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BACKGROUND

The odds that an American child will be poor are profoundly affected by
the economic well-being of that child’s mother. For this reason research on
those factors which are associated with the economic status of mothers has
been and remains of interest to scholars and policy-makers who are concerned
about child welfare. Two such factors are adolescent motherhood and single
motherhood, each of which are the subject of an independent research
tradition. These two traditions are quite distinet, using different
conceptual models, different methods and often different sources of data,
despite their common concern---the poverty of women and the resultant poverty
of their co-resident children. A strategy for research which combines
elements of both traditions has a number of advantages. The most important is
the potential it has for illuminating the complex interaction between early
childbearing, low marriage rates, and race which so many scholars and policy-
makers believe lies at the heart of the problems that afflict the youth---

especially the black youth---of America.

Researchers concerned with the negative effects of adolescent
childbearing on women'’s economic well-being generally focus on how an early
birth interacts with a woman’s gwn economic activity. Specifically they
document the association between early birth, early school leaving (Hofferth
and Moore 1979; Marini 1984,; Rindfuss, Bumpass and St. John 1980; Upchurch and
HMcCarthy 1989; 1990) and high subsequent fertility (Moore and Hofferth 1978;
Trussell and Menken 1978). According to this perspective, early birth, early

school leaving and fast paced subsequent fertility all lead to low




occupational attainment, low earnings attainment and high levels of welfare
receipt among teenage mothers (Hofferth 1987). The role that marriage plays
in mediating the association between adolescent motherhood and poverty has

been neglected within this tradition.

By contrast, scholars concerned with the poverty of mother-only families
have focused almost exclusively on marriage. Specifically, they follow women
over time as they move intc and out of marriage and evaluate how their
economic status is affected by their marital status. The conclusion from
these studies is that single mothers--both never and formerly married--are
much more likely to be poor than married mothers (Bane and Ellwood 1983;

Garfinkel and McLanahan 1986; Duncan and Hoffman 1985).

Adolescent mothers and single mothers are groups with a great many
commoni members. Adolescent mothers are more likely than clder mothers to be
single when they give birth and thus form a mother-only family immediately
(0'Connell and Rogers 1984)., Women with non-marital births have lower
marriage rates than other women (Bennett énd Bloom 1991) and thus are highly
likely to remain single mothers. 1In addition, adolescent mothers have higher
divorce rates than other teenagers (McCarthy and Menken 1979) so even those
who are married at the time of the birtﬁ are more likely to form mother-only
families subsequently. The overlap in membership between the two groups
presents problems for researchers and policy-makers trying to synthesize the

results of research on each,




The findings from each of these research traditions tells an important
piece of the story of why American women and their children are so vulnerable
to poverty. The results of the mother-only family research reveals how large
a difference there is in the economic well-being of women who have access to a
male worker’'s earnings and those who do not. The results of the adolescent
motherhood research suggest a reason why this is the case: mnamely that

motherhood can interfere with both the development of a woman's potential to

support herself and her children through her own economic activity, and her
ability to exercise this potential. This is especially true when motherhood
occurs early in life. Unfortunately, we lack a complete, coherent
understanding of how these two pleces of the story fit together. 1In the

.~ language of economists: we need to know how adolescent childbearing affects

both women's marriage market and women's labor market opportunities,

More specifically, adolescent motherhood researchers should be mindful
of 1) the economic contribution of other household members to a mother's
economic well-being, especially when selecting their dependent outcomes; and
2) the higher probability that adolescent mothers are also single mothers,
vwhen comparing early and later childbearers. The result of the fact that they
have not been mindful of these two factors is that we do mot know to what
extent the negative effect of adolescent motherhcod on poverty is mediated by
the fact that they are more likely than older childbearers to be single

mothers.

Some empirical research on the social and economic consequences of

adolescent childbearing substantiates the value of looking at the effects of




adolescent childbearing, net of marital status. In a non-representative
sample of black adolescent mothers who were followed over time, Furstenberg
and his colleagues (1987) found that stable marriage was the pathway to the
highest level of economic success for these women. Predictably, however,
stable marriages in this group were rare, Another study which locked at the
econcmic consequences ¢f simultaneous teenage birth and teenage marriage
versus teenage birth alone (Teti and Lamb 1989) found that adolescent mothers
who married as teenagers were no better off than single adolescent mothers.
This study did not separate those whose marriages remained intact and those
whose did not, however, therefore it did not actually address the issue of
single motherhood. Finally, bivariate tables from a study of black adolescent
welfare mothers (Duncan and Hofiman 1990) suggest that being married at the
time of the birth or subsequently may improve a black adolescent mother’s long

term econoinic well-being.

In this paper I make a first step towards filling the gap in our
knowledge. I am specifically interested in three questions: What are the
differences in the probability of being a single mother by race and age at
first birth both initially and five years after the birth? How does age at
first birth affect total household income for blacks and whites during the
five years after the birth? How much of the negative effect of early
childbearing on household income is due to the higher likelihood that early

childbearers are single mothers for blacks and whites?




DATA AND HETHODS

Qverview

The strategy 1 employ to answer my research questions is adapted from
that of the mother-only family researchers. It has three important
characteristics. First, I compare the income of mothers to mothers, that is
early childbearers to later childbearers, rather than early childbearers to
adolescents who have not given birth. I assume that motherhood itself has
some effect on household income and I want teo evaluate the impact of age at
birth on income, net of the effect of the transition to motherhood itself.
Second, 1 take a dynamic approach. I look at the effect of age at birth on
household income for the five years following the birth. 1In the models which
include marital status 1 take into account changes in marital status which
occur over that time. Third, I lock at the effect of age at birth on
household income net of household income the year before the birth, This is
to insure that unmeasured factors which cause both early childbearing and low
income do not cause me to observe a spurious relationship between early

childbearing and low income (Geronimous and Korenman 1991).

Data

The data for my study are from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics
(P5ID). This is a longitudinal study of American individuals and their
families. Two sub-samples, drawn in 1968, comprise PSID's sample: one sub-

sample is representative of U.S. households in 1968 and the other is a sample




of disadvantaged American households in 1968. All individuals living in the
original set of households have been surveyed annually since 1968, whether or
not they are living in the same dwelling or with the same people. PSID also
collects information on an original sample member’s new household and all its
members. Thus, the number of individuals for whom the PSID has gathered some
information increased from 18,000 in 1968 to a total of over 36,000 in 1987.
The number of family units increased similarly from 5,000 te 7,000. The
central focus of data collection from 1969 until the present has been on the
sources and level of income in each survey household. The dates of critical

demographic events have also been recorded for most respondents to the study.

For the present study I made several selections. First, my sample was
limited to black or white, non-hispanic women who are members of the samplel.
Second, I was specifically interested in women who gave birth for the first
time during the panel years. In order to insure that I had data on income the
year before the birth‘and for five years after the birth I selected women

vhose first birth occurred between 1969 and 1982,

PSID collects more extensive information from household heads or the
domestic partner's of household heads (formal or informal) then it does from
other sample members. For example, information on social and family
background factors are available when the respondent is a household head or
partner thereof. After I made the selections I just described, based on sex,
race and year of first birth, I discovered that 96 percent of those selected
on these criteria had been either heads of household or partner’s thereof at

some point during the panel years, Consequently, 1 limited the analysis to




this group, for whom the background information was available, Recent work
suggests that parents are highly likely to be household heads (Santi 1988;
1990) and that mothers who are not household heads (alone or in partnership)
at the timevof their first birth, become household heads (alone or in
partnership) within a few years of motherhood (Parish, Hao and Hogan 1991).
Thus, selecting those who at some point headed their own household (alone or
in partnership) should not be a major source of bias in the analysis. Note
that the individual did not have to be a household head or partner thereof at
the time she gave birth, just at some point during the years from 1968 through

1887,

Any data which are collected prospectively are subject to sample
attrition; this is particularly the case for a study like the PSID which has
been going on for twenty-five years. 1In light of 1) this attrition, 2) the
two different sub-samples which comprise the PSID, and 3) the fact that my
dependent outcome is income, a variable which was a criteria for selection
irito one of the two sub-samples, all analyses reported in this paper are

weighted, as recommended by the staff of the PSID (Hill 1992).

After using the appropriate weights, my sample contained 646 white women
vho gave birth for the first time from 1969 through 1982 and 630 similar black

women,




Variables

In what follows I employ the following notation: the year of a
respondent’s first birth is t; all other years I refer to in the text or
tables are indexed to t. So for example, I refer to the year before the birth

as t-1 and to the third year after the birth as t+3,

DEPENDENT VARIABLES The dependent variasbles in these analyses are the
income/needs ratio of the respondent’s household in t+1 through t+5. The
component variables in the income/needs ratio are: 1) the total money income
of all members of the household in which the respondent resides, transformed
into 1967 dellars; and 2) an assessment of the minimum amount of money a
household of that size and with that particular age and sex composition
required in 1967. The latter is analogous, but not identical to the U.S.
Bureau of the Census poverty definition. For example, an income/needs ratio
of 2 means that the total money income of the household is twice what that
household minimally requires to function well, A full description of the

income/needs ratio is found in the PSID User's Guide (ICPSR 1984).

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES There are two independent variables. The first is age

at first birth which distinguishes among four groups: 1) those who gave birth

for the first time at age 18 or younger {(which I shall refer to as very early
childbearers below); 2) at age 19 or 20 {which 1 shall refer to as relatively
early childbearers in subsequent text); 3) from age 21 through 24; and 4) age
25 or older. Preliminary analyses using age at birth coded in single years of

age indicated that these were homogeneous groups with respect to the dependent




outcomes for both races. The reference category for this variable in the

multivariate analyses is 18 or less,

The second independent variable is the respondent's marital cayeer; this

is a variable which summarizes their marital status at the time of the birth
and currently. It distinguishes among four groups. 1) Those respondents who
were single® at the time of their first birth and are currently® single
comprise the first group. 2) Respondents who were single when they first
became mothers, but who are currently married‘ make up the second group. The
third and fourth groups are analogous to the first two for those married at
the time of the birth: 3) married at birth, currently single; and 4) married
at birth, currently married. The reference category for this variable in the

multivariate analyses is married at the birth, currently married.

CONTROL VARIABLES Five control variables are included in the multivariate
analyses. Three of them measure factors commonly included in models of

socioeconomic attainment and earnings: 1) region of origin (northeast, north

central, south, west); 2) size of place of origin (rural, small town/suburb,

big city) and 3) parental education (less than high school, high school

graduate, at least some college). The latter is either the mother’s or
father’'s education, whichever is higher (or whichever was non-missing in cases

vhere either mother’'s or father’s education but not both was unavailable).

The fourth control variable is calendar vear of the birth (1969 through

1982) which I include to account for differences in real income which occur




over time (as opposed to inflation, for which the dependent outcome is

adjusted).

Appendix Table Al gives the univariate statistics on the first four

control wvariables,

The fifth control variable is jincome/meeds ratio in t-1. I include this
variable in all my models as a control for unmeasured differences between
early childbearers and later childbearers which might affect both age at first
birth and income. The distribution of this variable is in the first column of

Table 1.

Analytic Techniques

The effects of the independent variables on the dependent outcomes were
estimated using ordinary least squares regression. All coefficients reported
are net of the five control variables. In the main text I report only
coefficients of interest; Appendix Table A2 reports the results of the full

models and gives the value of the adjusted R-squared for each model,

Table 1 reports univariate statistice on the income/needs ratio in t-1
and in t+l through t+5. The table shows that the distributions of all six
income indicators are skewed to the right, so I took a log transformation of

all six so as to meet the assumptions of OLS regression,
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RESULTS

Univariate and Bivariate Findings

How much more likely are black women to be early childbearers and how
much more likely are black mothers and early childbearers of both races to be
single mothers? Many scholars have addressed these questions and my

descriptive analyses confirm what they have found.

Table 2 reports the percent distribution of age at first birth
separately by race in both single years of age and in terms of the age
groupings which I used in the multivariate analysis. This table reveals
familiar racial differences in the timing of motherhood (Bianchi and Spain
1986; Sweet and Bumpass 1987). Over 40 percent of black women who made the
transition to motherhood during the time I observed did so at age 1B or less;
the white percentage is less than half of the blacks percentage (16). Thirty
percent of the white women who become mothers for the first time between 1969
and 1982 were over 25, while only fifteen percent of the black women reach the

quarter-century mark without having a baby,

Table 3 contains the distribution of marital status at t, separately by
race and by age at first birth. As expected, this table reveals that the
majority of black mothers give birth for the first time outside marriage (65
percent), while just a little more than ten percent of white women are
unmarried at the time of motherhood. For both races, early childbearing is

associated with out-of-wedlock childbearing; the association is stronger for
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vhites than blacks. Among blacks there do not appear to be important
differences between very early and relatively early childbearers with respect
to marital status at birth, For whites there are differences between these
groups; the percentage of relatively early childbearers (those who give birth
at 19 or 20) who are unmarried at the time of the birth is half the percentage

for very early childbearers (17 as compared to 31).

Table 4 is similar to Table 3, except that it gives marital status in
year t+5, rather than t. Early childbearers are more likely to be single five
years after the birth than older childbearers, like the similar finding for
year t, this pattern is more pronounced for whites than blacks. Table 4
reveals the addition mechanism propelling white early childbearers along the
road to single motherhood: the percent of white early childbearers who are
separated or divorced is much higher than among white women who made the
transition to motherhood later (25 for the very early childbearers compared to
7 for those who delay childbearing until after age 25). This pattern does not
exist for blacks; the percentage of mothers separated or divorced In t45 is

similar for all age-at-first birth groups.

With respect to the racial differences in single motherhood, not only
are black mothers highly likely to be single mothers at the time of the birth
by comparison to whites, as Table 3 and past research shows, but they are also
more likely than white women to be single mothers at the end of the five years
following their first birth (see Table 5). Of the approximately 65 percent of
black women who gave birth outside marriage, less than one-guarter of these

were married five years after the birth®. By contrast, over forty percent of

12




the whites who were single at the time of the birth were married in t45,
Moreover, blacks who are married at the time of the birth are more likely than
whites to be unmarried in t+5. HNineteen percent of the blacks who were
married when they became mothers are currently single in t+5° compared to

only 12 percent of the whites,

Multivariate Findings

Do adolescent mothers live in households with lower ratios of income to
needs than mothers who were older the first time they gave birth? To answer
this question I regressed the income/needs ratio of the respondent’s household
in the five years following the birth on age at first birth, net of the
control variables. The results are under the heading "model 1* in Table 6

(that is, the first, third, fifth, seventh and ninth columns of Table 6.

For both races there is a substantial effect of age at birth on the
household income/needs ratio during the five years immediately following the
birth. The effect is slightly different for blacks and whites. Among blacks,
differences between very early and relatively early childbearers exist in
years t+l through t+3 and then fade away. For whites, there are significant
differences between the two youngest groups of childbearers in four of the
five years I looked at. The relationship between household income and age at
birth for blacks appears to be non-linear; in tables not shown I find that
there are no significant differences between the household income/needs ratios
of black women who give birth between 21 and 24 on the one hand and black

women who delay births until age 25 or older on the other. For whites, by
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contrast, the relationship between age at first birth and household income
during the years following the birth does appear to be linear, with
significant (tables not shown) differences between those who give birth at age

21 through 24 and those who delay births substantially (until 25 or older}.

How much of the effect is due to differences in the probability that an
early childbearer of either race is a single mother? To address this issue, I
re-ran the model I just discussed, adding the marital career variable. The
results are also in Table & under the heading "model 2" (the second, fourth,
sixth, eighth and tenth columns). A comparison of the coefficients from the

two models will provide the answer to the question.

These findings are broadly similar for blacks and whites. The fact that
very early childbearers have different marital careers than women who become
mothers at older ages accounts for a large part of the difference in household
income we observed between very early childbearers and relatively early
childbearers; although for both blacks and whites small differences between
the two youngest groups of childbearers remain after marital career is taken

into account.

Table 6 shows that substantial differences in househcld income remain
between very early childbearers and those who delay a birth until age 21 or
later for both blacks and whites after marital career is controlled, A
substantial part of these differences are accounted for by marital career,
however: about a third of the difference between those who give birth between

21 and 24 and very early childbearers is due to differences in marital career
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and about a fourth of the difference between those who delay motherhood until

age 25 is also due to differences in marital career’.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this paper I examined the differences in marital behavior and
household income among mothers who give birth at different ages. Specifically
I showed how much more likely very early childbearers (those who give birth
for the first time at age 18 or younger) are to be single mothers and asked
whether the positive effect of age at birth on household income persists after

this is taken into account.

My results suggest that delaying the transitien to motherhood until age
21 has a positive impact on household income in the years immediately
following the birth for both whites and blacks, regardless of whether a woman
is a single or married mother. In addition, there appears to be a further
improvement in household income which accrues to whites as a result of
delaying a birth until age 25 or more. There is no evidence of the latter

effect among blacks at all.

The apparent advantage which women who delay a birth until age 19 or 20
have is less clear, this effect appears weak and inconsistent in models which

control for single motherhood.

A number of specific avenues for further research are suggested by these

results. I find two in particular very intriguing. First, is the negative
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effect of non-marital childbearing on marriage rates which is known (Bennett
and Bloom 1991) stronger for blacks than whites? Table 4 suggests that it may

be. Does it vary by age at non-marital birth?

Second, what are the mechanisms through which the negative effect of age
at birth on household income operate? The pattern of my results suggests two
hypotheses. 1} The differences between relatively early and very early
childbearers lie exclusively in their marriage market opportunities (both in
terms of quantity of partners and quality of partners) pet in their own labor
market opportunities. 2) Differences between later childbearers and early
childbearers lie in both marriage market and labor market opportunities,
Research on differences by age at first birth in women’s educational
attainment (see Astone and Upchurch 1992a; 1992b), occupational attainment and
marriage patterns is necessary to test these hypotheses as well as continuing
research on income. With respect to the latter, an important next step for
the current project is to disaggrepate the effect of age at first birth into
the components of total household income (ie. the woman’s own earnings, the

earnings of other family members, transfer payments).
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Endnotes

1. 1In other words someone who is a PSID respondent solely because she is
living with a sample member are not included in this analysis. For example,
the wife of a man whose parents headed a 1968 sample household is a PSID
respondent, but is excluded from this analysis.

2, For the sake of fluency of expression I use the word single to mean
"unmarried,"” that is: mnever married or separated-divorced.

3. By currently I mean during the year in question: t+l, t+2 etc.

4. A respondent was considered married (either at the time of first birth or
currently) no matter which marriage they were in. A respondent was considered
unmarried regardless of whether they were never married or are
separated/divorced. A large majority of the respondents whe had ever married
were only married once (85 percent), so I did not distinguish those in a first
marriage from those in a higher order marriage in the variable used in the
multivariate analysis.

5. That is 14.4 (the percent who were single at the time of the birth and
married in t+5) divided by 65.1 (the percent who were single at the time of
the birth) quantity times 100.

6. The percentage of blacks who are married at birth, currently single is
6.7. This percentage, divided by 35.1 (the percentage of blacks married at
the time of the birth) and quantity multiplied by 100 is 19.

7. The effects of marital career itself on household income are outside the
scope of this paper, but interesting none-the-less. Interested readers may
find the relevant regression coefficients in Appendix Table A2. 1In brief,
single motherhood has a strong negative effect on total household income for
both blacks and whites, regardless of whether or not a woman was married at
the time she gave birth. Married women who were single at the time they gave
birth alsc have low household incomes, relative to those who were married at
the time of the birth and who are still married, but this effect is less
consistent than the effect of single motherhood. These results, like the ones
reported in the main text of the paper, are broadly similar for whites and
blacks.
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Table 1. Weighted univariate statistics on household income/needs ratio by race and year
since first birth. Panel Study of Income Dynamics, household heads and domestic partners of
household heads who gave birth for the first time between 1969 and 1982.

Year Since Birth t-1 t+1 t+2 t+3 t+4 £+5
Race
Blacks
ninimum 0.010 0.030 0.020 0.060 0.060 0.030
1lst quartile 0.590 0.692 0.753 0.706 0.679 0.702
median 1.043 1.241 1.384 1.350 1.487 1.381
3rd quartile 2.200 2.240 2.142 2.1982 2.390 2.338
maximum 8.250 8.470 11.490 9.130 8.090 7.980
n 623 611 6l6 617 617 558
Whites
minimum 0.280 0.180 0.010 0.070 0.060 0.210
1st quartile 1.970 1.760 1.850 1.750 1.761 1.875
median 2.866 2.660 2.740 2.71¢0 2.678 2.635
3xrd quartile 4.281 3.627 3.710 3.630 3.673 3.764
maximum 14.510 18.890 22.030 23.240 20.350 17.240
n 645 642 644 645 645 588

Note: t = year of first birth.




Table 2. Weighted percent distribution of age at first birth by
race. Panel Study of Income Dynamics, household heads and domestic
partners of household heads who gave birth for the first time
between 1969 and 1982.

Race Blacks Whites

a. Age at First Birth in Sindgle Years % %
14 or younger 1.3 0.4
15 6.3 0.4
16 10.5 2,6
17 12.1 4.6
18 10.5 B.6
1% 11.9 Bg.6
20 12.6 10.5
21 8.7 8.2
22 4.4 9.2
23 4.7 9.0
24 1.5 7.6
25 4.3 5.9
26 4.7 5.4
27 0.9 4.0
28 1.3 4.3
29 2.3 3.3
30 or older 2.1 7.5
b. Age at First Birth Group % %
18 or less 40.8 16.5
19 and 20 24.5 16.1
21 to 24 19.3 34.1
25+ 15.4 30.4

n €630 646




Table 3. Weighted percent distribution of marital status at first birth by age at first
birth and race. Panel Study of Income Dynamics, household heads and domestic partners of
household heads who gave birth for the first time between 1969 and 1982.

Agqge at First Birth Total < 18 19-20 21-24 25+
Race
Blacks
n 623 253 153 120 97
Marital Status at First Birth % % % % %
Single
never married 63.3 78.8 75.9 31.4 42.8
separated-divorced 1.7 0.4 1.4 0.6 7.0
Married
first marriage 34.9 20.7 22.7 68.1 49.6
higher order marriage 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6
wWhites
n 637 103 123 218 193
Marital Status at First Birth % % % % %
Single
never married 9.9 30.5 16.0 3.9 1.8
separated-divorced 2.0 0.0 0.8 3.6 2.2
Married
first marriage 83.9 69.5 83.2 89.6 85.7
higher order marriage 4.2 0.0 .0 2.9 10.4




Table 4. Weighted percent distribution of marital status at t+5 by age at first birth and
race. Panel Study of Income Dynamics, household heads and domestic partners of household
heads who gave birth for the first time between 1969 and 1982.

Age at First Birth Total < 18 19-20 21-24 25+
Race
Blacks
n 624 254 153 120 97
Marital Status at t+5 % % % % %
Single .
never married 44.6 51.0 56.0 25.6 33.1
separated-divorced 12.8 14.3 8.7 13.5 14.3
Married
first marriage 39.9 33.3 34.3 55.4 46.6
higher order marriage 2.8 1.4 1.0 5.5 5.9
Whites
n 635 101 123 217 194
Marital Status at t+5 % % % % %
Single
never married 4.7 15.8 7.5 1.8 0.5
separated-divorced 13.3 25.0 13.7 13.7 6.6
Married
first marriage 73.8 52.9 73.2 77.0 81.4
higher order marriage 8.2 6.2 5.6 7.5 11.5

Note: t = year of first birth.




Table 5. Weighted percent distribution of marital career by race and by year since first
birth. Panel Study of Income Dynamics, household heads and domestic partners of household
heads who gave birth for the first time between 1969 and 1982.

Year since First Birth t+1 t+2 t+3 t+4 t+5
Race
Blacks
single at birth, currently single 60.8 57.0 53.0 53.0 50.7
single at birth, currently married 4.3 8.1 12.2 12.1 14.4
married at birth, currently single 4.7 4.4 5.6 7.3 6.7
married at birth, currently married 30.3 30.5 29.2 27.6 28.2
n 633 623 622 621 621
Whites
single at birth, currently single 10.4 9.0 8.1 7.3 7.0
single at birth, currently married 1.5 2.9 3.8 4.7 5.0
married at birth, currently single 3.2 5.6 7.6 9.3 11.2
married at birth, currently married 84.9 82.4 80.4 78.7 76.8
n 637 636 634 632 632

Note: t = year of first birth.




Table 6. Weighted OLS regression coefficients for household income/needs ratio on ape at first birth before
and after adjusting for marital career by year since birth and race. Panel Study of Income D{namics, household
heads and partners of household heads who have birth for the first time betweeen 1969 and 1982.

— _— — —

Blacks
Year Since Birth t+1l t+2 t+3 t+4 t+5
mode], 1 2? 1 2? 1 22 1 28 1 2*
Ape at Birth
19-20 .le* .11 L29%% L 20%% V23 L 19%x .08 .03 .13 .08
21-24 LS4k 34N N Yk % T L BhFx it s bk .30 LG1xx L28%*%
25+ L36%x _28%% Vhbxk L 34 . 355k . 30 .32 . 305 -.01 -.07
Whites
Year Since Birth t+1 t+2 t+3 L+l t+5
model 1 22 1 2° 1 2* 1 2* 1 2*
Aye at Birth
19-20 L24%% 2R .19 .09 L2k .15% .12 .05 L17* .08
21-24 LAZEx 38N . 26%% .13 Al L322 L 32%% L2 % L 3T . 26%
25+ LB4%x 59%% L52%% . 39%% L93%% Lhhxx 49tk .38 L S56%% A3k

Note: Effects reported are all net of region of origin, size of place of origin, parental education, calendar
year, income/needs ratio in t-1 and controls for missing data. Reference category for age at birth is 18 or
less.

* Adjusted for marital career.

* p < 0.05
** p < 0.01




Table Al., Weighted univariate statistics on variables in the analysis by race. |,
Panel Study of Income Dynamics, household heads and partners of household heads
who gave birth for the first time between 1969 and 1982.

Race Blacks Whites
Variable % 5%
Region of origin
northeast 16.2 23.4
north c¢entral 18.4 38.0
south 61.2 23.8
west 4.2 14.8
n 611 628
Size of place of origin .
rural 18.0 16.3
small town/suburb 31.0 51.0
big city 51.0 32.7
n 610 621
Parental Education
less than high school 58.8 29.1
high school graduate 27.3 37.4
at least some college 13.9 33.5
n 616 €45
calendar Year of First Birth
1969 5.1 8.2
1970 8.8 5.3
1971 7.5 6.5
1972 9.0 7.9
1573 5.4 7.7
1974 4.8 5.7
1975 5.3 7.1
1976 6.3 5.7
1977 8.2 o7
1¢78 9.6 €.6
1979 9.0 8.5
1¢80 5.4 7.8
1981 6.3 6.6
l982 9.1 8.6

n 630 646




Table A2. Weighted OLS regression coefficients for income/needs ratio on age at first birth, marital creer, income/needs ratio

in t-1, region of origin, size of place of origin, parental eduction and calendar year by race and year since birth.

Panel Study

of Income Dynamics, household heads and domestic partners of household heads who gave birth for the first time between 1969 and

1982.

Year Since Birth

Race

Independent Variable

Age at Birth
19-20
21-24
25+

Marital Career
single at birth, currently single
single at birth, currentl{ marxied
married at birth, currently single

Income/needs t-1

Region of Origin
north central
south
west
missing

Size of Place of Origin
rural -farm
big city
missing

Parental Education
high school graduate
at least some college
missing

t+1

.11
L3
28

Akl
.04
.10

LL9x%

.10
.03
.03
.13

.05
.01
.18

L12%
.04
N YA

L22%%
.38
. 59%
- 31w
- 32

.30

.08

.03
.06
.11

.01
.01
-.89

t+2

L2]%%
A3
L3bwnx

L 69%x
L 24%
48%%

L3

.06
.02
.00
.08

.16
.08
.23

.02
.01
.22

3 I t ¥

.09
.13
L39%

LS50%x
.14
L300

. 38%%

.18%%
.06
L19%
.03

.08
L13%
.12

.00
.01
.66

t+3

19w
4%
.30

.53
L27 %
L39%%

L3365

.01
.14
.17
.26

.15
.04
.32

.03
.07
.02

.15%
L32%%
Ladxx

LAZE
.25%
L22%%

L2T %%

.07
.05
. 18%
.12

.00
J10%
.06

1%
.08
.96%

A

.03
.30%%
. 30%%

L63%x
.09
.60x%

L 35%%
.09
264
.33
11

.07
L61%x

.02
.05
.34

-1

.05
21k
.38#%

L3T7H%
L24%
LA0Ex

. 2h%%

.10
.04
.16%
.28

.03
.06
.11

L12%
.10
L62H%

.08
. 28%%
.07

.B6¥x*
L23%
LTLRR

R

.20

L23%
J37%
.58%

.10
.12
.37

17+
.06
LA3%

t+5

.09
.26%%
A3k

AT
.17
L42%%x

205

.01
.05
.04
.16

.14%
.00
.07

.08
.10
.37




Table A2, con't. t+l t+2 t+3 t+4 t+5

B W B W B W B W B W
Calendar Year of Birth

1970 -.25 .20 -.15% L24% -.19 .12 .09 -.02 .14 -.02
1971 -.05 .16 -.02 .01 -.24 .02 -.21 -.04 -.06 .15
1972 -.24 J31%x - 18 .15 - .30 -.13 -.26 -.07 -.07 (11
1973 -.12 .04 .07 -.19 -.17 -.11 -.25 -.17 -.05 -.04
1974 -.24 .07 -.22 -.05 A -.14 -.22 -.29% - .10 -.13
1975 -.26 L22% -.24 .07 -.30 .05 - 44%x - 12 ~.54%% . 01
1976 -.28 .17 -.22 .10 -.23 -.22 .01 - .31 .02 -.25%
1977 -.03 .16 -.09 -.01 -, 38% -.22% .28 - 4lkx L 24 - 27
1978 .06 L23x J11 -.01 - .31% -.04 -.08 -.27%  ..25 -.07
1979 -.10 -.03 -.19 -.18 S 57%% - 36kk . 45%% - 32%% - 30% -.10
1980 -.22 -.04 -.27 -.08 S T4%% - 21% . G4%x%x - 18 -.36% -.06
1981 -.10 .07 .06 -.12 -.32 -.15 -.20 -.20 -.07 -.06
1982 - . 40%% .01 -.40 -.07 - 47%% - 15 - 49%% - 06 . _
n 611 642 616 644 617 645 617 645 558 588
R? .55 .37 .40 .34 L40 L34 46 .28 .43 .33

Note: Reference category for age at birth is 18 or less, for marital career is married at birth, currently married for region
is northeast, for size of place is small town-suburb, for parental education is less than high school and for calendar year is
1969.

* p<g .05
** p < .01




