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1. Introduction 

Since the 1980s, the persistence of high unemployment has been one of the most 

relevant economic problems in most OECD countries, and especially worrying in 

Spain1. The investigation of the phenomenon of unemployment persistence and of what 

circumstances may influence it is an important step toward developing economic 

policies. In that context, the analysis of the future labour market position of job losers 

and if they may remain in unemployment for a long period of time may provide 

additional insights on the knowledge of the cost of unemployment. 

The notion that unemployed individuals may be permanently trapped in 

joblessness is explored theoretically in Blanchard and Diamond (1994), Ljungqvist and 

Sargent (1998) and Ridder and van den Berg (2001). Most studies in the literature 

regarding the effect of a job loss on displaced workers focus their attention on the issue 

of earning losses associated with spells of job interruption: Farber (1997), Jacobson et 

al. (1993) and Stevens (1997) for the US and Arulampalam (2001) and Gregory and 

Jukes (2001) for the UK. Evidence for other European economies is much more sparse 

(Ackum, 1991, for Sweden; Burda and Mertens, 2001, for Germany; García-Pérez and 

Rebollo, 2006, and Arranz and García-Serrano, 2004, for Spain). 

Other studies analyze the effect of unemployment incidence and/or duration on 

future unemployment spells: Arulampalam et al. (2000) and Gregg (2001), for the UK; 

Muhleisen and Zimmermann (1994) for Germany; Roed et al. (1999) for Norway; 

Arranz and Muro (2004) for Spain; and Heckman and Borjas (1980) and Omori (1997) 

for the US. Finally, research on the labour market position of job losers and whether or 

not they face problems in leaving unemployment is already extensive in North America 

(Ruhm, 1991, and Jacobson et al., 1993) but limited in the European literature (Bender 

et al., 2002, for France and Germany; Addison and Portugal, 2003, for Portugal; 

                                                           
1 In 1991, the Spanish unemployment rate was 16.3 percent, increasing during the sharp crisis of the 
early-1990s up to 24.2 percent in 1994. Since then, it has shown a continuing decreasing trend. 
Nowadays, the unemployment rate is below 9 percent, still high when compared with the US (4.8 
percent), Japan (4.1 percent) and the average OECD countries (6.3 percent), although close to the average 
Euro zone (8.2 percent) (see OECD, 2006). This rate is not strictly comparable to that of 1991, due to the 
change in the definition of unemployment introduced in 2001, in application of a new EC Regulation. The 
comparable figure would probably be 2-3 points higher (for more details, see Garrido and Toharia, 2004). 
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Lubyova and Van Ours, 1999, for Slovakia; and Cebrián et al., 1996, Bover et al., 2002, 

and Alba-Ramírez et al., 2006, for Spain)2. 

The analysis of the future labour market position of the unemployed in a 

competing risks framework with two destination states (employment and inactivity), 

while not yet commonplace in the duration literature, is becoming more familiar 

(Meyer, 1990; Narendranathan and Stewart, 1993; Addison and Portugal, 2003). This 

will be the main objective of this paper. For that purpose, we will consider an 

unemployment duration model in which hazard rates from unemployment may result 

into the risks of entering a job or becoming inactive3. In our analysis, we will 

distinguish between workers with previous labour experience (job losers) and without it 

(first-job seekers), allowing for observed and unobserved characteristics to affect the 

unemployment exit process. Furthermore, the investigation will also focus on the 

possible disincentive effects of benefits on exits out of unemployment and the 

transitions from unemployment to either temporary or permanent job contracts. 

The data come from the quarterly Spanish Labour Force Survey (EPA, Encuesta 

de Población Activa) linked files. We select those individuals who have just started an 

unemployment spell (“new entrants”) in each quarter of every year over the period 1992 

(first quarter)-2004 (fourth quarter). These individuals are followed during the period 

they remain in the survey (up to six quarters), so that the duration of their 

unemployment spells ranges from one month to a maximum of 18 months. Obviously, 

some workers remain unemployed for the whole observation window but other 

experience transitions into either employment or out of labour force4. 

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we present the data, how the 

sample has been extracted and the way the information on the unemployment spells has 

                                                           
2 There are also studies that investigate the influence of individual's previous unemployment experience 
on future job duration; see, for instance, Booth et al. (1999) and Böheim and Taylor (2002) in the UK and 
García-Pérez (1997) and Arranz and García-Serrano (2004) in Spain. 
3 Flinn and Heckman (1983) addressed the question of whether unemployment and out of labour force are 
distinct states. 
4 In the Spanish literature, there is a previous work by Alba (1999) which analyzes individual transitions 
from unemployment to either employment or inactivity. Our paper presents some relevant differences 
with it. First, we use the period 1992- 2004 in our analysis while he used the period 1987-1995. Second, 
we analyze transitions out of unemployment obtained by worker's labour market status in all six 
consecutive quarters, while he used only two consecutive quarters. Third, we use time varying covariates, 
and observed and unobserved heterogeneity in a competing risk duration model, while he used a 
multinomial logit without time varying covariates and without unobserved heterogeneity terms in the 
estimations. Finally, we consider all men and women who become unemployed at the time of the 
quarterly survey, aged between 16-64 years old, with and without previous labour experience, while he 
analyzed only men, aged 20-59, with previous work experience. 
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been constructed. Section 3 outlines the methodology employed in the empirical 

analysis: the discrete time competing risks hazard rate model. Section 4 provides the 

estimation results. Finally, section 5 summarizes the main findings and offers some 

conclusions. 

2. The data 

The data we use in this paper is taken from the Spanish Labour Force Survey 

(EPA). This a nationally representative survey developed quarterly by the National 

Statistical Office (INE, Instituto Nacional de Estadística). The period under analysis is 

1992(1)-2004(4), the starting and ending dates being dictated by changes in survey 

design after the first quarter of 1992 and 2005, respectively. In each quarter, the EPA 

sample consists of approximately 60,000 households, or 200,000 individuals. One sixth 

of them leave the sample each quarter. This allows following transitions out of 

unemployment for up to six subsequent quarters. Hence, the individual is observed over 

a time interval of up to six quarters of length. 

Since our attention focuses on the unemployed, we select those individuals who 

enter the unemployment state in each quarter. The longitudinal nature of the survey 

makes it possible to check their labour market status in subsequent quarters, allowing 

for three exclusive states: unemployment (U), employment (E) and out of the labour 

force (OLF). Therefore, we are able to know whether an unemployed individual has 

experienced no transition from unemployment or he/she has moved from U to E or from 

U to OLF between two subsequent quarters. The questionnaire in each quarter provides 

us with individual demographic information (such as gender, marital status, age, level of 

schooling), information on previous job match (the reason for job loss, job occupation, 

institutional sector, firm’s industry affiliation) and other variables (tenure on current 

unemployment spell and whether the individual receive unemployment benefits). 

Data files have been linked thanks to the existence of individual identification 

numbers. The data on unemployment history is brought into person-month format and 

then the variables necessary for the implementation of the estimations are constructed, 

in particular the spell identifiers, the censoring indicators and the hazard rates. The 

selection consists of individuals aged 16-64 who become unemployed at the time of the 

quarterly survey (in fact, those who have been unemployed for less than three months at 

the moment of the interview). We assume that unemployment spells that are not 

completed (i.e. the unemployed that have not moved from U either to E or to OLF) from 
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the first quarter up to the sixth quarter are right-censored durations at that length. 13.7 

percent of total spells are censored unemployment spells, 58.6 percent end in a 

transition from U to E and 27.7 percent in a transition from U to OLF. 

After the sample selection, the total inflow consists of 14,861 individuals. Table 

A.1 in the Appendix provide descriptive statistics for the entire sample and for 

individuals with and without previous labour experience. Job losers represent 81.3 

percent of the total inflow into unemployment (65.6 percent lost their last job due to the 

end of a temporary contract, 5.9 percent due to layoffs, and 2.3 and 7.5 percent because 

of involuntary and voluntary reasons, respectively). This information is displayed in 

Figure 1 for the whole time period under analysis. 

The mean unemployment duration is around 7 months for job losers and 8 months 

for those without previous labour experience. We also observe a higher percentage (17.9 

percent) of censored unemployment spells for workers without previous job experience 

than for job losers (12.2 percent). The proportion of individuals who exit from U to 

OLF is higher in the case of those without previous job experience (48.9 percent) than 

in the case of job losers (22.8 percent). On the contrary, the proportion of job losers who 

exit from U to E is higher than that for those without previous job experience: 64.5 

percent against 33.2 percent. The evolution of these proportions may be viewed in 

Figures 2 and 3. 

Figures 4-6 show the proportions of unemployed workers who find a job, who exit 

to out of the labour force and who remain in unemployment by cause of exit from the 

last job. In general, data from these figures suggest that workers without previous 

employment experience are less prone to make transitions from U to E while those 

entering in unemployment due to the ending of a temporary contract are more likely to 

move to the employment state. 

Finally, figures 7-9 contain information on the survival function of exiting from U 

to E and to OLF for the entire sample, for workers with and without previous job 

experience, and by cause of exit from the last job, respectively. The duration of a spell 

of unemployment is defined as the period of time elapsed between the first quarter of 

inflow into unemployment and the last quarter of outflow from unemployment. From 

Figure 7, we see that there are more right censored observations in the exits from U to 

OLF (51.5 percent) than into E (26.7 percent). Therefore, the unemployed remain 

shorter time in unemployment when they exit to E than to OLF. Distinguishing job 
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losers from the unemployed without previous job experience makes it possible to detect 

a different behaviour in the individuals: unemployment spells for job losers before 

exiting to E (to OLF) are the shortest (the longest); on the contrary, the unemployment 

duration for individuals without previous job experience is shorter before exiting to 

OLF than to E. 

Figure 8 shows that individuals without labour experience remain longer in 

unemployment before exiting to a job than the rest of workers, with a 48.2 percent of 

censored observations. Then, we have workers entering unemployment from layoffs 

(with 35 percent of censored observations), due to voluntary reasons (32.4 percent) and 

due to involuntary reasons (29 percent). Finally, those who ended a contract exhibit the 

shortest unemployment duration (20.5 percent of censored durations). 

Finally, in analyzing the transitions from U to OLF, Figure 9 suggests that the 

unemployed without previous job experience remain the shortest in unemployment 

before exiting to OLF (with 37.2 percent of censored observations), followed by those 

who entered unemployment due to voluntary reasons (42.1 percent), due to the end of a 

contract (57 percent), and due to layoffs and involuntary reasons (around 60 percent of 

censored spells). 

3. Econometric specification 

3.1. The econometric model 

The model chosen for the empirical analysis is a discrete time competing risks 

hazard rate model. A discrete time model is chosen because the data is available in 

discrete time intervals (monthly data). A competing risks framework is selected since 

we are able to distinguish between two exit modes out of unemployment for each 

individual: employment and out of labour force. In the formulation of the model, we 

follow the terminology proposed by Allison (1982) and Jenkins (1995), extended by 

Steiner (2001), Lauer (2003), D' Addio and Rosholm (2005) and Alba et al. (2006). 

In our case, the basic idea of the hazard rate model is that one divides the 

unemployment duration into a discrete and finite number of time intervals and looks 

whether the individual has left or not the unemployment state in each time interval. The 

hazard rate is assumed to be constant within time intervals but is allowed to differ 

between them. In this context, the hazard rate ( s
ijh ) that individual i leaves her sth spell 
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of state j (unemployment) to destination k (employment or out of labour force) in the 

interval It, given that her spell lasted in state j until the beginning of interval It, 

conditional on observed characteristics xijk(t) and unobserved characteristics vij, is as 

follows: 

)),(,|),Pr()),(|( ijkijk
s

ijk
s
ijk

s
ijkijkijk

s
ijk vtxtTdtTvtxth ≥==    (1) 

   i=1,…,N; j,k=1,…,K; t=1,…, s
ijT ; S=1,…,Si 

 Where s
ijT  is the time spent by individual i in the sth spell of state j, It is a 

discrete number of intervals and s
ijd  equals 1 if the sth spell of individual i in state j 

ends in state k, 0 otherwise (spell censored or ends in other state than k). 

Assuming that all spell observations -conditional on the explanatory variables and 

the unobserved factors- are independent and that censoring is random, the sample 

likelihood function for the original state j may be written as follows (see Jenkins, 1995; 

Steiner, 2001; and Lauer, 2003)5: 
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Where s
ijky  is a binary variable that takes value equal 1 if the sth spell of 

individual i in state j is censored and 0 otherwise. 

In order to estimate empirically the likelihood function, it is necessary to assume 

further specification choices. For the hazard rate we choose the logistic specification 

that, with multiple events, generates the multinomial logit model (Maddala, 1983). It 

allows for the three possible states considered: employment, out of labour force, and 

remaining unemployed (which is the reference state category). For individual i, the 

transition rate from state j to k specified as a multinomial logit can be written as 

(Steiner, 2001; Lauer, 2001): 
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5 We omit temporarily xijk(t) and vij to simplify notation. 
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In (3) xijk is a vector of explanatory variables that may vary with time, βjk is a 

vector of parameters to be estimated; the terms αjk stands for the so-called baseline 

hazard which represents the pattern of duration dependence. The specification of the 

baseline hazard is very important in duration models. A common but restrictive 

approach consists in specifying a parametric form (for instance, gamma, weibull, log-

normal, etc.). Nevertheless, this approach is very strong because the assumptions over 

the form are difficult to justify from an economic point of view and provokes a 

misspecification problem. To avoid that problem, we specify a semi-parametric 

approach: a piecewise constant hazard, by specifying monthly dummy variables for 

which coefficients for transitions from unemployment to employment can differ from 

those for transitions to inactivity. This method presents the advantage of being a flexible 

pattern of duration dependence assuming that this pattern may vary among the states 

where the duration effect is found to be constant or the number of observations is very 

small. 

Finally, vij account for unobserved heterogeneity characteristics in the model such 

as motivation, ability, effort, etc. We assume that the unobserved heterogeneity effect is 

a specific destination state, time constant, and independent of the observed 

characteristics6. Unobserved heterogeneity is discretely distributed with unknown 

support points. These points can be interpreted as latent individual's variables. Heckman 

and Singer (1984) described the non-parametric approach based on the existence of 

some latent classes of individuals. In this approach, one assumes that vij may be divided 

in a limited number of mass points vmj with a given probability π7. Then, the likelihood 

function for an individual may be obtained integrating the following conditional 

likelihood distribution: 
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6 This is a standard assumption in duration models (Jenkins, 1995; Steiner, 2001 D’Addio and Rosholm, 
2005).If we relax the assumption and v is correlated with X, then the probability of exiting from 
unemployment through employment or inactivity will be affected, and a test for endogeneity will be 
required. 
7 The number of mass points will be determined by the approach of Baker and Melino (2000). A 
comparison of information criteria is computed from the estimation results of models with a different 
number of mass points: the number of mass points is increased until the addition of a further mass point 
stops improving the model. 
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In the next section we estimate this likelihood function by maximum likelihood to 

know how personal, job and labour market characteristics influence unemployment 

durations of spells that end either in employment or in inactivity. 

3.2. Specification tests  

The main limitation of the multinomial (or competing risks) specification is the 

property of the independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) that has to be fulfilled. In a 

setting with three alternatives, the IIA means that the ratio of the probabilities of any 

two alternatives does not depend on the characteristics of a third alternative. The 

validity of the IIA assumptions will be tested by means of two tests: the Hausman (HM) 

test (Hausman and Mc Fadden, 1984) and the Small-Hsiao (SH) test (Small and Hsiao, 

1985). These popular tests consist in partitioning the choice set of alternatives into 

subsets and therefore comparing the coefficients (HM) or the likelihood functions (SH) 

from the complete model and from the restricted model obtained by leaving out one or 

more alternatives. We also have Wald and LR tests to test whether some of the outcome 

categories should be combined (for instance, whether the parameter estimates differ 

significantly across outcome categories). 

Table 1 provides the results of these tests. The HM and SH tests show that the null 

hypothesis is accepted; then, the IIA assumption would be fulfilled. Therefore, these 

tests indicate that the data support the multinomial logit specification for each departure 

state. Wald and LR tests examine whether some states can be pooled into a single state, 

in which case the specification should binomial rather than multinomial. As the results 

show, the null hypothesis that the coefficients of the two candidates for pooling are not 

significantly different is rejected for any pair of potential alternatives. The rejection 

means that unemployment, employment and OLF are distinct states. Then, the 

multinomial specification seems to be appropriate, since none of the categories could be 

combined.  

Finally, in order to see whether the number of mass points found as optimal is 

robust towards the specification with unobservables in the standard multilogit model 

which is implicit in the text, three alternative information criteria are used: Akaike 

information criterion (AIC), Hannan-Quinn criterion (HQ) and Bayesian info criterion 

(BIC)8. Table 2 reports the value of these information criteria. The preferred model is 

                                                           
8 A description of the AIC, BIC and HQI criterias are presented in Baker and Melino (2000) and Lauer 
(2003).  
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that yielding the lowest IC value. As can be seen, all information criteria lead to the 

same conclusion. For all the unemployed, for job losers and for the unemployed without 

previous labour experience, accounting for individual unobserved heterogeneity by 

distinguishing two mass points does not improve the fit of the models, which means that 

the best model should not include any mass point. 

Alternatively, a simple likelihood ratio test of a model with unobserved 

heterogeneity against another without unobserved heterogeneity confirms the 

conclusion that unobserved heterogeneity is not significant. The value of the likelihood 

ratio test statistic for the entire sample of a model with unobserved heterogeneity 

against that without it is 1.144. This value exceeds the critical chi square value of 5.99 

for 2 d.f. at significance level of 5 percent and, therefore, the unobserved heterogeneity 

component should not be included in the specification of the model. The values of the 

likelihood ratio test statistic are 0.922 and 1.591 for the estimations regarding job losers 

and those unemployed without previous labour experience sample, respectively. Both 

values exceed the critical chi square value (previously mentioned); therefore, 

unobserved heterogeneity is also not significant9. 

4. Empirical analysis 

4.1. Explanatory variables 

In the estimation, we consider the following set of variables (an extended 

description is presented in Table A.2 in the Appendix): 

- Socio-demographic variables: gender, age dummies, marital status, attained 

educational level and relation with the person of reference in the household. 

- Previous job variables: previous employment experience, type of sector, cause 

of exit from the last job, occupation, industry affiliation, and last job duration. 

- Job search variables: previous position in the labour market before job search 

(working, engaged in education, domestic work, etc.), whether workers 

                                                           
9 We have also estimated a third order polynomial specification for the baseline hazard function with two 
support points for the unobserved heterogeneity (that was significant) rather a piecewise-constant baseline 
hazard function. Although the likelihood ratio tests cannot be used to differentiate betweeen both 
specifications because the models are not nested, we chose a piecewise constant baseline hazard function 
in this paper since the data we use is discrete and it provides a more flexible representation of the baseline 
hazard function. Nevertheless, the results of the third order polynomial for the baseline hazard function 
are very similar to those presented in the text (see Appendix, Tables A3-A5). 
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receive unemployment benefits, type of job he/she is looking for (only full-

time job, preferably full-time, preferably part-time, only part-time, or 

whatever type), and whether the unemployed would accept a job that implied 

to move to a different city, a change in occupation, less income given his/her 

qualifications, or a job category below what was expected. 

- Other variables: the quarterly regional unemployment rate to control for 

labour demand conditions, the quarterly GDP rate to capture the effect of the 

business cycle, and four dummies to control for the quarter of exit and entry to 

examine the existence of a possible seasonal effect and the calendar time 

effect, respectively. Furthermore, a duration dependence pattern through a 

number of monthly dummies used for the baseline hazard specification is 

included for each exit state.  

4.2. Expected effects 

Turning to the effect of particular individual and job related characteristics on the 

exit rate of unemployment, we expect the following effects. If inactivity were a true 

destination state for women when they are in active age, then men would exhibit a 

positive effect on the risk of exiting from unemployment to employment. Elderly 

unemployed workers have skills that are more likely to become obsolete, so they would 

experience more difficulties in adapting to a new job and will show less probability of 

exiting to employment and more probability of exiting to inactivity (Narendranathan 

and Nickell, 1985)10. Single workers are more able to accept a job because they are 

more mobile. On the contrary, married unemployed may search more intensively since 

they have familiar responsibilities and need more income. The effect of the educational 

level is ambiguous. On the one hand, the higher the worker’s educational level, the 

higher his/her reservation wage and, hence, the lower the probability of accepting a job 

offer. On the other hand, employers may prefer those unemployed with higher 

educational level expecting a higher productivity, so the probability of exiting to a job 

may be higher. 

The prediction on the influence of benefits on the exit from unemployment is also 

ambiguous, since there are an incentive and a disincentive effect on the intensity of job 

                                                           
10 Elderly unemployed workers normally accumulate more labour experience which generates a higher reservation 
wage. This provokes that they have less probability of getting a new job (Folmer and van Dijk, 1988). 
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search by the unemployed (Atkinson and Micklewright, 1991). On the one hand, the 

standard prediction is that the unemployed receiving benefits will exhibit a lower 

probability of transition from unemployment to employment since the incentive of 

unemployed workers to search for a job is reduced. On the other hand, there is an 

incentive effect arising from the fact that the level of benefits increases the resources 

devoted to search and hence increases the probability of finding a job. 

Regarding the influence of previous labour market experience, it may be 

anticipated that those individuals with previous experience may be considered as wage 

earners and, therefore, they would show a higher probability of experiencing transitions 

from unemployment to employment than those without previous labour market 

experience. An additional insight comes from the fact that individuals become 

unemployed due to different reasons. In this sense, we may expect that workers who 

have been laid off face more difficulties to find a job, if job-match specific human 

capital has been lost (Podgursky and Swaim, 1987; Ruhm, 1991). Moreover, tenure on 

the last job may have a scarring effect on the duration of the current unemployment 

spell (Kuhn, 2002). 

We expect GDP growth rate to have a positive effect on the hazard rate of finding 

a job. Concerning the state of local labour market demand, the unemployed who live in 

regions with low regional unemployment rates will enjoy a higher probability of finding 

a job since there would be less competition for existing vacancies. Finally, regarding the 

influence of industry affiliation, we expect that workers in service and building sectors 

will face expanding employment opportunities and higher chances to find a job. 

4.3. Results 

Table 3 reports parallel results from fitting a competing risks hazard model to 

analyze the determinants of exiting from unemployment through two destination states: 

employment (E) and out of the labour force (OLF). The first two columns provide the 

determinants of exits from U through E or through OLF for the entire sample. The 

following two columns offer the results regarding the same specification of the model but 

for the unemployed with previous labour experience, and the last two columns for those 

workers without previous labour experience. 

The reference individual for the estimations without previous experience is a man, 

aged 25-34 years old, non-married, without studies, main person of the household, who 
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declare that he/she does not know if would accept a job in another city, in another 

occupation, of less income and with a lower job category, and looking for a job of 

whatever type regarding working time. Supplement regressors are incorporated in the 

estimations for job losers. The reference here is that last job was in a white-collar high-

skilled occupation, in the private sector, and in industry; in addition, he/she exited from 

the last job by voluntary reasons and does not receive unemployment benefits. 

We first present the results for socio-demographic variables; later, we shall report 

results for previous job characteristics; finally, we will comment results on job search 

variables and will conduct some extensions. 

4.3.1. Socio-demographic variables 

We observe differences in the regression coefficients estimated across destination 

states. With respect to the exit from U to E, gender, marital status and age seem to 

matter for the two groups of unemployed. Female job losers exhibit a significantly 11 

percent lower probability of exiting from U to E than similar men. This negative effect 

is larger (around 20 percent) for those women without previous labour experience. The 

familiar pro-supply effect of marital status is quite confirmed in the case of job losers: 

being married increases the probability of transitions from U to E. Nevertheless, this 

effect is larger for married men. On the contrary, while women without previous labour 

experience show a lower risk of exiting from U to OLF than men (a 22 percent), women 

who are job losers and married are more likely to be less attached to the labour force 

than men. This can be related to family reasons. 

Regarding the effect of age, differences are very marked. While individuals aged 

25-34 have more chances of getting an employment (for job losers and for workers 

without previous job experience as well), the oldest workers tend to be the most 

disadvantaged since they exhibit the lowest transition rates from U to E (these are even 

lower for those without previous labour experience). On the other hand, the age variable 

does not affect significantly the risk of exiting from U to OLF for the unemployed 

without previous labour experience. But for the group of job losers the oldest and the 

youngest are those who show the largest likelihood of exiting from U to OLF. This 

means that younger job losers are more inclined to come back to study or to domestic or 

family care, while older job losers are more inclined to retire. 
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Finally, attainted educational level affects transitions from U to OLF: all workers 

with any educational level different from having no studies (save for post-compulsory 

secondary) are less likely to drop out the labour force. However, the educational level is 

not significant in explaining transitions from U to E since it appears to have no 

influence on the search process. The reason may be that the educational level segments 

the labour market and therefore workers search for a job in their own labour segment. 

Then, the probability that a job is offered does not depend on the educational level, and 

although the reservation wage is higher for the unemployed with more formal 

education, their probability of accepting a job offer is not lower since their wage offers 

are also higher. Gonzalo (2002) has also detected this insignificant effect of educational 

level on transitions from U to E for Spain.  

4.3.2. Previous job experience variables 

There are several job experience variables that provide interesting insights into the 

way workers exit from U either into E or into OLF: whether or not the individual has 

been employed previously, the cause of exit from last job, the type of sector, occupation 

and industry affiliation. 

One of the most interesting findings relates to the first of those variables. In fact, 

having been employed previously increases 37 percent the probability of returning to 

employment in the future after unemployment. This result seems to indicate that 

workers who have been somehow attached to the labour market in the past possess some 

characteristics making them more prone to coming back to employment relative to those 

individuals who have never been employed. On the contrary, previous job experience 

does not play any role in the transitions from U to OLF. 

Comments on the rest of variables are only for job losers. Those workers who 

entered unemployed due to a layoff exhibit a 22 percent lower probability of exiting 

from U to E vis-à-vis the reference category (voluntary reasons as early retirement, 

quitting, etc.), while workers who entered unemployment following the termination of a 

fixed-term contract have noticeably a 11 percent higher probability of moving from one 

job to another with an intermediate unemployment period. Therefore, the latter are more 

employable but at the same time they have more risk of experiencing unemployment. 

Böheim and Taylor (2002) in the UK and by Arranz and García-Serrano (2004) in Spain 

have also found previously this effect. Not surprisingly, those who entered unemployed 
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for voluntary reasons show a larger probability of exiting to OLF than the rest of 

individuals. 

With regards to the industry affiliation, job losers from the agriculture and 

building sector exhibit a higher hazard rate from U to E across the period of study than 

workers from the industry sector. This is an expected result since those are the sectors 

with the highest proportion of temporary employment in the Spanish economy. 

Therefore, worker turnover is high, individuals move from one job to another very 

frequently and job durations are short. We also find that job losers from the agriculture 

and the service sectors show higher probability of dropping the labour force. Finally, 

hazard rates from U to E are larger for workers who previously worked in blue-collar 

jobs and in the public sector. 

4.3.3. Job search variables  

The variable that captures the situation of the unemployed previously to begin the 

process of searching for a job provides some interesting results. Compared to the 

unemployed who were working before they started looking for a job, job losers who 

were in domestic work or were in education are stigmatised because they have less 

probability of entering to a job and have more probability of dropping out of the labour 

force. Again, this result stresses the importance of being attached to the labour market to 

increase the employability of individuals and to avoid definitive exits to inactivity. 

 Second, we have constructed a set of variables as indicators of either pressure to 

accept a job or labour force attachment. These are based on four variables that capture 

the effect of willingness to accept a job in a different city, in a different occupation, 

commanding less wage for the given qualification or in a job category lower than 

expected (possible answers to these variables are ‘yes’, ‘no’, and ‘don’t know’). The 

first dummy variable takes value 1 if the worker indicates that he would be ready to 

accept a job in all the above-mentioned four dimensions. The second dummy variable 

takes value 1 if he is ready to accept a job in at least one of those options. Finally, the 

third variable (reference category) takes value 1 if he would not accept (or he does not 

know) a job in neither of these options. Results indicate that job losers and workers 

without previous labour experience who report that they would accept a job under either 

all the referred conditions or any of those conditions have around 20-22 percent less 

probability of finding a job. Moreover, they exhibit much less probability of leaving the 
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labour force. These are the same results obtained by Alba-Ramírez (1999) using two 

consecutive waves of the Spanish LFS. 

 Another variable trying to capture workers’ choosiness in the job search process is 

that relating to the type of job (working time) they are looking for. In this case, our 

findings suggest that job losers who declare that they are searching only for a full-time 

job exhibit more probability of exiting from U to E. At the same time, job losers and 

those without previous labour experience who are willing to accept only a part-time job 

are more likely to drop out the labour force. 

The receipt of unemployment benefits11 has the standard expected effects on the 

exits from U into E and OLF: non-claimants exit from unemployment faster than 

claimants do. The effect on the exit from U into E agrees with that found previously by 

Alba-Ramírez (1999), Bover et al. (2002) and Gonzalo (2002) with the Spanish LFS 

data. Results also suggest that the benefits’ disincentive effect translates into a lower 

probability of exiting to inactivity: transition rates from U to OLF are two times more 

important than from U to E. This effect was previously documented by Wadsworth 

(1991) for the UK. 

4.3.4. Other variables 

There is a clear indication that the higher the quarterly regional unemployment 

rates the lower the probability of exiting from U to E and the higher the probability of 

leaving the labour force for the two groups analyzed, being both effects lower in 

absolute value for job losers. This result suggests that there is a discouragement effect 

from participation when labour market is slack. Similarly, the business cycle variable 

indicates that the higher the quarterly GDP rate, the higher the probability of finding a 

job for job losers. This means that in expansions the hazard rate from unemployment 

increases because firms create new vacancies and offer better wages. However, these 

opportunities are only available to job losers: the business cycle does not alter the 

transitions from unemployment of workers without previous experience. 

Year dummies variables also allow observing the effect of business cycle on 

transitions from U to E and OLF. Concerning the transition from U to E, the coefficients 

for year dummies are positive but only significant for job losers, increasing from 1995 

                                                           
11 This variable contains information on individuals who receive either unemployment insurance or 
unemployment assistance benefits. 
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to 2003. The probability is especially large in the period 2000-2002. As for the 

probability of leaving the labour force, it increased from 1998 to 2003. This result is 

worrying since it has happened in a period of economic expansion and net employment 

creation. 

Finally, Figure 10 displays the estimated duration dependence for job losers and 

unemployed without previous work experience at mean of covariates. As can be 

observed, estimated hazard rates from U to E are greater than from U to OLF for the 

entire sample. Furthermore, it can be observed how in a competing risks framework the 

U-E and U-OLF estimated hazard rates steadily exhibit positive duration dependence 

during the first months up to the fourth month, negative duration dependence until the 

tenth month, and a positive duration dependence thereafter. Notice that the mobility 

pattern of both collective for each outcome is similar. The estimated hazard rates from 

U to E for job losers keeps over the hazard rate from unemployment to OLF and from U 

to E and OLF for the unemployed without previous work experience. Then, expected 

unemployment duration for job losers who exit to a job is shorter than for the rest of 

outcomes. On the contrary, the unemployed without previous work experience exhibits 

shorter unemployment duration when they exit from U to OLF than job losers for the 

same outcome. 

4.3.5. Further extensions 

• Previous job tenure 

Table 4 reports an extension to the results offered in Table 4. In this new 

estimation, we examine the effect of previous job tenure on transitions out of 

unemployment. The purpose is to try and analyze whether duration in the last job 

influences (positively or negatively) the probability of exiting from unemployment. For 

that, we use the whole set of variables included in the previous estimation except the 

cause of exit from last job and the unemployment benefits variables since there is some 

correlation between previous job tenure and these variables. As it is well known, 

previous job tenure and the reason for leaving last job provide indirect information on 

unemployment benefits: whether the individual has the right to receive benefits and its 

duration. 

The results suggest that the influence of previous job tenure on the probability of 

leaving the labour force is non-existent, but the longer the duration in the previous job, 
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the lower the hazard rate from U into E. This effect might be related to the loss of 

specific human capital when workers are separated from their previous jobs: if firms 

and workers are engaged in long-term relationships, the rupture of a job match makes 

the specific component of human capital to vanish and individuals may find more 

difficult to search for a new job suitable for their skills. In this sense, there is a risk of 

human capital deterioration and qualifications get obsolete with time, which may reduce 

productivity and, as a result, re-employment probabilities. 

• Cause of exit from previous job: end of contract and layoffs 

The distinction across individuals according to the reason of exit from the 

previous job is potentially relevant since it may illuminate the effect of specific human 

capital on re-employment probabilities. In order to investigate this, Table 5 displays the 

results for the estimation of transitions from U to E and OLF for workers who were 

previously employed but were separated from their last job due to either the end of a 

contract or a layoff. 

Regarding those workers who became unemployed due to contract ending, their 

results are similar to those mentioned for the entire sample and for job losers (Table 3), 

save for the benefit and job category variables that do not influence transitions from U 

to E. Hence, the unemployed with less probability of finding a job are women (specially 

married), the elderly workers, workers in the private sector, in industry sector, in 

regions with the highest regional unemployment rate, who became unemployed in a 

recession, who were in domestic work previously to start looking for a job, ready to 

accept a job in another city and/or occupation and/or of less income and/or with lower 

job category, and those with large previous job duration. We also find that the 

coefficients for year dummies are positive, suggesting that the probability of transitions 

from U to E increased from 1994 to at least 2000. 

On the contrary, married women, older and younger job losers, blue collar 

workers, workers in agriculture and service sectors, in regions with high unemployment 

rates, who were in education or in domestic work previously to start searching for a job, 

who do not receive benefits, do not accept a job in another city and/or occupation and/or 

of less income and/or with lower job category, are more likely to be less attached to the 

labour force. The coefficients for year dummies are positive after 1997, but only 

significant from 2000 to 2003. 
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If we focus our attention on transitions of workers who were laid-off from their 

previous job, we find that married women, workers aged more than 35 years old, 

workers from the private sector, white collar high skilled workers, those working in 

regions with the highest regional unemployment rates and with longer previous job 

tenure are more prone to experience lower transitions from U to E. In contrast, married 

women, individuals without studies, who worked in the public sector, with longer 

previous job tenure, who are not ready to accept a job in another city and/or occupation 

and/or of less income and/or with lower job category are the group of workers with 

more probability of leaving the labour force. These transitions have increased steadily 

from 2000 to 2003.  

• Stepping-stones versus dead-end jobs for the unemployed 

Temporary contracts are often regarded as an important component of labour 

market flexibility in Spain in the last twenty years. There is an extensive debate on the 

effects of temporary employment on the economy and on welfare, in general, and on the 

labour history of workers, in particular. On the one hand, some authors (Booth et al., 

2002) argue that the existence of temporary jobs helps to currently unemployed workers 

since they provide them with opportunities to gain work experience and acquire human 

capital and acts as a positive signal (stepping-stones) towards a permanent and more 

desirable jobs. On the other hand, other authors consider temporary jobs as dead-end 

jobs since they are undesirable jobs compared to permanent ones: worse labour 

conditions (lower wages, greater labour security and bad time schedules) and less work-

related training, which implies that workers are more likely to have lower motivation at 

work. Hence, workers trapped in a chain of temporary jobs and unemployment have 

more risk of developing worse labour careers and of exclusion from the labour market. 

In the literature, we may find studies analyzing empirically the effect of temporary 

jobs on workers’ labour careers. There is not a clear conclusion since results differ 

across countries. Thus, works by Hagen (2003) for Germany, Zijl et al. (2004) for the 

Netherlands, Glagiarducci (2005) for Italy and Engelland and Riphahn (2005) for 

Switzerland find that temporary jobs have a positive signal (stepping-stones) towards a 

permanent job. On the contrary, Amuedo (2000) for Spain finds that temporary jobs 

have a negative signal on the probability of getting a permanent job, and Booth et al. 

(2002) for UK, Güell and Petrongolo (2003) for Spain, and D'Addio and Rosholm 

(2005) for the UE find evidence for both theories. In this section, we analyze the extent 
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to which temporary employment makes it easy for unemployed workers to move from 

unemployment either to a permanent work (stepping-stones) or to other temporary job 

(dead-end). 

Table 6 reports determinants of transitions for the entire sample from 

unemployment directly to a permanent job, from unemployment to a temporary job, 

from unemployment to other type of job (self-employment) or to inactivity. We first 

focus our attention on the estimation for the exits from unemployment either to a 

temporary or to a permanent job. Our findings indicate that the unemployed who were 

separated from a previous job match due to the ending of a temporary job and 

experience an intermediate unemployment period show a 22.6 percent higher 

probability of exiting to a temporary job. By contrast, they have an 18 percent less 

probability of finding a temporary job if the prior job match finished due to a layoff. 

These results suggest the presence of a dead-end effect since workers who accepted a 

temporary job in the past are strongly attached to a temporary job in the future. Thus, as 

we mentioned previously, they are trapped in a chain of temporary jobs and 

unemployment with more risk of developing worse labour careers and of exclusion from 

the labour market. Furthermore, we also find that the unemployed whose previous job 

termination was due to the end of a contract (temporary job) exhibit a 30 percent lower 

probability of accessing to a permanent job.  

Given the presence of a dead-end effect, the comparison of the parameters of the 

transitions from unemployment to permanent jobs and from unemployment to 

temporary jobs is informative of the relevance of this effect for obtaining temporary 

jobs12. Older unemployed have less probability of moving from unemployment to 

permanent or temporary jobs. Males have higher probability of finding temporary jobs. 

Being married (and being female) has a strong negative effect on the transitions from 

unemployment to temporary jobs. Having worked in the public sector increases the 

probability of exiting to temporary jobs and reduces the probability of accessing to 

permanent jobs. This evidence suggests the existence of a temporary job-

unemployment-temporary job channel in the public sector that reflects its increasing use 

of temporary jobs13. The transition rates into temporary jobs are also higher in the 

                                                           
12 Table A.6 in the appendix reports similar estimation results for job losers. 
13 This evidence is not a surprise since Dolado et al. (2002) highlighted it previously: the public sector 
exhibits a steadily increase of the share of temporary employment since the mid-1990s. The reasons may 
be a change in the hiring behaviour after the Growth and Stability Pact and that a high proportion of the 
EC Structural Funds received by the Local Administrations for promoting active labour maket policies 
have been used to hire workers in targeted groups under temporary contracts. 
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agriculture and the building sector compared to workers from the industry. And finally, 

workers in blue-collar (high and low skilled) occupations and those with previous job 

experience are more likely to exit to temporary jobs. 

Other informative results come from the regional unemployment rate and the 

business cycle variables. The unemployed in regions with high unemployment rates 

(associated with higher job destruction and lower job creation rates) present less 

probability of exiting to either temporary or permanent jobs. As for the business cycle 

variable, we obtain the expected result: in seasons when the quarterly GDP rates are 

higher, the transitions from unemployment to temporary jobs increase.  

5. Conclusions 

In this paper, we have investigated the transitions from unemployment to 

employment and inactivity using a competing risks framework. In particular, we have 

distinguished between job losers and workers without previous job experience, allowing 

for observed and unobserved characteristics to affect the unemployment exit process. 

The unobserved heterogeneity was not significant in our estimations. The possible 

disincentive effects of benefits on exits out of unemployment and the transitions from 

unemployment to temporary or permanent contracts are other issues that have been 

analyzed. Data used have come from the quarterly Spanish Labour Force Survey (EPA) 

linked files over the 1992-2004 period. In what follows, we summarize the main 

findings. 

First of all, it is worth noting the notion that employment and inactivity are two 

very distinct behavioural states. For its part, the role of previous labour market 

experience and the type of exit from the last job is critical. We have found that previous 

labour market experience enhances the probability of returning into employment after 

unemployment in the future but does not seem to influence the leaving from the labour 

force. Among job losers, those who entered unemployed due to layoffs exhibit a lower 

probability of transition from U to E, while workers who entered unemployment 

following the termination of a fixed-term contract have noticeably higher probability of 

transitions between jobs with an intermediate unemployment period. Workers 

unemployed due to a voluntary exit from a job are more likely to exit to OLF than the 

rest. 
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Secondly, some personal, job and firm characteristics appear to have an effect on 

the transitions of the unemployed. The influence of seniority on the last job held by the 

individual seems to be a relevant factor: the higher the length of service in previous job, 

the lower the hazard rate from U into E. Moreover, non-claimants exit from 

unemployment (either to E or to OLF) faster than claimants do. This finding suggests 

that benefits not only exerts a negative effect in slowing transitions from unemployment 

to employment but also that the benefits’ disincentive effect translates into a lower 

probability of exiting to inactivity. And male workers, those aged 25-34, and individuals 

living in regions with low unemployment rates (either with and without previous labour 

experience) are those more prone to experience exits from U to E. On the contrary, 

women, the youngest and the oldest job losers exhibit more probability of leaving the 

labour force.  

Finally, the distinction of different destination states within employment (either 

fixed-term or permanent jobs) makes it possible to detect the presence of a dead-end job 

effect in the Spanish labour market during the 1990s, since workers who accepted a 

temporary job in the past were strongly attached to temporary employment in the future. 

They are somehow trapped in a chain of temporary jobs and unemployment with more 

risk of developing worse labour careers and of exclusion from the labour market. This 

issue deserves more attention in order to design adequate policies aimed at preventing 

unemployment and reducing the proportion of temporary employment. 
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APPENDIX 
Table A.1. Descriptive statistics for all unemployed, unemployed without labour 
experience and job losers. EPA linked files, 1992-2004. 

 ALL W/O EXPER.  JOB LOSERS 
  Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 

Male 0.554 0.497 0.410 0.492 0.587 0.492 
Age exit (years) 30.628 11.411 23.067 8.004 32.369 11.369 
Age entry (years) 30.628 11.411 23.067 8.004 32.369 11.369 
Age (groups)       

16-24 years old  0.393 0.488 0.751 0.433 0.310 0.463 
25-34 years old  0.293 0.455 0.151 0.358 0.326 0.469 
35-49 years old  0.228 0.419 0.078 0.268 0.263 0.440 
50-64 years old 0.087 0.281 0.021 0.143 0.102 0.302 

Exit from unemployment       
Employment 0.586 0.493 0.332 0.471 0.645 0.479 
Inactivity 0.277 0.447 0.489 0.500 0.228 0.420 
Remain unemployed 0.137 0.344 0.179 0.383 0.127 0.334 

Marital status       
Single 0.583 0.493 0.853 0.354 0.521 0.500 
Married 0.387 0.487 0.132 0.338 0.445 0.497 
Divorced or widow 0.030 0.171 0.015 0.122 0.034 0.180 

Educational level       
Illiterate 0.086 0.281 0.026 0.160 0.100 0.300 
Primary education 0.237 0.425 0.123 0.328 0.263 0.440 
Compulsory education 0.329 0.470 0.308 0.462 0.334 0.472 
Post-compulsory education 0.095 0.293 0.161 0.368 0.080 0.271 
Vocational education 0.150 0.357 0.170 0.376 0.145 0.352 
University degree 0.103 0.304 0.212 0.409 0.078 0.268 

Job category last job       
No 0.187 0.390 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
WCHS 0.072 0.259 0.000 0.000 0.089 0.285 
WCLS 0.203 0.402 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.433 
BCHS 0.220 0.414 0.000 0.000 0.271 0.444 
BCLS 0.317 0.465 0.000 0.000 0.390 0.488 

Cause of exit last job       
Without labour experience 0.187 0.390 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
End of contract 0.656 0.475 0.000 0.000 0.807 0.395 
Layoff 0.059 0.235 0.000 0.000 0.072 0.259 
Other involuntary  0.023 0.150 0.000 0.000 0.028 0.166 
Voluntary 0.075 0.264 0.000 0.000 0.092 0.290 

Unemployment duration(months) 7.341 5.387 7.951 5.866 7.200 5.260 
Last job duration (months) 18.104 47.308 0.000 0.000 18.104 47.308 
Type of sector       

No 0.187 0.390 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Public 0.115 0.319 0.000 0.000 0.141 0.348 
Private 0.676 0.468 0.000 0.000 0.832 0.374 
Else 0.022 0.146 0.000 0.000 0.027 0.161 

Activity sector       
No 0.187 0.390 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Agriculture 0.133 0.339 0.000 0.000 0.163 0.370 
Industry 0.126 0.332 0.000 0.000 0.155 0.362 
Building 0.148 0.355 0.000 0.000 0.181 0.385 
Service 0.406 0.491 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.500 
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Continuation Table 1. 
 
Future job contract       

No (unemployed or inactive) 0.414 0.493 0.668 0.471 0.355 0.479
Permanent 0.032 0.176 0.018 0.134 0.035 0.184
Temporary 0.533 0.499 0.297 0.457 0.588 0.492
Self employment 0.021 0.142 0.017 0.129 0.022 0.145

Job search (previous situation)       
Worked 0.742 0.438 0.025 0.156 0.907 0.291
Studied 0.160 0.367 0.717 0.450 0.032 0.176
Military service 0.017 0.130 0.043 0.203 0.011 0.106
Domestic work 0.051 0.220 0.147 0.354 0.029 0.167
Else 0.030 0.170 0.068 0.252 0.021 0.144

Year (entry) 1997.519 3.339 1997.356 3.195 1997.557 3.371
Total sample 14,861 2,782 12,079 
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Table A.2. Explanatory variables. 
Variables Definition 

Gender 2 categories: man, woman. 
Age 4 categories: 16-24 years old, 25-34 years old; 35-49 years old, 

50-64 years old. 
Marital status 3 categories: single, married, divorced/widow. 
Relation with the person of 
reference 

4 categories: reference person, partner, son/daughter, others. 

Educational level  6 categories: Illiterate, primary education, compulsory 
education, post-compulsory education, vocational education, 
university degree. 

Job category last job 4 categories: : WCHS (white collar high skilled); WCLS (white 
collar low skilled); BCHS (blue collar high skilled); BCLS (blue 
collar low skilled). 

Cause of exit last job 4 categories: end of contract, layoff, other involuntary reasons, 
voluntary reasons 

Type of sector 3 categories: public, private, else. 
Industry 4 categories: agriculture, industry, building, service. 
Job search previous situation 5 categories: working, studying, military service, domestic work, 

else. 
Unemployment rate Quarterly unemployment rate. 
Region of residence 17 categories: Andalucia, Aragon, Asturias, Baleares,Canarias, 

Cantabria, Castilla-Mancha, Castilla-León, Catalonia, 
Comunidad Valenciana, Extremadura, Galicia, Madrid, Murcia, 
Navarra, Pais Vasco, La Rioja. 

Benefits 2 categories: yes, no. 
Search for a job of… 5 categories: only full-time, full-time or part-time, only part-

time, part-time or full-time, whatever. 
Accept a job in a different 
city? 

3 categories: yes, no, I don’t know. 

Accept a job in different 
occupation? 

3 categories: yes, no, I don’t know. 

Accept a job with less 
income? 

3 categories: yes, no, I don’t know. 

Accept a job with lower 
category? 

3 categories: yes, no, I don’t know. 

Dummies entry quarter 4 categories: 1st quarter (January to March), 2nd quarter (April to 
June), 3rd (July to September), 4thquarter (October to December).

Dummies exit quarter 4 categories: 1st quarter (January to March), 2nd quarter (April to 
June), 3rd (July to September), 4thquarter (October to December).

Dummy year variables 12 categories: 1992,1993,………2003. 
Previous experience 2 categories: Yes, no. 
Previous job duration Months. 
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Table A.3. Estimation results for all unemployed, job losers and workers without previous labour experience (U= unemployment, OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked files (1992-
2004). Third order polynomial baseline hazard function and two support points. 

 ALL JOB LOSERS WITHOUT LABOUR EXPERIENCE 

 U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Baseline hazard function                   
t 1.824 0.045 *** 2.068 0.053 *** 1.840 0.051 *** 2.031 0.064 *** 1.540 0.111 *** 2.191 0.108 *** 
t2 -0.157 0.005 *** -0.190 0.006 *** -0.161 0.006 *** -0.183 0.008 *** -0.113 0.013 *** -0.203 0.013 *** 
t3 0.004 0.000 *** 0.005 0.000 *** 0.004 0.000 *** 0.004 0.000 *** 0.002 0.000 *** 0.006 0.000 *** 

Gender (women) -0.166 0.043 *** -0.188 0.052 *** -0.148 0.049 *** -0.087 0.069  -0.202 0.089 ** -0.285 0.086 *** 
Age groups                   

16-24 -0.027 0.043  0.382 0.060 *** 0.001 0.046  0.453 0.067 *** -0.305 0.126 ** 0.039 0.136  
25-34 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
35-49 -0.279 0.048 *** -0.285 0.065 *** -0.261 0.050 *** -0.265 0.069 *** -0.610 0.260 ** -0.364 0.211 * 
50-64 -0.729 0.073 *** 0.176 0.087 ** -0.731 0.075 *** 0.201 0.092 ** -0.737 0.403 * -0.126 0.292  

Marital status                   
Married 0.152 0.066 ** -0.598 0.096 *** 0.165 0.068 ** -0.509 0.101 *** 0.932 0.440 ** -0.395 0.531  
Single, widow or 
divorced - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Women and married -0.554 0.103 *** 1.053 0.128 *** -0.593 0.108 *** 0.899 0.140 *** -1.246 0.502 ** 0.985 0.573 * 
Type of sector                   

Public 0.133 0.051 *** 0.116 0.071 * 0.130 0.051 *** 0.130 0.071 * - - - - - - 
Private or else - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Cause of exit last job                   
End of contract 0.146 0.062 ** -0.276 0.075 *** 0.197 0.062 *** -0.347 0.073 *** - - - - - - 
Layoff -0.239 0.087 *** -0.330 0.111 *** -0.184 0.088 ** -0.417 0.109 *** - - - - - - 
Other involuntary  -0.049 0.115  -0.262 0.153 * 0.022 0.116  -0.345 0.152 ** - - - - - - 

Voluntary - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Educational level                   

No studies - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Primary -0.027 0.065  -0.408 0.079 *** -0.024 0.066  -0.390 0.083 *** 0.477 0.360  -0.545 0.258 ** 
EGB 0.034 0.069  -0.421 0.084 *** 0.037 0.071  -0.429 0.090 *** 0.550 0.353  -0.543 0.259 ** 
BUP -0.104 0.086  0.007 0.098  -0.060 0.092  -0.058 0.111  0.296 0.369  -0.036 0.272  
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FP 0.112 0.077  -0.485 0.096 *** 0.096 0.081  -0.458 0.106 *** 0.781 0.359 ** -0.690 0.271 *** 
University 0.066 0.088  -0.561 0.106 *** 0.116 0.097  -0.517 0.127 *** 0.506 0.360  -0.873 0.276 *** 

Job category last job                   
WCHS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
WCLS 0.022 0.069  -0.047 0.094  0.083 0.071  -0.175 0.092 * - - - - - - 
BCHS 0.196 0.076 *** 0.062 0.107  0.294 0.078 *** -0.085 0.104  - - - - - - 
BCLS 0.171 0.071 ** 0.158 0.096 * 0.249 0.074 *** 0.051 0.096  - - - - - - 

Industry                   
Agriculture 0.441 0.067 *** 0.538 0.092 *** 0.460 0.067 *** 0.514 0.092 *** - - - - - - 
Industry - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Building 0.163 0.058 *** -0.005 0.092  0.197 0.058 *** -0.038 0.090  - - - - - - 

Service 0.049 0.058  0.126 0.081  0.103 0.058 * 0.003 0.077  - - - - - - 
GDP rate 0.066 0.017 *** 0.030 0.021  0.070 0.018 *** 0.024 0.025  0.037 0.047  0.046 0.043  
Reg. Unemployment rate -0.008 0.003 *** 0.004 0.003  -0.006 0.003 * 0.001 0.004  -0.026 0.007 *** 0.008 0.007  
Benefits (yes) -0.105 0.037 *** -0.227 0.054 *** -0.107 0.037 *** -0.220 0.054 *** - - - - - - 
Previous situation (job 
search) 

                  

Working - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Studying -0.143 0.081 * 0.574 0.088 *** -0.214 0.111 ** 0.919 0.114 *** -0.147 0.117  0.506 0.128 *** 
Domestic work -0.187 0.099 * 0.200 0.094 ** -0.207 0.124 * 0.243 0.116 ** -0.116 0.213  -0.128 0.211  
Else (military service, 
etc.) -0.001 0.079  -0.016 0.102  -0.026 0.094  -0.013 0.133  - - - - - - 

Search for a job of:                   

Only full-time 0.299 0.044 *** 0.200 0.060 *** 0.313 0.046 *** 0.231 0.068 *** 0.252 0.134 * 0.143 0.132  
Full-time or part time 0.047 0.034  -0.043 0.045  0.047 0.037  -0.008 0.052  0.097 0.091  -0.080 0.089  
Part time or full-time -0.524 0.135 *** 0.218 0.111 * -0.567 0.156 *** 0.317 0.136 *** -0.284 0.269  0.066 0.200  
Only part-time -0.402 0.114 *** 0.404 0.091 *** -0.364 0.135 *** 0.425 0.118 *** -0.435 0.214 ** 0.275 0.155 * 

Accept a job in another 
city, occupation, of less 
income, with lower 
category? 

                  

Yes (all) -0.472 0.048 *** -0.829 0.065 *** -0.468 0.052 *** -0.804 0.078 *** -0.473 0.124 *** -0.854 0.128 *** 
At least one -0.426 0.037 *** -0.564 0.046 *** -0.434 0.040 *** -0.655 0.054 *** -0.397 0.095 *** -0.333 0.089 *** 
No/I don´t know - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Dummies exit                   
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1st quarter - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
2nd quarter 0.098 0.038 *** -0.044 0.051  0.094 0.041 ** -0.038 0.060  0.083 0.110  -0.096 0.101  
3rd quarter 0.145 0.039 *** 0.041 0.051  0.136 0.042 *** -0.026 0.061  0.114 0.108  0.116 0.098  
4th quarter 0.211 0.038 *** 0.174 0.050 *** 0.208 0.041 *** 0.104 0.059 * 0.234 0.108 ** 0.296 0.095 *** 

Previous experience (yes) 0.427 0.116 *** -0.103 0.142  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Dummy years                   
1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
1993 -0.090 0.079  -0.342 0.095 *** -0.091 0.084  -0.379 0.110 *** -0.020 0.227  -0.218 0.199  
1994 0.122 0.091  -0.252 0.112 ** 0.134 0.098  -0.305 0.135 ** 0.088 0.246  -0.115 0.212  
1995 0.167 0.089 * -0.312 0.111 *** 0.193 0.097 ** -0.386 0.133 *** -0.001 0.241  -0.230 0.210  
1996 0.205 0.094 ** -0.290 0.117 *** 0.211 0.101 ** -0.332 0.139 *** 0.149 0.256  -0.228 0.227  
1997 0.290 0.108 *** -0.203 0.136  0.302 0.116 *** -0.270 0.162 * 0.242 0.299  -0.038 0.264  
1998 0.445 0.106 *** 0.134 0.131  0.448 0.115 *** 0.144 0.155  0.418 0.290  0.123 0.259  
1999 0.396 0.112 *** -0.005 0.139  0.392 0.121 *** 0.013 0.164  0.399 0.300  -0.069 0.271  
2000 0.662 0.104 *** 0.254 0.131 ** 0.646 0.112 *** 0.206 0.152  0.627 0.287 ** 0.281 0.276  
2001 0.556 0.100 *** 0.265 0.122 ** 0.568 0.108 *** 0.266 0.142 * 0.506 0.260 ** 0.190 0.242  
2002 0.609 0.091 *** 0.660 0.107 *** 0.669 0.099 *** 0.681 0.125 *** 0.224 0.253  0.512 0.220 ** 
2003 0.629 0.100 *** 0.625 0.119 *** 0.662 0.107 *** 0.581 0.138 *** 0.345 0.287  0.605 0.258 ** 
Mass points and probability                   
ε1 (s.e.) -9.068(0.185) -8.841(0.209) -9.079(0.506) 
ε2 (s.e.) -5.309(0.156) -5.183(0.175) -4.843(0.449) 
Pr(ε1) 0.542 0.540 0.547 
Pr(ε2) 0.458 0.460 0.453 
Observations (indiv.-spell) 111,155 88,356 22,799 
Likelihood function -43,896.299 -35,438.002 -8,357.204 
a These estimations also include the following variables: relation with reference person and third orden polynomial for  the baseline hazard rates. 
b ***  indicates significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Table A.4. Estimation results on previous job tenure for all the unemployed and for job losers  (U= 
unemployment, OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked files (1992-2004). Third order polynomial 
baseline hazard function and two support points. 

 ALL JOB LOSERS 

 U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Previous job tenure             
0-6 months - - - - - - - - - - - - 
6-12 months -0.065 0.048  -0.173 0.071 ** -0.077 0.048 * -0.173 0.071 ** 
12-24 months -0.191 0.067 *** -0.103 0.095  -0.212 0.067 *** -0.112 0.095  
24-36 months- -0.235 0.077 *** -0.205 0.109 * -0.255 0.077 *** -0.219 0.108 ** 
More than 36 months -0.613 0.067 *** -0.193 0.083 ** -0.646 0.069 *** -0.200 0.084 ** 

Mass points and probability             

ε1 (s.e.) -8.898(0.181)*** -8.716(0.205) 
ε2 (s.e.) -5.137(0.150)*** -5.056(0.171) 
Pr(ε1) 0.543 0.541 
Pr(ε2) 0.457 0.459 
Observations (indiv.-spell) 111,155 88,356 
Likelihood function -43,908.937 -35,436.31 
a These estimations also include the whole set of variables included in Table A.3 except the cause of exit from last job and the 
unemployment benefits variables. 
b ***  indicates significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Table A.5. Estimation results for workers who entered unemployment due to either the end of contract or 
layoff (U= unemployment, OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked files (1992-2004). Third order 
polynomial baseline hazard function and two support points. 
 

 Previous end of contract Previous Layoff 

 U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Baseline hazard function             

t 1.916 0.057 *** 2.058 0.073 *** 1.566 0.174 *** 1.472 0.220 *** 
t2 -0.169 0.007 *** -0.187 0.009 *** -0.136 0.020 *** -0.111 0.026 *** 
t3 0.004 0.000 *** 0.005 0.000 *** 0.004 0.001 *** 0.003 0.001 *** 

Gender (women) -0.151 0.054 *** -0.103 0.077  -0.224 0.222  -0.648 0.326 ** 
Age groups             

16-24 -0.046 0.050  0.444 0.075 *** 0.275 0.196  0.492 0.299 * 
25-34 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
35-49 -0.236 0.055 *** -0.258 0.079 *** -0.477 0.205 ** -0.366 0.283  
50-64 -0.640 0.084 *** 0.169 0.108  -1.221 0.297 *** 0.172 0.350  

Marital status             
Married 0.180 0.076 ** -0.717 0.117 0.000 0.720 0.285 ** -0.336 0.356  
Single, widow or 
divorced - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Women and married -0.594 0.126 *** 0.977 0.171 *** -1.988 0.497 *** 0.999 0.553 * 
Type of sector             

Public 0.112 0.054 ** 0.119 0.075  0.129 0.331  0.750 0.372 ** 
Private or else - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Educational level             
Illiterate - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Primary education -0.016 0.073  -0.415 0.095 *** 0.121 0.301  -0.558 0.339 * 
Compulsory education 0.062 0.078  -0.430 0.102 *** 0.244 0.324  -0.824 0.381 ** 
Post-compulsory 
education -0.028 0.103  -0.080 0.128  0.205 0.362  -0.709 0.444  
Vocational education 0.144 0.089  -0.375 0.120 *** -0.020 0.338  -1.280 0.425 *** 
University degree 0.129 0.108  -0.487 0.146 *** -0.282 0.453  -1.769 0.578 *** 

Job category last job             
WCHS - - - - - - - - - - - - 
WCLS 0.018 0.083  -0.212 0.111 * 0.060 0.287  -0.560 0.352  
BCHS 0.214 0.092 ** -0.157 0.126  0.483 0.304  -0.439 0.375  
BCLS 0.153 0.087 * -0.045 0.117  0.417 0.285  -0.482 0.346  

Industry             
Agriculture 0.403 0.073 *** 0.534 0.103 *** 0.826 0.324 *** 0.683 0.424 0.107 
Industry - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Building 0.137 0.065 ** 0.003 0.102  0.389 0.234 * -0.287 0.361  
Service 0.045 0.065  -0.029 0.092  0.346 0.211  0.015 0.276  

GDP rate 0.066 0.020 *** 0.050 0.028 * 0.020 0.066  -0.056 0.097  
Reg. Unemployment rate -0.006 0.003 * 0.000 0.005  -0.023 0.013 * 0.013 0.017  
Benefits (yes) -0.051 0.041  -0.208 0.061 *** -0.034 0.143  -0.335 0.193 * 
Previous situation (job 
search) 

            

Working - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Studying -0.202 0.125  0.996 0.129 *** -0.620 0.893  0.940 0.851  
Domestic work -0.503 0.188 *** 0.349 0.163 ** 1.088 0.504 ** 0.794 0.502  
Else (military service, 
etc.) -0.090 0.124  -0.084 0.179  -0.108 0.481  0.042 0.615  

Search for a job of:             

Only full-time 0.395 0.052 *** 0.332 0.078 *** -0.207 0.184  -0.123 0.238  
Full-time or part time 0.077 0.041 * 0.011 0.059  -0.079 0.150  -0.234 0.208  
Part time or full-time -0.667 0.187 *** 0.410 0.160 *** 0.018 0.648  0.109 0.547  
Only part-time -0.221 0.165  0.610 0.148 *** -0.639 0.509  -0.869 0.587  
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Accept a job in another 
city, occupation, of less 
income , with lower 
category? 

Yes (all) -0.443 0.162 *** -0.967 0.279 *** -1.439 1.068  -0.171 1.079  
At least one -0.537 0.046 *** -0.788 0.065 *** -0.153 0.168  -0.566 0.206 *** 
No/I don´t know - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Previous job tenure 
(months) -0.004 0.001 *** -0.001 0.001  -0.002 0.001 ** 0.002 0.001 * 
Dummy years             
1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
1993 -0.024 0.095  -0.402 0.126 *** -0.406 0.318  -0.049 0.465  
1994 0.201 0.111 * -0.356 0.155 ** -0.185 0.372  -0.136 0.543  
1995 0.326 0.107 *** -0.382 0.150 *** 0.014 0.384  -0.344 0.551  
1996 0.310 0.113 *** -0.450 0.156 *** -0.284 0.444  -0.022 0.597  
1997 0.346 0.130 *** -0.462 0.183 *** 0.131 0.473  -0.228 0.754  
1998 0.551 0.128 *** 0.087 0.173  0.601 0.453  0.707 0.644  
1999 0.445 0.135 *** -0.127 0.184  0.634 0.493  0.943 0.678  
2000 0.707 0.126 *** 0.083 0.173  0.312 0.442  0.971 0.614  
2001 0.559 0.122 *** 0.059 0.163  1.439 0.446 *** 1.617 0.609 *** 
2002 0.705 0.110 *** 0.595 0.141 *** 0.716 0.381 * 1.956 0.512 *** 
2003 0.736 0.120 *** 0.444 0.158 *** 0.724 0.415 * 1.625 0.555 *** 

Mass points and probability   

ε1 (s.e.) -8.785(0.233)*** -8.049(0.814)*** 
ε2 (s.e.) -5.102(0.197)*** -4.341(0.679)*** 
Pr(ε1) 0.536 0.611 
Pr(ε2) 0.464 0.389 
Observations (indiv.-spell) 69,841 7,812 
Log Likelihood function -28,497.460 -2,485.687 
a These estimations also include the following variables: relation with reference person, dummies of exit and dummies for the 
baseline hazard rates. 
b ***  indicates significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Table A.6. Estimation results for transitions from U to permanent job, temporary job, 
self-employment or OLF (U= unemployment, OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked 
files (1992-2004). Job losers. 

 JOB LOSERS 

 U→permanent job U→temporary job U→ self-employment U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Gender (women) 0.136 0.143  -0.124 0.037 *** -0.524 0.215 *** 0.011 0.061  
Age groups             

16-24 0.179 0.137  -0.044 0.035  -0.358 0.186 * 0.446 0.060 *** 
25-34 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
35-49 -0.443 0.147 *** -0.255 0.038 *** -0.117 0.178  -0.133 0.061 ** 
50-64 -0.603 0.215 *** -0.671 0.058 *** -1.024 0.300 *** 0.432 0.079 *** 

Marital status             
Married 0.206 0.197  0.132 0.052 *** 0.123 0.262  -0.328 0.094 *** 
Single, widow or 
divorced - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Women and married -0.211 0.291  -0.563 0.084 *** -0.633 0.522  0.809 0.123 *** 
Type of sector              

Public -0.425 0.176 ** 0.143 0.039 *** -0.381 0.256  0.082 0.061  
Private or else - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Cause of exit last job             
End of contract -0.356 0.153 ** 0.199 0.051 *** -0.985 0.181 *** -0.288 0.063 *** 
Layoff -0.170 0.206  -0.200 0.071 *** -1.145 0.281 *** -0.306 0.094 *** 
Other involuntary  -0.796 0.371 ** -0.074 0.098  0.344 0.249  -0.248 0.134 * 
Voluntary - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Educational level             
No studies - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Primary -0.137 0.222  -0.087 0.051 * 0.485 0.269 * -0.206 0.075 *** 
EGB 0.048 0.231  -0.055 0.054  0.396 0.293  -0.177 0.081 ** 
BUP 0.346 0.269  -0.183 0.072 ** 0.034 0.410  0.224 0.099 ** 
FP -0.003 0.259  -0.046 0.062  0.362 0.334  -0.255 0.096 *** 
University 0.055 0.304  -0.046 0.077  0.423 0.402  -0.192 0.117 * 

Job category last job             
WCHS - - - - - - - - - - - - 
WCLS -0.149 0.199  0.055 0.057  -0.591 0.249 ** -0.037 0.084  
BCHS 0.356 0.223  0.188 0.063 *** -0.350 0.262  0.162 0.098 * 
BCLS 0.194 0.206  0.153 0.060 *** -0.748 0.259 *** 0.194 0.089 ** 

Industry             
Agriculture -0.572 0.235 *** 0.433 0.051 *** 0.295 0.237  0.544 0.081 *** 
Industry - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Building -0.290 0.176 * 0.189 0.045 *** 0.070 0.195  0.053 0.082  
Service 0.271 0.157 * 0.063 0.045  -0.137 0.219  0.162 0.071 ** 

GDP rate 0.056 0.043  0.026 0.012 ** 0.063 0.055  -0.089 0.018 *** 
Reg. Unemployment rate -0.013 0.009  -0.009 0.002 *** 0.000 0.011  0.008 0.004 ** 
Benefits (yes) -0.094 0.114  -0.041 0.029  -0.504 0.149 *** -0.131 0.048 *** 
Constant -5.329 0.686 *** -3.475 0.177 *** -3.987 0.765 *** -3.652 0.235 *** 
Observations (indiv.-spell) 88,356 
Likelihood function -38,045.524 
a These estimations also include all the variables included in Table 3. 
b ***  indicates significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Table 1. Specification tests. 

Test for IIA 
Ho: Odds(Outcome-J vs Outcome-K) are 

independent of other alternatives 
 

χ2(P>χ2) 

Hausman 
Omitted: Employment 
Omitted: OLF 

 

 
5.109(1.00) 
2.504(1.00) 

Small-Hsiao 
Omitted: Employment 
Omitted: OLF 

 

 
40.881(0.978) 
54.207(0.719) 

Wald and LR test for combining outcomes 
Ho: All coefficients except intercepts associated 

with given pair of outcomes are 0 (i.e., categories 
can be collapsed) 

 

Wald test 
Comb.employment and OLF 
Comb.employment and unemployment 
Comb. OLF and unemployment 
 
LR test 
Comb.employment and OLF 
Comb.employment and unemployment 
Comb. OLF and unemployment 
 

 
2337.950(0.00) 
3267.025(0.00) 
2461.934 (0.00) 

 
 

2646.359(0.00) 
4284.823(0.00) 
3748.929(0.00) 
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Table 2. Specification tests for number of mass points (unobserved heterogeneity). 
 
 All sample Job losers Workers without 

previous experience 
Test for number of mass points χ2(P>χ2) χ2(P>χ2) χ2(P>χ2) 

LR test 
(H0:unobserved heterogeneity (two mass 

points) is 0) 

 
1.144(0.564) 

 
0.922(0.631)

 
1.591(0.451) 

Information Criteria All sample Job losers Workers without 
previous experience 

AIC IC IC IC 
No mass points -44195.307 -35695.450 -8483.166 
Two mass points -44194.735 -35694.989 -8483.000 

BIC    
No mass points -44067.830 -35569.923 -8381.345 
Two mass points -44067.258 -35569.462 -8381.179 

HIQ    
No mass points -44066.010 -35568.144 -8379.805 
Two mass points -44065.438 -35567.683 -8379.639 
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Table 3. Estimation results for  the entire sample, job losers and workers without previous labour experience (U= unemploy., OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked files (1992-2004). 
 ALL JOB LOSERS WITHOUT LABOUR EXPERIENCE 

 U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Gender (women) -0.144 0.032 *** -0.130 0.044 *** -0.122 0.036 *** 0.010 0.061  -0.224 0.076 *** -0.244 0.065 *** 
Age groups                   

16-24 -0.060 0.032 * 0.406 0.052 *** -0.040 0.034  0.460 0.060 *** -0.231 0.105 ** 0.186 0.108 * 
25-34 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
35-49 -0.269 0.036 *** -0.110 0.056 ** -0.260 0.036 *** -0.141 0.061 ** -0.427 0.226 * 0.133 0.158  
50-64 -0.691 0.055 *** 0.412 0.073 *** -0.680 0.055 *** 0.420 0.079 *** -0.825 0.371 *** 0.289 0.221  

Marital status                   
Married 0.130 0.049 *** -0.403 0.088 *** 0.139 0.050 *** -0.320 0.094 *** 0.252 0.411  -0.197 0.434  
Single, widow or 
divorced - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Women and married -0.528 0.078 *** 0.926 0.111 *** -0.539 0.081 *** 0.795 0.122 *** -0.752 0.461 * 0.640 0.455  
Type of sector                    

Public 0.102 0.038 *** 0.083 0.061  0.102 0.038 *** 0.086 0.061  - - - - - - 
Private or else - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Cause of exit last job                   
End of contract 0.107 0.047 ** -0.292 0.063 *** 0.103 0.047 ** -0.290 0.063 *** - - - - - - 
Layoff -0.241 0.066 *** -0.311 0.094 *** -0.241 0.066 *** -0.305 0.094 *** - - - - - - 
Other involuntary  -0.026 0.088  -0.305 0.132 ** -0.035 0.089  -0.238 0.134 * - - - - - - 

Voluntary - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Educational level                   

Illiterate - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Primary education -0.075 0.048  -0.238 0.069 *** -0.067 0.049  -0.208 0.075 *** -0.160 0.288  -0.422 0.181 ** 
Compulsory education -0.042 0.051  -0.216 0.074 *** -0.035 0.052  -0.188 0.082 ** -0.078 0.281  -0.382 0.180 ** 
Post-compulsory 
education -0.180 0.066 *** 0.179 0.085 ** -0.137 0.069 ** 0.215 0.099 ** -0.402 0.298  0.005 0.189  
Vocational education -0.019 0.058  -0.365 0.084 *** -0.031 0.060  -0.264 0.096 *** 0.061 0.286  -0.629 0.191 *** 
University degree -0.037 0.067  -0.361 0.093 *** -0.029 0.074  -0.201 0.117 * -0.141 0.287  -0.659 0.195 *** 

Job category last job                   
WCHS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
WCLS 0.019 0.053  -0.071 0.081  0.013 0.054  -0.037 0.084  - - - - - - 
BCHS 0.165 0.058 *** 0.067 0.093  0.168 0.060 *** 0.167 0.098 * - - - - - - 
BCLS 0.120 0.054 ** 0.089 0.083  0.117 0.056 ** 0.193 0.089 ** - - - - - - 

Industry                   
Agriculture 0.396 0.048 *** 0.467 0.079 *** 0.380 0.049 *** 0.517 0.081 *** - - - - - - 
Industry - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Building 0.155 0.043 *** -0.002 0.082  0.156 0.043 *** 0.042 0.082  - - - - - - 

Service 0.069 0.043 * 0.150 0.071 ** 0.066 0.043  0.158 0.071 ** - - - - - - 
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GDP rate 0.042 0.013 *** 0.002 0.019  0.045 0.014 *** -0.011 0.022  0.027 0.041  0.029 0.034  
Reg. Unemployment rate -0.010 0.002 *** 0.013 0.003 *** -0.008 0.002 *** 0.013 0.004 *** -0.030 0.006 *** 0.014 0.005 *** 
Benefits (yes) -0.059 0.028 ** -0.142 0.047 *** -0.061 0.028 ** -0.135 0.048 *** - - - - - - 
Previous situation (job 
search) 

                  

Working - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Studying -0.192 0.065 *** 0.718 0.073 *** -0.160 0.085 * 0.970 0.091 *** -0.140 0.100  0.479 0.104 *** 
Domestic work -0.267 0.082 *** 0.294 0.076 *** -0.272 0.101 *** 0.236 0.095 *** -0.146 0.187  0.086 0.165  
Else (military service, 
etc.) -0.046 0.061  0.085 0.088  -0.025 0.071  0.002 0.119  - - - - - - 

Search for a job of:                   

Only full-time 0.234 0.033 *** 0.174 0.051 *** 0.241 0.034 *** 0.225 0.060 *** 0.179 0.114  0.077 0.103  
Full-time or part time 0.024 0.027  -0.030 0.039  0.022 0.028  0.014 0.047  0.046 0.079  -0.098 0.071  
Part time or full-time -0.387 0.113 *** 0.383 0.088 *** -0.440 0.130 *** 0.500 0.113 *** -0.176 0.231  0.208 0.144  
Only part-time -0.258 0.094 *** 0.502 0.070 *** -0.236 0.109 ** 0.516 0.097 *** -0.294 0.188  0.417 0.104 *** 

Accept a job in another 
city, occupation, of less 
income, with lower 
category? 

                  

Yes (all) -0.242 0.038 *** -0.514 0.059 *** -0.245 0.041 *** -0.516 0.072 *** -0.230 0.111 ** -0.480 0.106 *** 
At least one -0.239 0.031 *** -0.295 0.042 *** -0.244 0.033 *** -0.395 0.051 *** -0.221 0.089 *** -0.100 0.075  
No/I don´t know - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Previous experience (yes) 0.316 0.091 *** 0.034 0.120  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Dummy years                   
1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
1993 -0.050 0.060  -0.144 0.081 * -0.049 0.063  -0.178 0.097 * -0.051 0.188  -0.064 0.148  
1994 0.100 0.070  -0.133 0.098  0.118 0.074  -0.139 0.122  -0.084 0.213  -0.100 0.169  
1995 0.166 0.068 ** -0.171 0.097 * 0.189 0.072 *** -0.237 0.121 ** -0.087 0.209  -0.063 0.167  
1996 0.164 0.071 ** -0.179 0.103 * 0.175 0.075 *** -0.190 0.126  0.034 0.218  -0.159 0.179  
1997 0.283 0.083 *** -0.064 0.121  0.311 0.087 *** -0.056 0.147  0.039 0.257  -0.053 0.215  
1998 0.340 0.082 *** 0.221 0.117 * 0.348 0.087 *** 0.280 0.142 ** 0.214 0.248  0.129 0.207  
1999 0.365 0.087 *** 0.225 0.124 * 0.363 0.092 *** 0.285 0.151 * 0.286 0.261  0.094 0.220  
2000 0.476 0.083 *** 0.374 0.118 *** 0.462 0.088 *** 0.359 0.141 *** 0.468 0.248 * 0.409 0.217 * 
2001 0.458 0.076 *** 0.484 0.107 *** 0.472 0.080 *** 0.536 0.129 *** 0.300 0.226  0.353 0.195 *** 
2002 0.458 0.070 *** 0.790 0.095 *** 0.497 0.073 *** 0.838 0.114 *** 0.110 0.220  0.695 0.173 *** 
2003 0.420 0.077 *** 0.717 0.104 *** 0.448 0.081 *** 0.697 0.124 *** 0.132 0.246  0.758 0.197 *** 
Constant -3.248 0.150 *** -3.776 0.193 *** -3.207 0.169 *** -3.736 0.236 *** -1.770 0.456 *** -3.599 0.406 *** 
Observations (indiv.-spell) 111,155 88,356 22,799 
Likelihood function -44,065.307 -35,567.45 -8,379.166   
a These estimations also include the following variables: relation with reference person, dummies exit and monthly dummies for the baseline hazard rates. b ***  indicates 
significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Table 4. Estimation results on previous job tenure for all the unemployed and for job losers  (U= 
unemployment, OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked files (1992-2004). 

 ALL JOB LOSERS 

 U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Previous job tenure             
0-6 months - - - - - - - - - - - - 
6-12 months -0.079 0.036 ** -0.123 0.063 ** -0.097 0.036 *** -0.103 0.064  
12-24 months -0.187 0.050 *** -0.041 0.082  -0.207 0.051 *** -0.009 0.083  
24-36 months- -0.220 0.058 *** -0.132 0.096  -0.243 0.058 *** -0.104 0.097  
More than 36 months -0.491 0.050 *** 0.015 0.069  -0.523 0.051 *** 0.068 0.071  

Observations (indiv.-spell) 111,155 88,356 
Likelihood function -44,060.955     -35,544.965 
a These estimations also include the whole set of variables included in Table 3 except the causeof exit from last job and the 
unemployment benefits variables. 
b ***  indicates significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Table 5. Estimation results for workers who entered unemployment due to either the end of contract or 
layoff (U= unemployment, OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked files (1992-2004). 

 Previous end of contract Previous Layoff 

 U→JOB U→OLF U→JOB U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Gender (women) -0.118 0.039 *** 0.012 0.069  -0.081 0.156  -0.363 0.285  
Age groups             

16-24 -0.083 0.037 ** 0.479 0.068 *** 0.257 0.145 * 0.408 0.264  
25-34 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
35-49 -0.242 0.040 *** -0.117 0.070 * -0.276 0.139 ** -0.209 0.234  
50-64 -0.628 0.061 *** 0.377 0.094 *** -0.915 0.209 *** 0.439 0.281  

Marital status             
Married 0.160 0.056 *** -0.456 0.110 *** 0.392 0.191 ** -0.404 0.312  
Single, widow or 
divorced - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Women and married -0.523 0.092 *** 0.846 0.150 *** -1.313 0.307 *** 1.271 0.417 *** 
Type of sector              

Public 0.080 0.040 ** 0.098 0.066  0.067 0.258  0.863 0.322 *** 
Private or else - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Educational level             
Illiterate - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Primary education -0.058 0.053  -0.196 0.085 ** -0.071 0.216  -0.461 0.280 * 
Compulsory education -0.018 0.057  -0.159 0.093 * 0.147 0.232  -0.542 0.324 * 
Post-compulsory 
education -0.129 0.077 * 0.225 0.116 ** -0.023 0.269  -0.597 0.384  
Vocational education -0.006 0.066  -0.151 0.110  -0.187 0.254  -0.970 0.367 *** 
University degree -0.053 0.081  -0.106 0.135  -0.044 0.325  -1.318 0.496 *** 

Job category last job             
WCHS - - - - - - - - - - - - 
WCLS -0.074 0.063  0.003 0.106  0.257 0.211  -0.345 0.271  
BCHS 0.060 0.070  0.200 0.122 * 0.539 0.224 ** -0.089 0.302  
BCLS 0.011 0.066  0.217 0.112 ** 0.454 0.216 ** -0.196 0.286  

Industry             
Agriculture 0.329 0.053 *** 0.599 0.093 *** 0.328 0.237  0.507 0.362  
Industry - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Building 0.100 0.048 ** 0.123 0.096  0.168 0.160  -0.357 0.308  
Service 0.019 0.048  0.169 0.085 ** 0.137 0.150  0.039 0.220  

GDP rate 0.041 0.015 *** 0.013 0.026  -0.003 0.054  -0.094 0.085  
Reg. Unemployment rate -0.009 0.002 *** 0.014 0.004 *** -0.019 0.009 ** 0.025 0.016  
Benefits (yes) -0.017 0.031  -0.118 0.054 ** -0.052 0.110  -0.180 0.169  
Previous situation (job 
search) 

            

Working - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Studying -0.135 0.099  1.055 0.106 *** -0.519 0.536  0.911 0.556 * 
Domestic work -0.523 0.155 *** 0.332 0.130 *** 0.491 0.333  0.456 0.409  
Else (military service, 
etc.) -0.077 0.091  -0.044 0.158  0.098 0.317  0.248 0.498  

Search for a job of:             

Only full-time 0.266 0.038 *** 0.245 0.069 *** -0.043 0.132  0.051 0.202  
Full-time or part time 0.036 0.031  0.007 0.054  -0.071 0.114  -0.221 0.183  
Part time or full-time -0.562 0.155 *** 0.576 0.128 *** 0.312 0.546  0.296 0.474  
Only part-time -0.092 0.128  0.635 0.122 *** -0.631 0.449  -0.946 0.550 * 

Accept a job in another 
city, occupation, of less 
income , with lower 
category? 

            

Yes (all) -0.287 0.045 *** -0.489 0.082 *** -0.103 0.173  -0.451 0.302  
At least one -0.278 0.037 *** -0.340 0.060 *** -0.128 0.130  -0.523 0.178 *** 
No/I don´t know - - - - - - - - - - - - 

 -0.004 0.001 *** 0.001 0.001  -0.002 0.001 *** 0.002 0.001 *** 
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Previous job tenure 
(months) 
Dummies exit             
1st quarter - - -          
2nd quarter 0.092 0.038 *** -0.024 0.065  -0.210 0.141  0.181 0.212  
3rd quarter 0.098 0.038 *** 0.041 0.065  0.075 0.134  0.132 0.213  
4th quarter 0.142 0.038 *** 0.106 0.064 * 0.035 0.137  0.120 0.216  
Dummy years             
1992 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
1993 0.030 0.070  -0.140 0.112  -0.433 0.240 * -0.139 0.373  
1994 0.178 0.083 ** -0.159 0.141  -0.009 0.280  0.120 0.465  
1995 0.276 0.080 *** -0.220 0.137  0.166 0.279  -0.272 0.482  
1996 0.271 0.083 *** -0.261 0.143 * -0.201 0.320  0.159 0.536  
1997 0.346 0.097 *** -0.184 0.168  0.367 0.350  0.018 0.633  
1998 0.415 0.097 *** 0.252 0.160  0.496 0.355  0.618 0.586  
1999 0.389 0.102 *** 0.201 0.170  0.638 0.372 * 0.808 0.615  
2000 0.511 0.097 *** 0.306 0.161 * 0.352 0.352  1.035 0.570 * 
2001 0.481 0.089 *** 0.446 0.148 *** 0.898 0.325 *** 1.267 0.546 *** 
2002 0.521 0.081 *** 0.825 0.129 *** 0.450 0.296  1.749 0.477 *** 
2003 0.477 0.089 *** 0.622 0.142 *** 0.537 0.313 * 1.393 0.498 *** 
Constant -3.015 0.186 *** -4.189 0.276 *** -2.996 0.593 *** -3.254 0.782 *** 
Observations (indiv.-spell) 69,841 7,812 
Log Likelihood function -28,620.486 -2,473.993 
a These estimations also include the following variables: relation with reference person, and monthly dummies for the baseline 
hazard rates. 
b ***  indicates significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Table 6. Estimation results for transitions from U to permanent job, temporary job, self-
employment or OLF (U= unemployment, OLF= out of labour force). EPA linked files (1992-
2004). All sample. 

 ALL SAMPLE 

 U→permanent job U→temporary job U→ self-employment U→OLF 
 Param S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. Param. S.E. Sign. 

Gender (women) 0.074 0.129  -0.142 0.034 *** -0.534 0.180 *** -0.129 0.044 *** 
Age groups              

16-24 0.037 0.130  -0.060 0.033 * -0.281 0.172 * 0.395 0.052 *** 
25-34 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
35-49 -0.448 0.144 *** -0.267 0.037 *** -0.093 0.176  -0.101 0.056 * 
50-64 -0.577 0.209 *** -0.689 0.057 *** -0.968 0.292 *** 0.425 0.073 *** 

Marital status              
Married 0.122 0.190  0.129 0.051 *** 0.104 0.249  -0.414 0.088 *** 
Single, widow or 
divorced - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Women and married -0.180 0.281  -0.555 0.081 *** -0.587 0.488  0.939 0.111 *** 
Type of sector               

Public -0.444 0.176 *** 0.146 0.039 *** -0.408 0.255  0.079 0.061  
Private or else - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Cause of exit last job              
End of contract -0.357 0.152 ** 0.204 0.051 *** -1.013 0.178 *** -0.292 0.063 *** 
Layoff -0.178 0.206  -0.199 0.071 *** -1.154 0.280 *** -0.316 0.094 *** 
Other involuntary  -0.767 0.368 ** -0.062 0.097  0.299 0.245  -0.321 0.132 *** 
Voluntary - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Job category last job              
WCHS - - - - - - - - - - - - 
WCLS -0.070 0.196  0.052 0.056  -0.547 0.244 ** -0.071 0.081  
BCHS 0.430 0.219 ** 0.176 0.061 *** -0.312 0.254  0.057 0.093  
BCLS 0.279 0.201  0.147 0.058 *** -0.692 0.250 *** 0.087 0.083  

Industry              
Agriculture -0.550 0.234 ** 0.449 0.050 *** 0.271 0.236  0.495 0.079 *** 
Industry - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Building -0.308 0.175 * 0.189 0.045 *** 0.066 0.194  0.008 0.081  
Service 0.279 0.157 * 0.065 0.045  -0.134 0.218  0.155 0.071 ** 

GDP rate 0.037 0.041  0.029 0.011 *** 0.067 0.051  -0.079 0.015 *** 
Reg. Unemployment rate -0.015 0.008 * -0.012 0.002 *** 0.000 0.010  0.008 0.003 *** 
Benefits (yes) -0.104 0.114  -0.038 0.029  -0.521 0.148 *** -0.14 0.047 *** 
Previous experience(yes) 0.414 0.336  0.249 0.097 *** 1.221 0.405 *** 0.044 0.12  
Constant -5.915 0.675 *** -3.407 0.156 *** -5.306 0.740 *** -3.686 0.192 *** 
Observations (indiv.-spell) 111,155 
Likelihood function -46,913.391 
a These estimations also include all the variables included in Table 3. 
b ***  indicates significance at 1 percent; ** indicates significance at 5 percent; * indicates significance at 10 percent. 
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Figure 1. Inflow (%) into unemployment by origin (EPA linked files, 1992-2003). 
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Figure 2. Destinations of outflow (%) of the unemployed after six quarters (EPA linked 
files,1992-2003). 
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Figure 3. Destinations of outflow (%) of the unemployed after six quarters (EPA linked 
files ,1992-2003) for individuals without labour experience (WE) and job losers (JL). 
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Figure 4. Percentage of unemployed workers who find a job, by cause of exit from last 
job (EPA linked files, 1992-2003). 
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Figure 5. Percentage of unemployed workers who exit to out of the labour force, by 
cause of exit from last job (EPA linked files, 1992-2003). 
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 Figure 6. Percentage of unemployed workers who remain unemployed (censored 
observations), by cause of exit from last job (EPA linked files, 1992-2003). 
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Figure 7. Survival function of exiting from unemployment to a job (JOB) or out of 
labour force (OLF), for job losers and individuals without job experience (EPA linked 
files, 1992-2003). 
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Figure 8. Survival function of exiting from unemployment to a job, by cause of exit 
from last job (EPA linked files, 1992-2003). 
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Figure 9. Survival function of exiting from unemployment to out of labour force, by 
cause of exit in the last job (EPA linked files, 1992-2003). 
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Figure 10. Estimated hazard rate of exiting from U to JOB and OLF for job losers and 
the unemployed without previous labour experience (WLE). 
 
 

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

0.16

mon
th1

-2

mon
th3

mon
th4

mon
th5

mon
th6

mon
th7

mon
th8

mon
th9

mon
th1

0

mon
th1

1

mon
th1

2

mon
th1

3

mon
th1

4

mon
th1

5-1
8

Unemployment duration
U to JOB (All sample) U to OLF (All sample) U to JOB estimated (Job_losers)

U to OLF estimated (Job_losers) U to JOB estimated (WLE) U to OLF estimated (WLE)

 
 
 



   
 

FUNDACIÓN DE LAS CAJAS DE AHORROS 
 

DOCUMENTOS DE TRABAJO 
 
 

Últimos números publicados 
 

159/2000 Participación privada en la construcción y explotación de carreteras de peaje 
Ginés de Rus, Manuel Romero y Lourdes Trujillo 

160/2000 Errores y posibles soluciones en la aplicación del Value at Risk 
Mariano González Sánchez 

161/2000 Tax neutrality on saving assets. The spahish case before and after the tax reform 
Cristina Ruza y de Paz-Curbera 

162/2000 Private rates of return to human capital in Spain: new evidence 
F. Barceinas, J. Oliver-Alonso, J.L. Raymond y J.L. Roig-Sabaté 

163/2000 El control interno del riesgo. Una propuesta de sistema de límites 
riesgo neutral 
Mariano González Sánchez 

164/2001 La evolución de las políticas de gasto de las Administraciones Públicas en los años 90 
Alfonso Utrilla de la Hoz y Carmen Pérez Esparrells  

165/2001 Bank cost efficiency and output specification 
Emili Tortosa-Ausina 

166/2001 Recent trends in Spanish income distribution: A robust picture of falling income inequality 
Josep Oliver-Alonso, Xavier Ramos y José Luis Raymond-Bara 

167/2001 Efectos redistributivos y sobre el bienestar social del tratamiento de las cargas familiares en 
el nuevo IRPF 
Nuria Badenes Plá, Julio López Laborda, Jorge Onrubia Fernández 

168/2001  The Effects of Bank Debt on Financial Structure of Small and Medium Firms in some Euro-
pean Countries 
Mónica Melle-Hernández 

169/2001 La política de cohesión de la UE ampliada: la perspectiva de España 
Ismael Sanz Labrador 

170/2002 Riesgo de liquidez de Mercado 
Mariano González Sánchez 

171/2002 Los costes de administración para el afiliado en los sistemas de pensiones basados en cuentas 
de capitalización individual: medida y comparación internacional.  
José Enrique Devesa Carpio, Rosa Rodríguez Barrera, Carlos Vidal Meliá 

172/2002 La encuesta continua de presupuestos familiares (1985-1996): descripción, representatividad 
y propuestas de metodología para la explotación de la información de los ingresos y el gasto.  
Llorenc Pou, Joaquín Alegre 

173/2002 Modelos paramétricos y no paramétricos en problemas de concesión de tarjetas de credito.  
Rosa Puertas, María Bonilla, Ignacio Olmeda 



   
 

174/2002 Mercado único, comercio intra-industrial y costes de ajuste en las manufacturas españolas.  
José Vicente Blanes Cristóbal 

175/2003 La Administración tributaria en España. Un análisis de la gestión a través de los ingresos y 
de los gastos.  
Juan de Dios Jiménez Aguilera, Pedro Enrique Barrilao González 

176/2003 The Falling Share of Cash Payments in Spain. 
Santiago Carbó Valverde, Rafael López del Paso, David B. Humphrey 
Publicado en “Moneda y Crédito” nº 217, pags. 167-189. 

177/2003 Effects of ATMs  and Electronic Payments on Banking Costs: The Spanish Case.  
Santiago Carbó Valverde, Rafael López del Paso, David B. Humphrey 

178/2003 Factors explaining the interest margin in the banking sectors of the European Union.  
Joaquín Maudos y Juan Fernández Guevara 

179/2003 Los planes de stock options para directivos y consejeros y su valoración por el mercado de 
valores en España.  
Mónica Melle Hernández 

180/2003 Ownership and Performance in Europe and US Banking – A comparison of Commercial, Co-
operative & Savings Banks.  
Yener Altunbas, Santiago Carbó y Phil Molyneux 

181/2003 The Euro effect on the integration of the European stock markets.  
Mónica Melle Hernández 

182/2004 In search of complementarity in the innovation strategy: international R&D and external 
knowledge acquisition.  
Bruno Cassiman, Reinhilde Veugelers 

183/2004 Fijación de precios en el sector público: una aplicación para el servicio municipal de sumi-
nistro de agua.  
Mª Ángeles García Valiñas 

184/2004 Estimación de la economía sumergida es España: un modelo estructural de variables latentes.  
Ángel Alañón Pardo, Miguel Gómez de Antonio 

185/2004 Causas políticas y consecuencias sociales de la corrupción.  
Joan Oriol Prats Cabrera 

186/2004 Loan bankers’ decisions and sensitivity to the audit report using the belief revision model.  
Andrés Guiral Contreras and José A. Gonzalo Angulo 

187/2004 El modelo de Black, Derman y Toy en la práctica. Aplicación al mercado español. 
Marta Tolentino García-Abadillo y Antonio Díaz Pérez 

188/2004 Does market competition make banks perform well?. 
Mónica Melle 

189/2004 Efficiency differences among banks: external, technical, internal, and managerial 
Santiago Carbó Valverde, David B. Humphrey y Rafael López del Paso           



   
 

 

190/2004 Una aproximación  al análisis de los costes de la esquizofrenia en españa: los modelos jerár-
quicos bayesianos  
F. J. Vázquez-Polo, M. A. Negrín, J. M. Cavasés, E. Sánchez y grupo RIRAG 

191/2004 Environmental proactivity and business performance: an empirical analysis  
Javier González-Benito y Óscar González-Benito 

192/2004 Economic risk to beneficiaries in notional defined contribution accounts (NDCs)  
Carlos Vidal-Meliá, Inmaculada Domínguez-Fabian y José Enrique Devesa-Carpio 

193/2004 Sources of efficiency gains in port reform: non parametric malmquist decomposition tfp in-
dex for Mexico  
Antonio Estache, Beatriz Tovar de la Fé y Lourdes Trujillo 

194/2004 Persistencia de resultados en los fondos de inversión españoles  
Alfredo Ciriaco Fernández y Rafael Santamaría Aquilué 

195/2005 El modelo de revisión de creencias como aproximación psicológica a la formación del juicio 
del auditor sobre la gestión continuada  
Andrés Guiral Contreras y Francisco Esteso Sánchez 

196/2005 La nueva financiación sanitaria en España: descentralización y prospectiva  
David Cantarero Prieto 

197/2005 A cointegration analysis of the Long-Run supply response of Spanish agriculture to the com-
mon agricultural policy  
José A. Mendez, Ricardo Mora y Carlos San Juan 

198/2005 ¿Refleja la estructura temporal de los tipos de interés del mercado español preferencia por la li-
quidez? 
Magdalena Massot Perelló  y Juan M. Nave 

199/2005 Análisis de impacto de los Fondos Estructurales Europeos recibidos por una economía regional: 
Un enfoque a través de Matrices de Contabilidad Social 
M. Carmen Lima  y M. Alejandro Cardenete 

200/2005 Does the development of non-cash payments affect monetary policy transmission? 
Santiago Carbó Valverde y Rafael López del Paso 

201/2005 Firm and time varying technical and allocative efficiency: an application for port cargo han-
dling firms 
Ana Rodríguez-Álvarez, Beatriz Tovar de la Fe  y Lourdes Trujillo 

202/2005 Contractual complexity in strategic alliances 
Jeffrey J. Reuer  y  Africa Ariño 

203/2005 Factores determinantes de la evolución del empleo en las empresas adquiridas por opa 
Nuria Alcalde Fradejas  y  Inés Pérez-Soba Aguilar 

204/2005 Nonlinear Forecasting in Economics: a comparison between Comprehension Approach versus 
Learning Approach. An Application to Spanish Time Series 
Elena Olmedo, Juan M. Valderas, Ricardo Gimeno and Lorenzo Escot 



   
 

205/2005 Precio de la tierra con presión urbana: un modelo para España  
Esther Decimavilla, Carlos San Juan y Stefan Sperlich 

206/2005 Interregional migration in Spain: a semiparametric analysis  
Adolfo Maza y José Villaverde 

207/2005 Productivity growth in European banking  
Carmen Murillo-Melchor, José Manuel Pastor  y Emili Tortosa-Ausina 

208/2005 Explaining Bank Cost Efficiency in Europe: Environmental and Productivity Influences. 
Santiago Carbó Valverde, David B. Humphrey  y Rafael López del Paso 

209/2005 La elasticidad de sustitución intertemporal con preferencias no separables intratemporalmente: los 
casos de Alemania, España y Francia. 
Elena Márquez de la Cruz, Ana R. Martínez Cañete  y Inés Pérez-Soba Aguilar 

210/2005 Contribución de los efectos tamaño, book-to-market y momentum a la valoración de activos: el 
caso español. 
Begoña Font-Belaire y Alfredo Juan Grau-Grau 

211/2005 Permanent income, convergence and inequality among countries 
José M. Pastor and Lorenzo Serrano 

212/2005 The Latin Model of Welfare: Do ‘Insertion Contracts’ Reduce Long-Term Dependence? 
Luis Ayala and Magdalena Rodríguez 

213/2005 The effect of geographic expansion on the productivity of Spanish savings banks 
Manuel Illueca, José M. Pastor and Emili Tortosa-Ausina 

214/2005 Dynamic network interconnection under consumer switching costs 
Ángel Luis López Rodríguez 

215/2005 La influencia del entorno socioeconómico en la realización de estudios universitarios: una aproxi-
mación al caso español en la década de los noventa 
Marta Rahona López 

216/2005 The valuation of spanish ipos: efficiency analysis 
Susana Álvarez Otero 

217/2005 On the generation of a regular multi-input multi-output technology using parametric output dis-
tance functions 
Sergio Perelman and Daniel Santin 

218/2005 La gobernanza de los procesos parlamentarios: la organización industrial del congreso de los di-
putados en España 
Gonzalo Caballero Miguez 

219/2005 Determinants of bank market structure: Efficiency and political economy variables 
Francisco González 

220/2005 Agresividad de las órdenes introducidas en el mercado español: estrategias, determinantes y me-
didas de performance 
 David Abad Díaz 



   
 

221/2005 Tendencia post-anuncio de resultados contables: evidencia para el mercado español 
 Carlos Forner Rodríguez, Joaquín Marhuenda Fructuoso y Sonia Sanabria García 

222/2005 Human capital accumulation and geography: empirical evidence in the European Union 
 Jesús López-Rodríguez, J. Andrés Faíña y Jose Lopez Rodríguez 

223/2005 Auditors' Forecasting in Going Concern Decisions: Framing, Confidence and Information Proc-
essing 
 Waymond Rodgers and Andrés Guiral 

224/2005 The effect of Structural Fund spending on the Galician region: an assessment of the 1994-1999 
and 2000-2006 Galician CSFs 
 José Ramón Cancelo de la Torre, J. Andrés Faíña and Jesús López-Rodríguez 

225/2005 The effects of ownership structure and board composition on the audit committee activity: Span-
ish evidence 
 Carlos Fernández Méndez and Rubén Arrondo García 

226/2005 Cross-country determinants of bank income smoothing by managing loan loss provisions 
 Ana Rosa Fonseca and Francisco González 

227/2005 Incumplimiento fiscal en el irpf (1993-2000): un análisis de sus factores determinantes 
 Alejandro Estellér Moré 

228/2005 Region versus Industry effects: volatility transmission 
 Pilar Soriano Felipe and Francisco J. Climent Diranzo 

229/2005 Concurrent Engineering: The Moderating Effect Of Uncertainty On New Product Development 
Success 
 Daniel Vázquez-Bustelo and Sandra Valle 

230/2005 On zero lower bound traps: a framework for the analysis of monetary policy in the ‘age’ of cen-
tral banks 
 Alfonso Palacio-Vera 

231/2005 Reconciling Sustainability and Discounting in Cost Benefit Analysis: a methodological proposal 
 M. Carmen Almansa Sáez and Javier Calatrava Requena 

232/2005 Can The Excess Of Liquidity Affect The Effectiveness Of The European Monetary Policy? 
 Santiago Carbó Valverde and Rafael López del Paso 

233/2005 Inheritance Taxes In The Eu Fiscal Systems: The Present Situation And Future Perspectives. 
 Miguel Angel Barberán Lahuerta 

234/2006 Bank Ownership And Informativeness Of Earnings. 
 Víctor M. González 

235/2006 Developing A Predictive Method: A Comparative Study  Of The Partial Least Squares Vs Maxi-
mum Likelihood Techniques. 
 Waymond Rodgers, Paul Pavlou and Andres Guiral. 

236/2006 Using Compromise Programming for Macroeconomic Policy Making in a General Equilibrium 
Framework: Theory and Application to the Spanish Economy. 
 Francisco J. André, M. Alejandro Cardenete y Carlos Romero. 



   
 

237/2006 Bank Market Power And Sme Financing Constraints. 
 Santiago Carbó-Valverde, Francisco Rodríguez-Fernández y Gregory F. Udell. 

238/2006 Trade Effects Of Monetary Agreements: Evidence For Oecd Countries. 
 Salvador Gil-Pareja, Rafael Llorca-Vivero y José Antonio Martínez-Serrano. 

239/2006 The Quality Of Institutions: A Genetic Programming Approach. 
Marcos Álvarez-Díaz y Gonzalo Caballero Miguez. 

240/2006 La interacción entre el éxito competitivo  y las condiciones del mercado doméstico como deter-
minantes de la decisión de exportación en las Pymes. 
Francisco García Pérez. 

241/2006 Una estimación de la depreciación del capital humano por sectores, por ocupación y en el 
tiempo. 
Inés P. Murillo. 

242/2006 Consumption And Leisure Externalities, Economic Growth And Equilibrium Efficiency. 
Manuel A. Gómez. 

243/2006 Measuring efficiency in education: an analysis of different approaches for incorporating  
non-discretionary inputs. 
Jose Manuel Cordero-Ferrera, Francisco Pedraja-Chaparro y Javier Salinas-Jiménez 

244/2006 Did The European Exchange-Rate Mechanism Contribute To The Integration Of Peripheral 
Countries?. 
Salvador Gil-Pareja, Rafael Llorca-Vivero y José Antonio Martínez-Serrano 

245/2006 Intergenerational Health Mobility: An Empirical Approach Based On The Echp. 
Marta Pascual and David Cantarero 

246/2006 Measurement and analysis of the Spanish Stock Exchange using the Lyapunov exponent with 
digital technology. 
Salvador Rojí Ferrari and Ana Gonzalez Marcos 

247/2006 Testing For Structural Breaks In Variance Withadditive Outliers And Measurement Errors. 
Paulo M.M. Rodrigues and Antonio Rubia 

248/2006 The Cost Of Market Power In Banking: Social Welfare Loss Vs. Cost Inefficiency. 
Joaquín Maudos and Juan Fernández de Guevara 

249/2006 Elasticidades de largo plazo de la demanda de vivienda: evidencia para España (1885-2000). 
Desiderio Romero Jordán, José Félix Sanz Sanz y César Pérez López 

250/2006 Regional Income Disparities in Europe: What role for location?. 
Jesús López-Rodríguez and J. Andrés Faíña 

251/2006 Funciones abreviadas de bienestar social: Una forma sencilla de simultanear la medición de la 
eficiencia y la equidad de las políticas de gasto público. 
Nuria Badenes Plá y Daniel Santín González 

252/2006 “The momentum effect in the Spanish stock market: Omitted risk factors or investor behaviour?”. 
Luis Muga and Rafael Santamaría 

253/2006 Dinámica de precios en el mercado español de gasolina: un equilibrio de colusión tácita. 
Jordi Perdiguero García 



   
 

254/2006 Desigualdad regional en España: renta permanente versus renta corriente. 
José M.Pastor, Empar Pons y Lorenzo Serrano 

255/2006 Environmental implications of organic food preferences: an application of the impure public 
goods model. 
Ana Maria Aldanondo-Ochoa y Carmen Almansa-Sáez 

256/2006 Family tax credits versus family allowances when labour supply matters: Evidence for Spain. 
José Felix Sanz-Sanz, Desiderio Romero-Jordán y Santiago Álvarez-García 

257/2006 La  internacionalización de la empresa manufacturera española: efectos del capital humano 
genérico y específico. 
José López Rodríguez 

258/2006 Evaluación de las migraciones interregionales en España, 1996-2004. 
María Martínez Torres 

259/2006 Efficiency and market power in Spanish banking. 
Rolf Färe, Shawna Grosskopf y Emili Tortosa-Ausina. 

260/2006 Asimetrías en volatilidad, beta y contagios entre las empresas grandes y pequeñas cotizadas en la 
bolsa española. 
Helena Chuliá y Hipòlit Torró. 

261/2006 Birth Replacement Ratios: New Measures of Period Population Replacement. 
José Antonio Ortega. 

262/2006 Accidentes de tráfico, víctimas mortales y consumo de alcohol. 
José Mª Arranz y Ana I. Gil. 

263/2006 Análisis de la Presencia de la Mujer en los Consejos de Administración de las Mil Mayores Em-
presas Españolas. 
Ruth Mateos de Cabo, Lorenzo Escot Mangas y Ricardo Gimeno Nogués. 

264/2006 Crisis y Reforma del Pacto de Estabilidad y Crecimiento. Las Limitaciones de la Política Econó-
mica en Europa. 
Ignacio Álvarez Peralta. 

265/2006 Have Child Tax Allowances Affected Family Size? A Microdata Study For Spain (1996-2000). 
Jaime Vallés-Giménez y Anabel Zárate-Marco. 

266/2006 Health Human Capital And The Shift From Foraging To Farming. 
Paolo Rungo. 

267/2006 Financiación Autonómica y Política de la Competencia: El Mercado de Gasolina en Canarias. 
Juan Luis Jiménez y Jordi Perdiguero. 

268/2006 El cumplimiento del Protocolo de Kyoto para los hogares españoles: el papel de la imposición 
sobre la energía.  
Desiderio Romero-Jordán y José Félix Sanz-Sanz. 

269/2006 Banking competition, financial dependence and economic growth 
Joaquín Maudos y Juan Fernández de Guevara 

270/2006 Efficiency, subsidies and environmental adaptation of animal farming under CAP 
Werner Kleinhanß, Carmen Murillo, Carlos San Juan y  Stefan Sperlich 



   
 

271/2006 Interest Groups, Incentives to Cooperation and Decision-Making Process in the European Union 
A. Garcia-Lorenzo y  Jesús López-Rodríguez 

272/2006 Riesgo asimétrico y estrategias de momentum en el mercado de valores español 
Luis Muga y Rafael Santamaría 

273/2006 Valoración de  capital-riesgo en proyectos de base tecnológica e innovadora a través de la teoría 
de opciones reales 
Gracia Rubio Martín 

274/2006 Capital stock and unemployment:  searching for the missing link 
Ana Rosa Martínez-Cañete, Elena Márquez de la Cruz, Alfonso Palacio-Vera and Inés Pérez-
Soba Aguilar 

275/2006 Study of the influence of the voters’ political culture on vote decision through the simulation of a 
political competition problem in Spain 
Sagrario Lantarón, Isabel Lillo, Mª Dolores López and Javier Rodrigo 

276/2006 Investment and growth in Europe during the Golden Age 
Antonio Cubel and Mª Teresa Sanchis 

277/2006 Efectos de vincular la pensión pública a la inversión en cantidad y calidad de hijos en un 
modelo de equilibrio general  
Robert Meneu Gaya 

278/2006 El consumo y la valoración de activos  
Elena Márquez y Belén Nieto 

279/2006 Economic growth and currency crisis: A real exchange rate entropic approach  
David Matesanz Gómez y Guillermo J. Ortega 

280/2006 Three measures of returns to education:  An illustration for the case of Spain  
María Arrazola y José de Hevia 

281/2006 Composition of Firms versus Composition of Jobs  
Antoni Cunyat 

282/2006 La vocación internacional de un holding tranviario belga: la Compagnie Mutuelle de Tram-
ways, 1895-1918 
Alberte Martínez López 

283/2006 Una visión panorámica de las entidades de crédito en España en la última década. 
Constantino García Ramos 

284/2006 Foreign Capital and Business Strategies: a comparative analysis of urban transport in Madrid and 
Barcelona, 1871-1925 
Alberte Martínez López 

285/2006 Los intereses belgas en la red ferroviaria catalana, 1890-1936  
Alberte Martínez López 

286/2006 The Governance of Quality: The Case of the Agrifood Brand Names 
Marta Fernández Barcala, Manuel González-Díaz y Emmanuel Raynaud 

287/2006 Modelling the role of health status in the transition out of malthusian equilibrium 
Paolo Rungo, Luis Currais and Berta Rivera 

288/2006 Industrial Effects of Climate Change Policies through the EU Emissions Trading Scheme 
Xavier Labandeira and Miguel Rodríguez 



   
 

289/2006 Globalisation and the Composition of Government Spending: An analysis for OECD countries 
Norman Gemmell, Richard Kneller and Ismael Sanz 

290/2006 La producción de energía eléctrica en España: Análisis económico de la actividad tras la liberali-
zación del Sector Eléctrico 
Fernando Hernández Martínez 

291/2006 Further considerations on the link between adjustment costs and the productivity of R&D invest-
ment: evidence for Spain 
Desiderio Romero-Jordán, José Félix Sanz-Sanz and Inmaculada Álvarez-Ayuso 

292/2006 Una teoría sobre la contribución de la función de compras al rendimiento empresarial 
Javier González Benito 

293/2006 Agility drivers, enablers and outcomes: empirical test of an integrated agile manufacturing model 
Daniel Vázquez-Bustelo, Lucía Avella and Esteban Fernández 

294/2006 Testing the parametric vs the semiparametric generalized mixed effects models 
María José Lombardía and Stefan Sperlich 

295/2006 Nonlinear dynamics in energy futures 
Mariano Matilla-García 

296/2006 Estimating Spatial Models By Generalized Maximum Entropy Or How To Get Rid Of W 
Esteban Fernández Vázquez, Matías Mayor Fernández and Jorge Rodriguez-Valez 

297/2006 Optimización fiscal en las transmisiones lucrativas: análisis metodológico 
Félix Domínguez Barrero 

298/2006 La situación actual de la banca online en España 
Francisco José Climent Diranzo y Alexandre Momparler Pechuán 

299/2006 Estrategia competitiva y rendimiento del negocio: el papel mediador de la estrategia y  
las capacidades productivas 
Javier González Benito y Isabel Suárez González 

300/2006 A Parametric Model to Estimate Risk in a Fixed Income Portfolio 
Pilar Abad and Sonia Benito 

301/2007 Análisis Empírico de las Preferencias Sociales Respecto del Gasto en Obra Social de las Cajas de 
Ahorros 
Alejandro Esteller-Moré, Jonathan Jorba Jiménez y Albert Solé-Ollé 

302/2007 Assessing the enlargement and deepening of regional trading blocs: The European Union case 
Salvador Gil-Pareja, Rafael Llorca-Vivero y José Antonio Martínez-Serrano 

303/2007 ¿Es la Franquicia un Medio de Financiación?: Evidencia para el Caso Español 
Vanesa Solís Rodríguez y Manuel González Díaz 

304/2007 On the Finite-Sample Biases in Nonparametric Testing for Variance Constancy 
Paulo M.M. Rodrigues and Antonio Rubia 

305/2007 Spain is Different: Relative Wages 1989-98 
José Antonio Carrasco Gallego 

 



   
 

306/2007 Poverty reduction and SAM multipliers: An evaluation of public policies in a regional framework 
Francisco Javier De Miguel-Vélez y Jesús Pérez-Mayo 

307/2007 La Eficiencia en la Gestión del Riesgo de Crédito en las Cajas  de  Ahorro 
Marcelino  Martínez  Cabrera 

308/2007 Optimal environmental policy in transport: unintended effects on consumers' generalized price 
M. Pilar Socorro and Ofelia Betancor 

309/2007 Agricultural Productivity in the European Regions: Trends and Explanatory Factors 
Roberto Ezcurra, Belen Iráizoz, Pedro Pascual and Manuel Rapún 

310/2007 Long-run Regional Population Divergence and Modern Economic Growth in Europe: a Case 
Study of Spain  
María Isabel Ayuda, Fernando Collantes and Vicente Pinilla 

311/2007 Financial Information effects on the measurement of Commercial Banks’ Efficiency  
Borja Amor, María T. Tascón and José L. Fanjul 

312/2007 Neutralidad e incentivos de las inversiones financieras en el nuevo IRPF  
Félix Domínguez Barrero 

313/2007 The Effects of Corporate Social Responsibility Perceptions on The Valuation of Common Stock  
Waymond Rodgers , Helen Choy and Andres Guiral-Contreras 

314/2007 Country Creditor Rights, Information Sharing and Commercial Banks’ Profitability Persistence 
across the world 
Borja Amor, María T. Tascón and José L. Fanjul 

315/2007 ¿Es Relevante el Déficit Corriente en una Unión Monetaria? El Caso Español 
Javier Blanco González y Ignacio del Rosal Fernández 

316/2007 The Impact of Credit Rating Announcements on Spanish Corporate Fixed Income Performance: 
Returns, Yields and Liquidity 
Pilar Abad, Antonio Díaz and M. Dolores Robles 

317/2007 Indicadores de Lealtad al Establecimiento y Formato Comercial Basados en la Distribución del 
Presupuesto 
Cesar Augusto Bustos Reyes y Óscar González Benito 

318/2007 Migrants and Market Potential in Spain over The XXth Century: A Test Of The New Economic 
Geography 
Daniel A. Tirado, Jordi Pons, Elisenda Paluzie and Javier Silvestre 

319/2007 El Impacto del Coste de Oportunidad de la Actividad Emprendedora en la Intención de los Ciu-
dadanos Europeos de Crear Empresas 
Luis Miguel Zapico Aldeano 

320/2007 Los belgas y los ferrocarriles de vía estrecha en España, 1887-1936 
Alberte Martínez López 

321/2007 Competición política bipartidista. Estudio geométrico del equilibrio en un caso ponderado 
Isabel Lillo, Mª Dolores López y Javier Rodrigo 

322/2007 Human resource management and environment management systems: an empirical study 
Mª Concepción López Fernández, Ana Mª Serrano Bedia and Gema García Piqueres 



   
 

323/2007 Wood and industrialization. evidence and hypotheses from the case of Spain, 1860-1935. 
Iñaki Iriarte-Goñi and María Isabel Ayuda Bosque 

324/2007 New evidence on long-run monetary neutrality. 
J. Cunado,  L.A. Gil-Alana  and  F. Perez de Gracia 

325/2007 Monetary policy and structural changes in the volatility of us interest rates. 
Juncal Cuñado, Javier Gomez Biscarri and Fernando Perez de Gracia 

326/2007 The productivity effects of intrafirm diffusion. 
Lucio Fuentelsaz, Jaime Gómez and Sergio Palomas 

327/2007 Unemployment duration, layoffs and competing risks. 
J.M. Arranz, C. García-Serrano and L. Toharia 

 


