00    0.01*** 0.00 

      
1.01  0.00    

0.01*** 
0.00 1.01 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 

     
1.01       0.00  

Poverty Proxies   

  

    

  

        

 

      

 

    

No floor     
 

    1.00*** 0.04 

      

2.73  0.23    
0.79*** 

0.10 2.19 0.18 1.03*** 0.04 

     

2.80       0.01  

No water     
 

    0.78*** 0.02       0.19    0.77*** 0.04 2.17 0.18 0.76*** 0.02           0.00  
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Model 1     Model 2     Model 3   Model 4 

 

B SE B OR 
dx/dy 

  
B SE B OR 

dx/dy 
  

B SE B OR 
dx/dy 

B SE B OR 
dx/dy 

2.18  2.15  

No toilet     

 

    0.81*** 0.03 

      

2.24  0.19    
0.40*** 

0.09 1.49 0.10 0.73*** 0.03 

     

2.08       0.01  

No car     

 

    0.79*** 0.01 

      

2.20  0.19    
0.78*** 

0.03 2.19 0.19 0.80*** 0.01 

     

2.22       0.00  

Overcrowding     
 

    0.41*** 0.01 

      

1.51  0.10    
0.70*** 

0.02 2.01 0.17 0.42*** 0.01 

     

1.52       0.00  

Demographic dependence     

 

    0.20*** 0.01 

      

1.22  0.05    
0.23*** 

0.03 1.26 0.06 0.20*** 0.01 

     

1.22       0.00  

Marital Law     

 

                

 

      

 

    

Separate regime% by State     

 

              -0.14* 0.06 0.87 -0.03   

 

    

Separation default     

 

                      0.43*** 0.02 
     
1.54       0.01  

Common default     

 

                      0.11*** 0.02 

     

1.12       0.01  

Concubine     
 

                      -0.02 0.02 

     

0.98       0.00  

Constant  

-

30.72*** 2.59 

 

    

-

215.01*** 5.62       

579.03**

* 42.95     -94.57*** 3.61     

2



45923 

                
Pseudo R2 

 

0.1549 

    

0.2486 

    

0.229
5 

   

0.2223 

  

Obs 
 

140,04

8 
    

124,64

4 
    

22,55

4 
   

124,644 
  Marginal effects after logistic, y = 

Pr(poblp3) (predict) 

  0.494         0.5121         

0.550

7       0.5117     

 

Note: Control is divorced men (omitted from the table). OR = odds ratio. Patrimonial poverty prediction coded as 1 for poor and 0 for 

not poor.  (*) dy/dx is for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 5. Poverty and divorced men and women. 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Patrimonial poverty in cohabiting couples, Controlling for 

Background Variables. 

  

Model 1     Model 2     Model 3     Model 4 

  B SE B OR dx/dy   B SE B OR dx/dy   B SE B OR dx/dy   B SE B OR dx/dy 

Women 0.33*** 0.09 1.39 0.05 

 

0.15 0.12 1.17 0.02 

 

-0.03 0.24 0.97 0.00 

 

0.17 0.12 1.19 0.02 

Age -0.06** 0.02 0.94 -0.01 

 

0.01 0.02 1.01 0.00 

 

0.07 0.05 1.07 0.01 

 

0.01 0.02 1.01 0.00 

Square age 0.00*** 0.00 1.00 0.00 

 

0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 

 

0 0.00 1.00 0.00 

 

0 0.00 1.00 0.00 

Year of schooling -0.04*** 0.01 0.96 -0.01 

 

-0.03*** 0.01 0.97 0.00 

 

-0.04* 0.02 0.96 0.00 

 

-0.03*** 0.01 0.97 0.00 

Do not work 0.43*** 0.09 1.53 0.07 

 

0.42*** 0.11 1.53 0.06 

 

0.28 0.24 1.33 0.04 

 

0.41*** 0.11 1.51 0.06 

Minor children 0.71*** 0.04 2.03 0.11 

 

0.37*** 0.06 1.44 0.05 

 

0.40* 0.16 1.49 0.05 

 

0.36*** 0.06 1.44 0.05 

Rural area 0.54*** 0.09 1.71 0.09 

 

0.05 0.12 1.05 0.01 

 

0.19 0.28 1.21 0.03 

 

0.05 0.12 1.05 0.01 

Year 0 0.01 1.00 0.00 

 

0.06*** 0.01 1.06 0.01 

 

-0.44*** 0.13 0.65 -0.06 

 

0.06*** 0.01 1.06 0.01 

State 0.01*** 0.00 1.01 0.00 

 

0.01** 0.00 1.01 0.00 

 

0.01 0.01 1.01 0.00 

 

0.01 0.01 1.01 0.00 

Poverty Proxies 

                   
No floor 

     

1.13*** 0.28 3.11 0.20 

 

1.26 0.77 3.53 0.24 

 

1.13*** 0.28 3.11 0.20 

No water 

     

0.67*** 0.15 1.95 0.10 

 

0.63* 0.30 1.87 0.10 

 

0.65*** 0.15 1.92 0.10 

No toilet 

     

1.13*** 0.26 3.09 0.20 

 

-0.07 0.68 0.93 -0.01 

 

1.04*** 0.26 2.84 0.18 

No car 

     

0.87*** 0.09 2.39 0.12 

 

1.14*** 0.20 3.12 0.15 

 

0.88*** 0.09 2.41 0.12 

Overcrowding 

     

0.78*** 0.06 2.17 0.10 

 

1.58*** 0.20 4.83 0.21 

 

0.79*** 0.06 2.20 0.10 

Demographic dependence 

     

0.46*** 0.07 1.58 0.06 

 

0.46* 0.18 1.58 0.06 

 

0.46*** 0.07 1.59 0.06 

Marital Law 

                   Separate regime% by 

State 

          

-0.25 0.36 0.78 -0.03 

     
Concubine 

               

-0.05 0.11 0.95 -0.01 
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Model 1     Model 2     Model 3     Model 4 

  B SE B OR dx/dy   B SE B OR dx/dy   B SE B OR dx/dy   B SE B OR dx/dy 

Separation default 

               

0.50*** 0.13 1.65 0.07 

Common default 

               

0.14 0.12 1.15 0.02 

Constant  -8.12 16.18 0.00 

  

-123.29*** 23.88 0.00 

  

869.71** 264.59 

   

-118.68*** 24.00 

  
c2 579.13 

    

1099.85 

    

273.01 

    

1119.39 

   
df 9 

    

15 

    

16 

    

18 

   
Pseudo R2 0.1109 

    

0.2464 

    

0.2708 

    

0.2508 

   
Obs 5000 

    

4393 

    

964 

    

4393 

   Marginal effects after logistic 
0.189581         0.15148         0.1602         0.150115       

 

Note: Control is divorced men (omitted from the table). OR = odds ratio. Patrimonial poverty prediction coded as 1 for poor and 0 for 

no poor.  (*) dy/dx is for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1.*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Base on  (Yun, 2004) methodology for non-linear model decomposition, the probability of 

being poor is denoted as ( 1)i GP Y   , where G is the groups to be compared; in this case, 

there are two comparisons  ,G Cohabiting Married  for the first decomposition and 

 _ , _G Divorce women Divorce men . The difference in the probability evaluated in the 

mean of the covariates is as follows: 

 

( 1) ( 1) ( ) ( )i Married i Cohabiting M M C CP Y P Y F X F X       

 

where ( )G GF X  is the mean values of the cumulative distribution function for the logistic, 

and by adding a zero to this expression and re-adjusting terms we have two parts which 

form the decomposition: 

 

( 1) ( 1) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )i Married i Cohabiting M M C M C M C CP Y P Y F X F X F X F X                 

 

This can be reduced to an expression such as D E U   , where: 

 

( ) ( )M M C ME F X F X      is the explained part of the difference D . 

 

( ) ( )C M C CU F X F X      is the unexplained part of the difference D. 
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Table 6. Cohabitation vs marriage decomposition. 

Detailed Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition between men and women by cohabit and married 

Overall B % 
  

Married 0.4578*** 
   

Cohabit 0.5982*** 
   

Difference -0.1403*** 
   

Explained -0.0647*** 46% 
  

Unexplained -0.0757*** 54% 
  

  Explained 
 

Unexplained 
 

  B B SE B B SE 

Age of men -0.0575*** 0.01 0.0495 0.08 

Square age of men 0.0526*** 0.00 -0.053 0.04 

Year of schooling of men 0.0012*** 0.00 0.0016 0.00 

Do not work men 0.0015*** 0.00 0.0056 0.00 

Age of women -0.0087 0.01 0.1159 0.08 

Square age of women 0.0160** 0.01 -0.0484 0.03 

Year of schooling of 

women 
0.0015*** 0.00 0.0014 0.00 

Do not work women 0.0042*** 0.00 -0.0019* 0.00 

Minor children -0.0166*** 0.00 -0.0251*** 0.01 

Rural area -0.0014*** 0.00 -0.0039*** 0.00 

Age difference -0.0014 0.00 0.0213*** 0.01 

Interaction gap in age with 

rural area 
-0.0013** 0.00 0.0009 0.00 

Overcrowding -0.0435*** 0.00 0.0852*** 0.01 

Demographic dependence -0.0019*** 0.00 -0.0253*** 0.01 

Separation default 0.0125*** 0.00 0.0557*** 0.01 

Common default -0.0012*** 0.00 0.0048*** 0.00 

Year -0.0078*** 0.00 -2.0465 1.42 

State -0.0127*** 0.00 -0.0123*** 0.00 

Constant  

  

1.7989 1.42 

Obs         138,006  

 
 

 *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

    

 



28 

 

Table 6 shows that even when groups are switched to consider being married or cohabiting, 

cohabitation contributes to the probability of being poor by 14 percentage points more than 

being married, where 6.5% is due to the characteristics of the couple and 7.5% is just 

because of not being married. From this unexplained part, small children, demographic 

dependence and living in a rural area increase the difference, meaning that the probability 

of being poor just for cohabitate increases. 
3
 

 

Table 7. Divorced women vs divorced men decomposition. 

Detailed Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition between divorced men and divorced women 

Overall B B SE 
  

Divorced women 0.2424*** 0.01   
 

Divorced men 0.1322*** 0.01   
 

Difference 0.1102*** 0.01   
 

Explained 0.0874*** 0.01   
 

Unexplained 0.0228* 0.01   
 

  Explained 
 

Unexplained 
 

  B B SE B B SE 

Age  0.0124 0.01 -0.1166 0.17 

Square age  -0.0211** 0.01 0.0396 0.08 

Year of schooling  -0.0006 0.00 0.0239 0.01 

Minor children 0.0214*** 0.00 0.0015 0.00 

Rural area -0.0017* 0.00 -0.0149* 0.01 

Overcrowding 0.0517*** 0.00 -0.0099 0.01 

Demographic dependence 0.0227*** 0.00 0.0025 0.00 

Separation default -0.0016 0.00 0.0334 0.02 

Common default -0.0033 0.00 0.0039 0.00 

Year -0.0024* 0.00 2.5458 3.22 

State 0.0099* 0.00 -0.0074 0.01 

Constant  

 
 

-2.4789 3.21 

Obs 4938 

 

  

 *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

                                               
3
 Some concerns about whether the relationship of cohabitation arises due to preferences of younger couples 

is handle in the appendix, where it is found that even when controlling with a propensity score matching, the 

probability of being poor decreases 12 percentage points  in couples that are married compared with couples 

that cohabit. 
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The decomposition for divorced women and men is displayed in Table 7, which shows that 

being a divorced woman increases the probability of being poor by 11 percentage points 

with about 8 percentage points being due to the characteristics of the household and 3 due 

to only being a women, but something noteworthy is that this difference is lower in rural 

areas. 

 

4 Results and Policy Implications 

The current analysis is to our knowledge, the first research in Mexico that looks into the 

relationship between poverty and marriage, and vulnerability by sex of people who are 

divorce, using econometric techniques. It is observed in a first glance that given that about 

60% of divorced women work, versus 30% of women that are married or cohabitated, the 

first model estimated shows that being a divorced women decreases the probability of being 

poor with respect to cohabiting or being married, but being a divorced woman increases the 

probability of being poor compared to men. Based on Oaxaca decomposition, cohabiting 

can increase by 12 percentage points the chance of being poor compared to being married, 

whereas being a divorced women carries an 11% higher probability of being poor than 

divorce men. 

 

The econometric models estimated in this research are a first approach to the problem 

around household vulnerability in the event of a divorce. This contribute to the literature 

where looking at only economic factors or sex of the household head has been proved not 

to be enough and there is the need to explain why cohabitating couples are disadvantaged 

compared to married ones (Liu et al., 2017).The current paper was carried out using a pool 
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of 10 household surveys in the absence of marriage trajectories in the Mexican statistics. 

The administrative records of local judges for divorces and marriages have missing 

information and insufficient quality, it is not possible to match marriages with divorces, 

their information does not include income before and after marriage, divorce records do not 

include monetary information on the food or other pension provided, and the legal regime 

of marriage of the divorcee. Improving the quality will help generate correct public policy 

for providing legal advice to couples during marriage and divorce.  

 

The policy implications of looking at the vulnerability of cohabitation with respect to 

marriage, and of women that are divorce with respect to men are mainly two. First, that law 

must enforce protection of women’s assets in the case of divorce given that most of the 

time women are devoted to household chores, children, and elder care, and in the case of 

divorce their vulnerability may increase if the assets go to the man due to a patrimonial 

regime that does not protect women. Fostering prenuptial contracts may be good practice to 

create awareness in spouses of the responsibilities and rights they may face during the 

marriage and in the case of an exit from the marriage (Rainer, 2007). Mostly young brides, 

who can be blind-sided by their treatment during the marriage and see no option out of it, 

tolerate mistreatment and wait until the dissolution; this situation leads to vulnerability for 

them and their children.  

 

Second, that the congress should promote laws that recognize concubines in federal entities 

that do not even contemplate them. As Waite (2000) stated, cohabitation in some countries 

like the United States is not as formal as cohabiting in Europe, and couples that cohabit are 
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more vulnerable. In the case of México, the current paper found that cohabitation increases 

the probability of being poor with respect of being married. 
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Appendix Propensity Score Matching 

In the case of married couples compared to those who decide cohabitate, we observed in 

section 2 that the average age of women who cohabited is lower than those who are 

married, whereas schooling and working covariates have converged in recent years. Some 

findings of the literature argue that the decision of staying in a cohabitation relation depend 

on preferences and others on assets decisions like asking for a mortgage which would be 
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easier in a formal relationship regarding law, or having children could move the couple to 

get married. Age of the couple might also be related to job security and higher income. If 

we would define marriage as a treatment, that could have effects on couple’s formalization 

of assets and security for children, and therefore an effect on poverty, it is possible to 

control for characteristics that increase or decrease the probability of being married or not, 

and the effect on poverty.  

We define the treatment 

1

0

if married

T

if cohabitate




 



  

This is, if the couple in household h is married T=1 and if it is not T=0, depends on the 

covariates mentioned above. 

2 2

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9 10 11 12 13

(

_ _

)

h o w w m m w m

h h h h c c c

h

T f age age age age school school

child rur dif age dif rur sepa com conc

year state u

      

      

      

      

  

  

The two potential outcomes is to be poor or not,  0y  is the outcome if the couple 

cohabitates and 1y is the outcome if the couple get married, where the average treatment in 

the population is 1 0( )E y y  and the average treatment effect among those who receive the 

treatment is 1 0( 1)E y y T  . 

The potential outcome model is 0 1(1 )y T y Ty    , and the functional form for the 

outcome is 0 0 0( ´ )y g X     and 1 1 1( ´ )y g X    . Where u is independent of 
0  and 

1

. 

One assumption (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983) is that the treatment is conditional 

independent of the outcome, therefore we assume that being poor is not a decision for being 

married or cohabitate as we explain before, the cost of marrying by law in Mexico is zero 

due to the existence of the program “Matrimonios colectivos”. The cost of marrying by 

church, or any religious gathering of party is not considered here because the definition of 

marriage, in the context of the survey is whether the couple is married by law or cohabitate. 

The estimation shows that marriage decreases the probability of being poor by 12 

percentage points. See Table A1. 

Table A1. Average Treatment on the Treated 

 

T B SE B z P>z Obs 
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Married=1 -0.12 0.01 -21.61 0.00      140,048  
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