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This paper uses economic measures of behavior to examine the validity of the line drawn between
individuals inside and outside the labor force, particularly between the unemployed and those outside the
labor force. If labor force states are indistinguishable, the unemployment rate is open to interpretation.
Our findings suggest that labor force statuses are distinct for mature adults and less distinct for
teenagers. However, among mature adults, the degree of distinctiveness varies by race and ethnicity.
Since 1990, there has been increased instability between the labor force statuses of the unemployed and
those outside the labor force in some groups.

INTRODUCTION

Although numerous studies have presented evidence that labor force dropouts constitute an increasing
proportion of the population (Juhn, Murphy, & Topel, 1991, 2002; Murphy & Topel, 1997), other studies
have suggested that jobseekers’ increased use of computer databases and electronic bulletin boards has
not been incorporated into the inside-the-labor-force statistics. Hence, a proportion of individuals who are
counted as outside the workforce are, in fact, inside it and unemployed (Autor, 2001). Although Kuhn and
Skuterud (2000) and Kroft and Pope (2014) questioned the significance of the Internet in determining
unemployment rates, the increase in online networking and other forms of passive job-search behavior
may make the correct classification of people into labor force statuses more complex and difficult.

This paper further examines the validity of the line drawn between people inside and outside the labor
force, particularly between the unemployed and those defined as outside the labor force. The importance
of this question is well documented. If the conventionally defined labor force statuses are, in fact, not
distinct, our understanding of what unemployment is and how to address it becomes more complicated.
For example, as illustrated by Juhn et al. (2002), a decreasing unemployment rate may be consistent with
a worsening job market if individuals exit rather than remain in the labor force. Previous studies that have
modeled the behavioral distinction between being inside and being outside the labor force have inferred
behavior based on transition rates between these different labor force statuses. In this study, we extend
this approach but use the connection between these transition categories and the outcome of the process,
as measured by earnings and measures of labor supply. Our questions are as follows: 1) Can economic
measures of behavior capture the distinction between being inside and being outside the labor force that is
identified in the transition rates? For example, individuals and firms make choices that result in market
equilibrium wages and labor supply schedules. Can we use these market outcome measures of behavior to
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differentiate who is versus who is not in the labor force? 2) What do our economic measures of behavior
indicate about who is inside or outside the labor force?

For this paper, we used our first statistical test to examine the choices that individuals make that
classify them into the conventionally defined labor force statuses. We chose a multinomial probit model
to examine whether being inside and being outside the labor force are distinct labor force statuses. We
conducted a test to determine whether the independent variables had a statistically significant effect on
the probability of individuals being classified as outside the labor force versus unemployed and as outside
the labor force versus employed. If the independent variables had no significant effect on the probability
of being classified in one labor force status versus another, we concluded that those two labor force
statuses were not distinct.

For our second and third tests, we used annual earnings, weeks worked per year, and usual number of
hours worked per week as our measures of economic behavior. If people who are in similar labor force
states—employed, unemployed, and outside the labor force—are comparable, we might expect them to
exhibit analogous underlying behavior along other dimensions. For example, we might expect that people
who are in similar age, education, and location groups to earn analogous levels of income compared to
individuals in dissimilar groupings. A year later, some of these same individuals are unemployed and
some are outside the labor force. However, if we go back to when they were employed, we expect to find
that for this sample, mean earnings are similar. If mean earnings are different, we confirm that for this
sample, the underlying behavior is different and consistent with the classification of distinct versus not
distinct.

Likewise, some individuals are currently unemployed and others are outside the labor force. A year
later, they are all employed. Since they are in the same labor force state and a similar demographic
grouping, we might expect their mean earnings to be similar and the states to be indistinct. In each case,
we analyzed their incomes before and after the labor force transitions were made. A similar analysis was
performed using our measures of labor supply. If the mean earnings, weeks worked, or mean hours
worked per week were comparable while employed, we suggest that the underlying behavior is also
comparable and the labor force states are not distinct. If the labor force states are distinct, we reject the
hypothesis that mean earnings or mean indicators of labor supply are equal for this sample and conclude
that the labor force states are distinct.

A major assumption is that behavioral patterns persist. That is, behavioral stimuli contributing to a
future transition and labor force outcome persist into the future, and behavioral outcomes reflected in
present labor force states are reflected in past behavioral stimuli.

According to the literature and the consensus developed over the past 40 years of research, youth
labor force statuses are, in fact, distinct. The evidence presented in this paper suggests that the underlying
behavior for teens as measured by mean earnings, mean weeks worked, and mean usual hours worked per
year is similar to those outside and inside the labor force. Moreover, we interpret this as an indicator that
behaviorally, the labor force states for teens are not distinct. The labor force statuses of teens may have
been distinct in the 1980s and early 1990s, but, even then, this distinctiveness was less true for blacks and
Hispanics. By the first decade of the 21% century, the labor force statuses of all teenagers were not
distinct. This paper’s second contribution to the literature involves our ability to tease out this effect with
the economic variables: earnings and measures of labor supply.

This paper is organized as follows. The section titled “Literature Summary Review” provides a
summary of the relevant literature on the subject. The “Test and Methodology” and “Data and Variables”
sections describe our statistical tests and models. “Empirical Analysis” presents the empirical analysis of
whether being inside the labor force is a distinctive status from being outside the labor force. Finally,
conclusions and implications for further research are provided in the “Conclusions” section.

LITERATURE SUMMARY REVIEW

Table 1 presents the major conclusions from the six relevant studies. Three of the studies offered
evidence to support the notion that the labor force categories were distinct for teenagers (ages 16-19).
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Only Clark and Summers (1982) and Goldsmith, Veum, and Darity (1995) suggested that the distinction
between the statuses of being inside and being outside the labor force was meaningless for both male and
female teenagers. Flinn and Heckman (1983) concluded that the labor force statuses were distinct for the
sample of white male teenagers. Gonul (1992) found distinct labor force statuses for young women but no
such distinction for young men. In addition to finding evidence that the labor force statuses were distinct
for male and female teenagers and young people, Tano (1991) reported that the distinction was
meaningless for mature men and women (ages 25-44). Jones and Riddell (1999, 2006) found that
individuals who were marginally attached but outside the labor force and were waiting to be recalled were
similar to those who were unemployed.'

TABLE 1
LITERATURE SUMMARY REVIEW

Study

Data

Findings

Clark and Summers
(1982)

Flinn and Heckman
(1983)

Tano (1991)

Gonul (1992)

Goldsmith et al. (1995)

Jones and Riddell
(1999, 2006)

Gross Flow Data, 1965-1976

National Longitudinal Survey
of Young Men, 1972

CPS Gross Change Data,
1967-1989

National Longitudinal Survey
of Youth, 1979

National Longitudinal Survey
of Youth, 1979

Survey of Job Opportunities,
wherein records from one
month are linked to individual

The distinction is meaningless for teenagers.

The labor force statuses are distinct for this
sample of white male high school graduates.

The labor force statuses are distinct for
teenage males and females (16-19) and
young adults (20-24). This distinction is
meaningless for mature males and females
(25-44).

The labor force statuses are distinct for
young women. The distinctions are
meaningless for young men.

On balance, the distinction is meaningless
for all groups.

Being marginally attached (those who desire
but are not seeking work) and being
nonattached are distinct labor force statuses.

records in subsequent months ~ The waiting subcategory of marginally
attached is more similar to the unemployed
categories than to the rest of the marginally

attached and nonattached categories.

In general, these studies suggest that age and, to a lesser extent, gender are influential factors in the
distinction between these labor force statuses. First, the statuses of being outside versus being inside the
labor force are more distinct for teenagers than for mature adults. Second, there appears to be a slight
difference in these findings by gender; Gonul (1992) found that these two labor force statuses were
distinct for young women but meaningless for young men.

Our study focuses more on the perspectives of age, race, and ethnicity and less on the perspective of
gender. In addition, our study period overlapped with that of the previous studies in this field for
comparison purposes.
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TEST AND METHODOLOGY

The multinomial probit model is a well-established technique. Poterba and Summers (1995) used the
multinomial methodology to examine the effects of unemployment benefits with classification errors in
labor market transitions. Unlike Poterba and Summers, we used the results from the multinomial model as
benchmarks with which to compare the results from our behavioral outcomes approach. The dependent
variable is labor force status: employed, unemployed, or outside the labor force. The base category is
outside the labor force. We tested whether the independent variables had a statistically significant effect
on the probability of being classified as outside the labor force versus unemployed and as outside the
labor force versus employed. If the independent variables had no distinguishable effect on the probability
of being in one labor force status versus another, we concluded that those two labor force statuses are the
same. The test is a Wald test, with B, ... B being the coefficients for the X, ... Xy independent variables,
and J outcome categories with one category, the base. With three labor force states, J = 3. The first
hypothesis is that the Xy independent variables significantly affect the likelihood of being unemployed (u)
versus outside the labor force (o). If not, and if the B coefficients are not significantly different from zero,
unemployed and outside the labor force are not distinct. This corresponds to the test:

Ho: B1, /o= ... By, u/0=0,2 (1)

where the base category is o, outside the labor force.

The second hypothesis is that employed (e) and outside the labor force (o) are distinct labor force
states. The hypothesis is similar to the previous one but with different outcome comparisons. If the Xj
independent variables do not significantly affect the chance of being employed versus outside the labor
force, these two labor force states are indistinguishable. The equivalent test is:

Hy: oy, e/o=... ax, /0= 0. (2)

We also examined how the bias associated with the misclassification error in the independent variable
might influence our conclusions.

For the second research strategy, we adopted a completely different approach and focused on the
observed labor market differences using both earnings and measures of labor supply during the year prior
to the transition and the year after the transition as indicators of labor market behavior. The sample for
our test is based on those individuals who transition to different labor force categories. As illustrated in
Table 2, a person can transition from one of the initial three labor force statuses to another one of the
three states, creating a 9-cell matrix. Each cell is a different sample. There are nine transition samples in
the three-state model. Because the triggering mechanism that allows us to identify behavioral similarities
or differences is a transition, we excluded those who remain in their current labor force status from the
sample. For the purposes of this analysis, only those who are off-diagonal are included in the sample.

TABLE 2
TRANSITION-BASED APPROACHES

E U [0)
E EE EU EO
U UE UU uo
0 OE ou 00
E = employed; U = unemployed; O = outside the labor force.

Our labor force transition variables give information on the labor force state in each one of the two
periods. For example, oo consists of individuals who were outside the “labor force” in both periods; ee
those who were employed in both time periods; uu those who were unemployed in both periods; ou those
who transitioned from “outside the labor force” to unemployed; eu from employed to unemployed; eo
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from employed to “outside the labor force”; uo from unemployed to “outside the labor force”; ue from
unemployed to employed; and oe from “outside the labor force” to employed. If the states of “inside” and
“outside” the labor force are behaviorally distinct, we reject the hypothesis that the earnings of individuals
in the two different labor force categories are equal. To test the idea that people who are in comparable
labor force states are behaviorally comparable and are expected to be so along other economic
dimensions, we estimated standard Mincer earnings equations and labor supply equations with transition
categories as independent variables. If those who transition from employment to unemployment are
behaviorally similar to those who transition from employment to a status outside the labor force, we
might expect their mean earnings to be similar when they were employed. If they are not and we find that
mean earnings or mean indicators of labor supply are different, we find that for this sample of labor force
movers their labor force status is distinct.
The estimated equation pertaining to Earnings “Before” is:

Yib = Bo + Brexpio + Baexpissq + Psschip + Payear, + Bsyearieuyy + Peeuiy + Prouiy + Psuoiy + Pooeiy +
Biouei + €, 3)

and the estimated equation pertaining to Labor Supply “Before” is:

Ly = Bo + Biwageyy + Paincomeyy + Bsyear, + Payearieusy + Bseusy + Peuosy + Prougy + Psuegy + Pooesy +
850; (4)

where Yj, is mean earnings of individual (i) or mean indicator of labor supply the year before a transition
was made, with experience, schooling, and year being the independent variables for the earnings equation,
and wage, income, and year being the independent variables for the labor supply equation. The coefficient
for eu, B¢, gives the mean difference in earnings between the sample of employed individuals the year
before they transitioned to unemployment and the eo group, who transitioned to outside the labor force,
while Bs gives the mean difference in labor supplied. In each instance, if the mean difference is
statistically insignificant, we conclude that for these two samples, inside and outside the labor force are
indistinct labor force states. The third test uses information on mean earnings after individuals transition
from being unemployed to being employed (UE) or from being outside the labor force to being employed
(OE). In this instance, individuals were inside the labor force, unemployed (U), and outside (O) the labor
force—two distinct labor force states—and transitioned to employment. If the behavior of individuals
who are in comparable labor force states is similar, our mean indicators of labor force behavior should be
similar. We test this by again estimating our earnings and our labor supply schedules. The variables,
however, are after the transition. The estimated equation pertaining to Earnings “After” is:

Y2 = ap + oyexp2i; + apexpisq + azschl;; + agyear2, + asyear2rue;; + dgel; + 07€0;; + Ogoun + oyoue;;
+ 8i29 (5)

and the estimated equation pertaining to Labor Supply “After” is:

L2, = ap + ywagel; + axincomels; + azyear2, + auyear2reus; + Oseus; + deUosr + 070U, T Ogles; + €,

(6)

where Y, is the annual earnings of individual (i) after the transition and the independent variables are the
same as those from the earnings equations. The coefficient on ;o gives the mean difference in earnings
between the sample of unemployed people who transitioned to employment and those who transitioned
from outside the labor force to employment. If the coefficient, a0, is statistically insignificant, we
conclude that these two samples are indistinct. For the labor supply equation, if the relevant coefficient o
is statistically insignificant, we again conclude that inside and outside the labor force are indistinguishable
states.
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DATA AND VARIABLES

The analysis in this paper is based on data from the March 1990 and March 2000 Current Population
Survey (CPS) (Current Population Survey, 1990, 2000) and a panel dataset that was constructed by
matching and linking people in the March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; the March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and the March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS (Madrian & Lefgren, 2000; Eanswythe Grabowski,
Unicon Research Corporation, personal communication, 2008).

The final sample consisted of white, black, and Hispanic males and females between the ages of 16
and 45 in the two cross-sectional datasets and between the ages of 16 and over 65 in the three-panel
datasets.

In our first model, the control variables included measures that were designed to capture human
capital. The education measure is a categorical variable that is coded as follows: less than high school,
high school diploma, some college, or college degree or higher. Potential experience is computed as age
minus years of education minus five. Other variables included two measures of an individual’s
reservation income or spousal potential income; the tightness of the labor market, as measured by the
unemployment rate in the state of residence; and variables that capture the attributes of location, which
include the particular region of the country and the size of the city in which an individual resides.

Table 3 provides the variable definitions and, for illustrative purposes, the mean statistics for a sample
of the male civilian population between the ages of 16 and 65 from the 1990 CPS. The sample statistics
were computed separately for those in the labor force and those who dropped out. Although differences
exist, as previously discussed, these differences do not necessarily imply a bias. For example, we
expected that individuals in the labor force, on average, would be younger than labor force dropouts
because of health issues and retirement choices associated with age. Furthermore, we might expect
individuals in the labor force to possess, on average, more education as a proxy for productivity compared
with those who are outside the labor force. This expectation arises because of employers’ incentives to
maximize profits. We can control for these influences in our estimated equations. The following section
presents the results of our empirical investigation of whether being inside and being outside the labor
force are distinct labor force statuses.
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TABLE 3
SAMPLE STATISTICS FOR MEN BY LABOR FORCE STATUS, RACE, AND ETHNICITY,

MARCH 1990
. Inside the Labor Force Outside the Labor Force
Variable
White  Black  Hispanic White  Black  Hispanic

Education - <9 years .060 .058 .269 .194 256 424
Education - 9-11 years .090 .148 158 .190 278 203
Education - 12 years .368 436 312 .349 330 260
Education - 13-15 years 214 213 .162 143 .101 .077
Education - 16+ years .269 146 .100 125 .036 .037
Age <20 .030 .038 .056 .046 .053 .093
Age >55 .104 .082 .061 .530 .366 327
Potential Experience 19.2 18.6 18.1 334 29.2 28.5
Potential Experience Squared 514 495 477 1,335 1,119 1,099
Married .672 .507 .623 .626 388 541
Spouse’s Education 12.991 12.8 10.7 11.7 11.1 9.1
City Size - 100k or less .661 .585 428 .695 538 483
City Size - 3 Million or more 136 227 351 130 307 313
Residence - Northeast .191 175 .161 .167 155 210
Residence - South 273 519 296 310 493 .303
Residence - West 218 .080 454 224 .079 426
Residence - Midwest 185 125 .065 .159 177 .037
State Unemployment Rate 5.59 5.69 5.80 5.71 5.92 5.85
% Unemployment 4.9 10.3 7.2
Number of Observations 34,750 2,948 4,609 3,936 645 547

Source: Current Population Survey (1990).
EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

Labor Force Status: Multinomial Probit Model

Table 4 presents the results of a Wald test that was conducted to assess whether the independent
variables from our multinomial probit model had a statistically significant effect on the probability of
being classified as outside the labor force versus unemployed and as outside the labor force versus
employed. If the independent variables had no distinguishable effect on the probability of being in one
labor force status versus another, we concluded that those two labor force statuses are the same.

70  Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 17(5) 2017



TABLE 4
MULTINOMIAL PROBIT TEST, 1990, 2000

Sample 1990 2000
Outside vs Outside vs Outside vs Outside vs

Unemployed Employed Unemployed Employed
White Males (25- 124.3 (1) 726.6 (1) 65.7 (1) 582.7 (1)
44)
White Females 250.6 (1) 1,423.8 (1) 156.4 (1) 1,044.7 (1)
(25-44)
Black Males (25- 36.4 (1) 204.7 (1) 18.5(2) 120.4 (1)
44)
Black Females 38.4 (1) 359.8 (1) 19.9 (2) 159.8 (1)
(25-44)
Hispanic Males 18.4 (2) 104.5 (1) 224 (2) 102.5 (1)
(25-44)
Hispanic Females 56.4 (1) 319.2 (1) 52.5(1) 263.5 (1)
(25-44)
White Males (16- 52.9 (1) 104.3 (1) 9.5(2) 12.9 (2)
19)
White Females 239 (1) 38.2 (1) 7.9 (2) 14.7 (2)
(16-19)
Black Males (16- 12.1 (2) 19.7 (1) 11.1 (2) 8.1(2)
19)
Black Females 11.0 (2) 10.3 (2) 1.4 (2) 4.0 (2)
(16-19)
Hispanic Males 16.8 (1) 21.7 (1) 54 (2) 5.3(2)
(16-19)
Hispanic Females 1.6 (2) 7.4 (2) 7.0 (2) 2.7(2)
(16-19)

Sample: The specified demographic category. The teenage sample consists of high school graduates.

(1) Reject the hypothesis at the .01 level for a chi-squared test that all coefficients except intercepts
associated with the given pair of alternatives are 0 and the labor forces are distinct.

(2) Cannot reject the hypothesis at the .01 level for a chi-squared test that all coefficients except
intercepts associated with the given pair of alternatives are 0 and the alternatives can be combined.

Note: Appendices A and B show the multinomial probit regression results for 1990 and 2000,
respectively.

In 1990, the test results for mature white males and females, black males and females, and Hispanic
females suggest that being inside and being outside the labor force are distinct labor force statuses. This
distinction, however, does not apply for mature Hispanic males. For teenagers (ages 16-19), we found that
the results were distinct for white male and female teens and Hispanic male teens. For black male teens,
the outside the labor force versus unemployed comparison was not distinct, while the evidence suggests
that the employed to outside the labor force comparison was distinct. The results for black and Hispanic
female teens were that inside and outside the labor force were not distinct labor force states. For both of
those two groups, we were unable to reject the hypothesis that the independent variables had any
statistically significant effect on the probability of being in one labor force state versus the other.

A similar analysis was conducted using data from 2000 to investigate how these results may have
changed over time. The results are also presented in Table 4. For our sample of mature white males, and
separately for our sample of mature white females, the findings are similar to those recorded in 1990. We
were able to reject the hypothesis that the coefficients from our multinomial probit model are statistically
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insignificant, thus concluding that inside and outside the labor force are two distinct states. For mature
black males and black females, more substantive changes between 1990 and 2000 were found. For the
2000 data, the Wald test did not reject the hypothesis that outside and inside were indistinct labor force
states. This result contrasts with the findings from 1990 for which this hypothesis was rejected. Finally,
for teenagers in 2000, the labor force categories were no longer distinct across all demographic groups.

Labor Force Status: Earnings

We conducted an analysis of the distinctions between labor force statuses based on differences in the
earnings of individuals before they transitioned from employment to unemployment compared with the
earnings of individuals who were transitioning from being employed to being outside the labor force. If
we examine the labor force states before the transition, we might expect to find that mean earnings are not
distinct since they were in the same labor force state at that time. Furthermore, for those who transitioned
from being outside the labor force to employment or from unemployment to employment, the mean
earnings after their transitions should be comparable.

We used an estimating equation based on the well-established Mincer earnings function; however, we
used the level of annual earnings from wage and salary data versus the log of earnings as the dependent
variable. Our inference of behavior was based on absolute differences in earnings versus the percentage of
differences. The independent variables included potential experience, potential experience squared,
schooling, the year of the survey, the interaction of year with an indicator of labor force status, the region
of the country, the interaction of potential experience with schooling, and our transition variables. The
consensus over decades of research suggests that experience has a positive effect on earnings but at a
decreasing rate. As the amount of an individual’s schooling—a proxy for productivity—increases, so do
her earnings. The results of our estimated equations were generally consistent with those of previous
research.

In the few instances for which this was not the case, the problem may be attributable to a small
sample size and the presence of multicollinearity. For example, the fact that experience squared is simply
a multiple of experience produced some results that ran counter to our expectations. Experience had a
negative effect on earnings at an increasing rate. In this instance, dropping experience squared from the
equation was sufficient to yield the positive experience effect. In other cases, instrumental variables were
used to correct for the magnified induced endogeneity between experience and schooling when the
sample was restricted to teenagers with 12 years of schooling. The earnings test results are presented in
Tables 5 and 6.
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TABLE 5
LABOR FORCE STATUS EFFECTS ON EARNINGS BEFORE AND AFTER TRANSITION

Mean Difference Mean Difference Mean Difference
Sample (1989-1991) (1999-2001) (2006-2008)
Before After Before After Before After
EU-EQ" UE-OE® EU-EQ" UE-OE® EU-EQ" UE-OE?

Whites

16-19 975.66*** 682.52 3.47 2,952.62 -576.71 -755.09

25-44 6,909.77* 6,341.88* 5,514.57* 7,759.98* 3,337.68 603.91
Blacks

16-19 -405.04 -1,426.49 -959.42 956.28 -524.39 2,021.95

25-44 173.45 3,709.74%* -7,018.46 4,171.69 1,364.98 -8,274.96**
Hispanics

16-19 2,081.69 -169.32 1,245.38 2,854.42 2,716.56 -122.49

25-44 942.89 3,200.90%** 2,580.89 2,121.77 6,375.88%* 1,759.18

Source: Panel data constructed from March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS.

(1) The mean difference in earnings between those transitioning from employment to unemployment
(EU) and those transitioning from employment to outside the labor force (EO) before the transition was
initiated.

(2) The mean difference in earnings between those transitioning from unemployment to employment
(UE) and those transitioning from outside the labor force to employment (OE) after the transition was
initiated.

*Statistically significant at the .01 level; **statistically significant at the .05 level; ***statistically
significant at the .10 level.

Note: Appendices C, D, and E show the labor force status effects on earnings, by race/ethnicity and
age group, from 1989 to 1991, 1999 to 2001, and 2006 to 2008, respectively, both before and after the
transition.

TABLE 6
LABOR FORCE STATUS EFFECTS ON EARNINGS BY GENDER BEFORE AND AFTER
TRANSITION
Mean Difference Mean Difference Mean Difference
Sample (1989-1991) (1999-2001) (2006-2008)
Before After Before After Before After
EU-E0"”  UE-OE® EU-E0" UE-OE® EU-EQ" UE-OE?®
Males
16-19 776.83 26.80 451.61 3,668.53%** -641.19 1,304.67
25-44 5,174.97*  2,941.04***  -847.07 4,286.03 -3,059.88 -12,547.46*
Females
16-19 1,281.25%* -169.12 3,362.73 -831.94 137.47 716.50
25-44 187.50 2,910.31%* 525.03 5,881.40* 4,768.41*%**  5026.68***

Source: Panel data constructed from March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS.
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(1) The mean difference in earnings between those transitioning from employment to unemployment
(EU) and those transitioning from employment to outside the labor force (EO) before the transition was
initiated.

(2) The mean difference in earnings between those transitioning from unemployment to employment
(UE) and those transitioning from outside the labor force to employment (OE) after the transition was
initiated.

*Statistically significant at the .01 level; **statistically significant at the .05 level; ***statistically
significant at the .10 level.

Note: Appendices F, G, and H show the labor force status effects on earnings, by gender and age
group, from 1989 to 1991, 1999 to 2001, and 2006 to 2008, respectively, both before and after the
transition.

First, consistent with the analyses presented in the previous sections, there was an effect of age on
labor force status. Based on this test, the labor force statuses were distinct for the more mature age group
(i.e., the 25-44 group) but less so for teenagers. For mature whites, this distinction was observed for the
1989-1991 and 1999-2001 periods but not for the 2006-2008 period. For white teens, the results were
inconclusive for the 1989-1991 period. In this instance, the findings were significant for the before-
transition group but not for the after-transition group. The labor force statuses for white teens were not
distinct for the other time periods. Second, these same general patterns were not observed for blacks or
Hispanics. For adult blacks and Hispanics, the labor force statuses were inconclusive in the 1989-1991
period, not distinct in the 1999-2001 period, and inconclusive in the 2006-2008 period. However, for
black and Hispanic teenagers, no distinction was found.

Table 6 presents our results by gender. Perhaps the most interesting finding here is the change over
time in the distinctiveness of labor states between mature males and females. In the 1989-1991 period, the
labor force statuses for mature males were distinct, whereas the results for mature females were
inconclusive. For females, the labor force statuses were distinct only for those after the transition.
However, by the 2006-2008 period, the distinctiveness of the labor force statuses had changed by gender.
In the 2006-2008 period, the labor force statuses were inconclusive for males, and the labor force statuses
were now distinct only for those after the transition. For females, the labor force statuses were now
distinct both before and after the transition.

Our tests for differences are very sensitive to measurement error, which makes it more difficult to
reject the null hypothesis of no difference. For example, correcting for the reliability of our schooling
variable by 0.08, such that our index was 0.92, not only increased our coefficient for schooling from
4,886 to 36,132 but also increased our indicator of labor force status, EU, from 4,768 to 11,988 because
of the correlation between schooling and EU. Finally, the standard errors relative to the coefficients were
smaller, with the correction increasing our t-statistic (see Table 7).
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TABLE 7
LABOR FORCE STATUS SENSITIVITY TEST SHOWING EARNINGS FOR FEMALES

Ordinary Least Errors-in-Variables
Variable Squares Regression Regression
Coefficient Std. Error Coefficient Std. Error

Experience 3,542 916 40,442 4,954
Experience Squared -39.6 16.5 -522.4 65.6
Schooling 4,886 642 36,132 4,177
Experience/Schooling Interaction -164 34.8 -1,755 212.9
Midwest -1,955 1,665 2,716 1,589
South 159 1,482 5,415 1,477
West -530 1,565 3,695 1,485
EU 4,768 2,479 11,988 2,381
OE -16,409 1,246 -15,336 1,104
Uuo -9,903 2,271 -9,775 1,997
UE -5,178 1,904 -1,847 1,731
Oou -15,884 2,652 -6,521 2,641
Year 179 1,094 1,087 970
Year EU -5,568 3,753 -8,361 3,321
Constant -53,301 11,668 -593,455 72,279

Source: Panel data constructed from March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS.
Sample: Females aged 25-44, 1989-1991.

The conclusions from this analysis confirm one result based on the multinomial probit analysis. The
classification of being inside and being outside the labor force was less meaningful for white teenagers
compared with a similar classification of labor force statuses for mature whites. We also found major
differences according to race and ethnicity in these findings. Compared with whites, the labor force
statuses for both blacks and Hispanics were behaviorally less distinct, and when comparing black and
Hispanic mature adults with black and Hispanic teens, the labor force statuses for teens were consistently
indistinct across all three time periods.

Labor Force Status: Labor Supply

We continued our investigation into whether being inside and being outside the labor force were
distinct labor force statuses using weeks worked within the last year as our indicator of labor force
behavior. Numerous authors have identified problems with OLS when the dependent variable is censored.
To correct for this censoring, we estimated a Tobit regression.

As in the previous section, the identifying factor in the analysis is that labor force statuses are
behaviorally distinct if individuals transitioning from employment to unemployment, compared with
those transitioning from being employed to being outside the labor force—or those transitioning from
unemployment to employment, compared with those transitioning from being outside the labor force to
being employed—exhibit significant differences in their labor force behavior.

We estimated a labor supply function using weeks worked within the last year as our dependent
variable. We also excluded self-employed individuals; thus, the behavioral response was based on a
sample that included only wage and salary workers. The independent variables were hourly wage, annual
income, labor force transition states, and other control variables, such as year, schooling, and region of
the country. We initially estimated a basic labor supply function using only our indicator of hourly wage,
which was calculated as income from wage and salary last year divided by weeks worked over the last
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year. This measure of the wage rate was the average weekly earnings over the last year. The dependent
variable was the weeks worked over the last year. This wage measure suffers from the well-known
division bias (Borjas, 1980). As illustrated by Borjas, if the hours of work are underreported, the
constructed indicator of wages is then artificially high, which generates a spurious negative correlation
between hours of work and weekly earnings. Table 8 shows that our model yielded a negative sign for the
weekly average wage.

TABLE 8

TOBIT LABOR FORCE STATUS SPECIFICATION TEST SHOWING WEEKS WORKED
Variable Biased Wage Corrected Wage VI;-si;r[;l]IeI;e’l]'l:;)li ¢

Coefficient Std. Error Coefficient Std. Error Coefficient Std. Error
Wage -.097 .008 .021 .012 .299 1.933
Income .003 .000 .000 .000 -.006 .046
Year -5.00 2.29 -1.17 2.88 3.49 32.72
Year EU 7.41 4.71 6.32 6.01 -7.07 93.54
EU -10.8 3.92 -8.8 5.00 6.7 108.07
OE -8.45 3.54 -17.92 4.48 -10.86 49.72
ou -15.8 4.42 -27.0 5.68 -23.3 27.73
UE -4.88 2.85 -11.73 3.59 -8.10 25.90
Uo -11.2 3.71 -19.6 4.65 -16.1 25.55
Midwest -2.94 3.44 -.69 4.35 -5.70 35.58
South .879 2.83 -4.326 3.57 -9.107 33.74
West 1.04 4.36 2.57 5.44 -42 22.49
Constant 39.0 3.25 45.7 4.14 443 12.22

Source: Panel data constructed from March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS.
Sample: Blacks aged 25-44, 1989-1991.

A major concern is how the other independent variables might be affected—specifically, the
coefficients and standard errors for our test of being inside versus being outside the labor force. The
second column presents our coefficient estimates using our bias-corrected wage variable. The constructed
wage variable is income from wage and salary divided by the usual hours worked per week in the last
year. This wage variable is a measure of the usual average earnings per week and does not suffer from
cross-division by the dependent variable. Of particular interest is how sensitive the other independent
variables are to the corrected indicators of wage. Using this new wage specification, we found that those
who transitioned from employment to unemployment continued to work significantly fewer weeks than
those who transitioned from being employed to being outside the labor force. The coefficient, however,
was not as negative in the corrected equation compared with the biased equation by approximately two
weeks.

Although our wage variable was corrected for division bias, the divisor or hours variable still might
have been subject to measurement error. To test whether there was endogeneity with respect to our new
wage variable, which may have biased our findings, we next estimated an instrumental Tobit model.
Instrumental variables have been found to be effective as a correction for endogeneity with linear models
but less so in a nonlinear context (Amemiya, 1985, 1990). We nevertheless estimated a Tobit instrumental
variable model as a further examination of the robustness of our findings. The exogenous instrument was
experience, which can be considered to affect labor supply through wages. The results are presented in
Table 8. Consistent with similar corrections in a linear context, the estimates were less precise than those
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from single equation estimators. Moreover, the Wald test of the exogeneity of the instrumented variable
was not significant, which suggests that our nonlinear Tobit may have been a valid, consistent estimator.

Table 9 presents our weeks worked results for teenagers and mature adults by race and ethnicity. For
white teens, the results support our findings using the probits. For this demographic, being inside the
labor force and being outside the labor force were distinct labor force statuses in the early years, 1989-
1991, but they became less distinct in later years. For black teens, the results were inconclusive in the
earlier period but became less distinct in the later years. Hispanic teens inside the labor force and those
outside the labor force consistently showed similar behavior. Furthermore, these findings highlighted our
observations from the analysis using earnings as our indicator of behavior. Weeks worked, as our measure
of labor supply, replicated the findings for teenagers using earnings. In the earlier years, the labor force
statuses of teens were more likely to be classified as distinct. Over time, this observation changed. By
2006-2008, teenagers who were inside and outside the labor force were behaviorally similar. The group
that was most likely to differ with respect to labor force status was mature adults, individuals in their
prime years for participating in the labor force. These individuals are less likely to be untried entrants into
the labor force, and they are more likely to have a personal incentive to work. In fact, we found that
mature adults were more likely to be behaviorally distinct than were teens.

TABLE 9
LABOR FORCE STATUS EFFECTS ON WEEKS WORKED PER YEAR BEFORE AND AFTER
TRANSITION
Mean Difference Mean Difference Mean Difference
Sample (1989-1991) (1999-2001) (2006-2008)
Before After Before After Before After
EU-EO” UE-OE® EU-EO" UE-OE® EU-EO"  UE-OE?
Whites
16-19 -6.94 %% 5.80%** 3.68 6.48 2.69 1.88
25-44 4.06%* 4.69* 1.13 1.33 -1.33 -7.01%
Blacks
16-19 -6.27 4.99 7.26 -40 -7.46 =31
25-44 -8.96%* .79 4.88 -8.10 -16.19%* 1.29
Hispanics
16-19 2.08 =72 — -12.17 — 16.54
25-44 -5.87 1.18 -31¢ =75 -47 -3.21

Source: Panel data constructed from March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS.

(1) The mean difference in weeks worked between those transitioning from employment to
unemployment (EU) and those transitioning from employment to outside the labor force (EO) before the
transition was initiated.

(2) The mean difference in weeks worked between those transitioning from unemployment to
employment (UE) and those transitioning from outside the labor force to employment (OE) after the
transition was initiated.

*Statistically significant at the .01 level; **statistically significant at the .05 level; ***statistically
significant at the .10 level.

tDropped income from equation.

Note: Appendices I, J, and K show the labor force status effects on weeks worked per year, by
race/ethnicity and age group, from 1989 to 1991, 1999 to 2001, and 2006 to 2008, respectively, both
before and after the transition.
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Table 10 provides the results of an examination of the question of labor force distinctiveness that uses
usual hours worked per week as the measure of labor supply. The estimation model is OLS because hours
last year did not reflect the censoring observed using weeks worked. The wage variable then became the
average weekly earnings last year. Notably, for teens, the findings were similar to the weeks-worked
results. Again, for white teens over the 1989-1991 period, being inside and being outside the labor force
were behaviorally distinct labor force states. This distinction was no longer evident for the 2006-2008
sample. For black teens, we observed that the labor force statuses were inconclusive in the earlier years
and behaviorally indistinct by the 2006-2008 period. The results for Hispanic teens were consistent in that
being inside and being outside the labor force was behaviorally indistinct.

TABLE 10
LABOR FORCE STATUS EFFECTS ON HOURS WORKED PER WEEK BEFORE AND
AFTER TRANSITION
Mean Difference Mean Difference Mean Difference
Sample (1989-1991) (1999-2001) (2006-2008)
Before After Before After Before After
EU-EO” UE-OE® EU-EO” UE-OE® EU-EO" UE-OE?
Whites
16-19 7.59% 4.03%** 5.49 -2.89 -1.88 4.60
25-44 4.26* 4.93* 4.42% 5.25% 2.97* 5.00%*
Blacks
16-19 18.60** -1.76 -2.53 11.91* 2.64 8.58
25-44 2.86 1.60 2.67 -2.45 -41 3.19
Hispanics
16-19 -4.71 -4.00 11.11 2.04 — 7.73
25-44 1.83 -3.89 11.73 3.95%* 1.74 .61

Source: Panel data constructed from March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS.

(1) The mean difference in hours worked between those transitioning from employment to
unemployment (EU) and those transitioning from employment to outside the labor force (EO) before the
transition was initiated.

(2) The mean difference in hours worked between those transitioning from unemployment to
employment (UE) and those transitioning from outside the labor force to employment (OE) after the
transition was initiated.

*Statistically significant at the .01 level; **statistically significant at the .05 level; ***statistically
significant at the .10 level.

Note: Appendices L, M, and N show the labor force status effects on hours worked per week, by
race/ethnicity and age group, from 1989 to 1991, 1999 to 2001, and 2006 to 2008, respectively, both
before and after the transition.

Consistent with our earnings results, labor force statuses for mature whites were behaviorally more
distinct relative to the findings for blacks and Hispanics. The results were even more consistent when we
considered hours. For mature whites, being inside and being outside the labor force were behaviorally
distinct in all three sample periods, whereas this was not the case for blacks and Hispanics.

Table 11 presents the labor supply results using the usual hours worked by gender. The definitive
finding here is that the labor force statuses were behaviorally more distinct for adult females than for
adult males. Moreover, this result diminished over time for adult males but not for adult females. The
findings with respect to earnings and hours by gender were similar. The results suggest differences among
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mature adults, with females’ labor force statuses being relatively more distinct in later years than males’
statuses.

TABLE 11
LABOR FORCE STATUS EFFECTS ON HOURS WORKED PER WEEK BY GENDER
BEFORE AND AFTER TRANSITION

Mean Difference Mean Difference Mean Difference
Sample (1989-1991) (1999-2001) (2006-2008)
Before After Before After Before After
EU-EO" UE-OE® EU-E0® UE-OE® EU-EQ” UE-OE?
Males
16-19 5.779%** 2.32 2.14 2.23 3.37 3.50
25-44 1.08 2.50%** 1.43 1.11 =78 -.59
Females
16-19 8.04* 2.70 21.25 -9.00 2.73 6.01
25-44 4.94%* 3.05%* 2.56 4.25% 3.19%* 5.03%*

Source: Panel data constructed from March 1989, 1990, and 1991 CPS; March 1999, 2000, and 2001
CPS; and March 2006, 2007, and 2008 CPS.

(1) The mean difference in hours worked between those transitioning from employment to
unemployment (EU) and those transitioning from employment to outside the labor force (EO) before the
transition was initiated.

(2) The mean difference in hours worked between those transitioning from unemployment to
employment (UE) and those transitioning from outside the labor force to employment (OE) after the
transition was initiated.

*Statistically significant at the .01 level; **statistically significant at the .05 level; ***statistically
significant at the .10 level.

Note: Appendices O, P, and Q show the labor force status effects on hours worked per week, by
gender and age group, from 1989 to 1991, 1999 to 2001, and 2006 to 2008, respectively, both before and
after the transition.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper examined whether being inside and being outside the labor force are two distinct labor
force statuses. People are unemployed if they do not have a job and are actively searching for one. If they
do not have a job and are not searching, they are outside the labor force. Using three different tests, we
showed how segments of the population, although technically classified as outside the labor force, are
behaviorally similar to those classified as inside the labor force. Moreover, our economic measures using
earnings, weeks worked, and hours worked are somewhat effective in tracking this distinction.

Our multinomial probit analysis and tests found that the labor force statuses for mature adults, with
the exception of Hispanic males were distinct in 1990. In 1990, among teenagers, the results for white
males and females and Hispanic male teens suggested that being inside and being outside the labor force
are distinct labor force statuses. However, for black male teens, only the employed to outside the labor
force comparison was distinct, and the black and Hispanic teens were not distinct for both comparison
groups.

Previous studies have noted that the composition of the labor force is changing and that workforce
dropouts are becoming an increasing share of the population. This is consistent with the observation that
an increasing share of the dropouts may still want to work and have behavioral outcomes similar to those
who are classified as inside the labor force. We found that the patterns observed in 1990 were no longer
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present in 2000. For mature adults, labor force status was significantly more heterogeneous in terms of
outcomes. Except for Hispanic males, all adult groups were classified as having distinct labor force
statuses in 1990. However, by 2000, only three of the six adult groups could be classified as having
distinct labor force outcomes across both the outside the labor force versus unemployed classification and
the outside the labor force versus employed classification. Furthermore, by 2000, a comparison of the
distinct and indistinct statuses showed that the labor force categories were not distinct for teenagers, in
contrast with the findings for teenagers in 1990.

The behavioral test of labor force status using earnings suggested that the distinction between the
labor force statuses is less relevant for teenagers than for mature adults; this is particularly true for whites.
The results of the earnings test by gender demonstrate that differences exist between teens and mature
adults. For both genders, we observed that labor force statuses are more distinct for mature adults than for
teenagers. We also observed that since the 1989-1991 period, labor force statuses for females have
become increasingly more distinct than those for males.

We next investigated the question of behavioral differences in relation to labor force status using two
different measures of labor supply. We found the measures to be more consistent in their patterns for
whites than for blacks and Hispanics. However, as a general conclusion, being inside and being outside
the labor force were behaviorally distinct states—more so for mature adults than for teenagers. We also
illustrated the sensitivity of our results to measurement error. Although previous results comparing linear
and nonlinear measurement error models suggested that the results may be approximately the same,
differences do exist. We found that replacing our biased wage variable with a better proxy variable
yielded an estimated wage effect that was consistent with the theory and was larger than the biased
variable. We also observed that our test of being inside versus being outside the labor force was affected
by the biased variable and the correlation of the biased variable with the indicator of labor force status.
Finally, gender was found to have an effect. For mature adults, being inside and being outside the labor
force have become more distinct states for women than for men.

The answer to our question of who is inside and who is outside the labor force is first primarily
influenced by age. The distinction between being inside and being outside the labor force is a
behaviorally meaningless distinction for teenagers when compared with more mature adults. Second, we
identified differences by race and ethnicity. For mature adults (aged 25-44), being inside and being
outside the labor force are more often behaviorally distinct states for whites than for blacks and
Hispanics.

Finally, gender has an effect. The behavioral distinction between being inside and being outside the
labor force is currently a more valid labor force distinction for females than for males. With the historic
rise of women in the labor force, the distinction between those working and those not working has
become clearer. The differences in mean earnings for women working or unemployed are different from
women classified as outside the labor force. This was not the case in the 1980s and 1990s. For men, the
pattern is the opposite—we are unable to distinguish between differences in mean earnings by whether a
man is working or outside the labor force in later years. With respect to labor supply, the hours worked
per week shows a consistent distinction for adult women between those inside and outside the labor force
when compared with men. For teens, the distinction is meaningless for our later samples for both males
and females.

ENDNOTES

1. See Millimet, Nieswiadomy, Ryu, and Slottje (2003) for a similar summary, although the focal points of
our research are different.

2. P, u/o is notation for the contrast B;u — B0, where B; is the effect of the first independent variable X; on
the probit of the outcome of unemployed versus the outcome of outside the labor force (see Long, 1997,
pages 155, 158).
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APPENDICES A-Q
Supplement Containing Appendices A through Q

Appendix A — Multinomial Probit Regression Results (1990)
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Black Males, 25-44 Black Females, 25-44

Multinomial probit regression Number of obs = 1950 Multinomial probit regression Numbor of obs 2771
Wald chi2(26) = 246.93 Wald cni2(26) 408.25
Log likelihcod = =1101.4201 Prob > chiz - 0.0000 Log likelihood = =1968. 5H58 Preb > chi2 = 0.0000
ooprobit Coef. Std. Err. ] B>}z 195% Conf. Interval] coprobit Coef.  Std. Exr. x >zl 195% Conf. Intorvall
1 {base outcome) 1 {base outcome}
2 2
exp -.0395094 .0546718 -0.72 0.470 ~,1466641 .0676453 exp =-.0267154 .0496628 -0.54 0.591 -.1240527 .0706218
expZ .0004671 +0015209 0.31 0.759 -.002513% .003448 oxp2 . 0005025 .0014578 0.34 0.730 -.0023548 . 0033587
northeas .2609537 .2420424 1.08 0.281 =.2134407 .7353482 northeas 0446399 .19417% 0.23 0.818 -.335944 .4252239
midwest +2622987 «2485495 1,05 0.292 -.2256333 .7502306 midwest . 4657003 .1926502 2.42 0.016 .0881129 .B432877
sauth .2729894 .2032198 1.34 0.179 =.,1253141 -6712029 south .3469106 +1592519 2.18 0.029 .0347825 + 6590386
aducl -.1665256  .3061979 -0.55  0.586 -.7670623 .4332113 educld -1.104706 3754648 -3.18  0.001 -1,930604  -.4588085
educy_11 =.3722098  .18309863 =2.02  0.043 ~.7328164  -.0116032 educg_11 -.3208635 1430541 -2.23  0.026 -.0387187
educld 15 4706307  .1918164 2.45  0.014 0946774 .8465839 educld_15 .0531797 1385489 0.38 0,703 3266846
educlép -.4421882 2054638 -1.80 0.134 -1.021287 +1369101 educl bp .2341459  .2215867 1.06 0.201 ~.2001562 .6684479
married .2189666 2.60 0,009 .1395368 9978779 married | ~-,2048793 1213563 -1.68 0.091 -, 4427332 .0329746
maadn 1883383 -1.47  0.142 6453828 0928897 ma 8 dma ~.1851876  .1470562 -1.26 0.208 ~. 4734125 1030373
cy1990 .0789665 -0.64 0,525 2049432 1045999 cyl1450 | =-.0930274 0583594 -1.59  0.111 -.2074097 0213549
marriedsped =.0182973 -0191873 =0.95 0.340 =.0558037 -0193051 sarriedsped .0278396 0192295 1.45 0.148 -.0098496 10655208
_cons 3545039 656402 0.5¢ 0,589 -.9320204 1.641028 _cons -.1308193 5322367 -0.25  0.806  -1.173984 9123454
3 a
exp .0473616  ,0452837 1.05  0.296 -.0413929 1361161 exp -.0140113  .0336326  -0.42 0.677 -.07993 0519074
exp? ~.0017166 .0012684 ~1.35 0.176 -.0042027 0007654 axp2 .0015251 . 0009762 1.56 0.118 =.0003883 .0034385
northeas 4183117 1927024 2.16  0.031 037622 7930014 northeas .1562782  ,1301541 1.20  0.230 -.0988151 4113756
midwest .2635543  ,2009142 1.31  0.190 -.1302303 6573389 midwest 0807999 1437606 0.63  0.528 -.1000657 3725655
south .4374867  ,1618724 2.70  0.007 .1202226 7547508 south .4550702 1113334 4.09  0.000 2368607 6732796
educld -1.087842 2622239 -4.15  0.000 -1.601792 -.5738927 educl® -1.850159  ,2331734 -7.83 0,000 -2.307171  -1.383140
educh_11 -.8193064 1489505 -5.50  0.000 -1.811244  -.5273687 educd_11 ~1.175105  .1132147 -10.38  0.000 -1,397002  ~-,9532084
educ13_15 .6184224  , 1629854 3.7 0.000 2985768 9378679 educ13 1S 5252741 ,0980799 5.36 0.000 .3330411 7175072
educlép .7947964  .2034485 3.91 0.000 3960426 1.19355 educlép 1.408539 1478633 9.53  0.000 1.118732 1,698346
married . 6421731 .1B5233 3.458 0.001 +2779353 1.006411 married .0121928 .0B41517 0.14 0.885 =.1527416 +1771271
msadmm | -.4267998 1508343 -2.83 0,005 -.7224295 -.13117 msaimm -.1146051 .1 -1.10  0.272 -.3192451 .0900348
cy1990 -.2785317 064258 -4.33  0.000 -.4044751  -.1525883 cyig20 -.1952827  .0432808 -4.51  0.000 -.2801115  -.1104539
marriedsped .021231  .0159895 1.33  0.184 -.0101077 0525698 marriedsped 025031 0138072 1.81  0.070 -.0020307 . 0520026
_cons 2.350077  .5390227 4.36  0.000 1.293612 3.406542 _cons 1.425317 376054 3.79  0.000 6882644 2.162369
Hispanic Males, 25-44 Hispanic Females, 25-44
Multinomial probit regression Number of obs = 2838 Multinomial probit ragression Humber of abs - 3216
Wald chi2(26) 146.95 Wald chi2 (26) =~ 352,15
Log likelihood = -1230.7113 prob > chi2 = 0.0000 Loy likelihood = -2469.7655 Prob > chi2 b 0.0000
ooprobit Coef, std, Err. 2z B>zl [9%% Conf. Interwval] oeprobit Coef. 8td. Err. 2 P>zl [95% Conf. Interval)
1 {base outcomel 1 ({base cutcome)
2 2
exp -.0036188 0472386 -0.08 0.939 -.0962048 0889672 axp -.0370B05  .0364613 -1,02  0.309 ~.1085434 .0343823
exp2 0002111  .0011635 -0.18  0.856 ~.0024816 0020603 exp2 .0009409 . 0009226 1,02 0,308 -.0008673 0027491
northeas -.5691467  .1960855 -2.90 0.004 -.9534672  -.1B88263 narthoas -.301429  .1537221 -1.96 0,050 -.6027188  -.0001383
midwest .4408463 3302452 1,33 0.182 -.2064224 1.088116 midwast .3372254 2444224 1,38 0.168 ~.1418338 .B162846
south .0105698  .1733294 0.06 0.951 -.3291485 .3502893 south .1784415 .134127 1,33 0.183 0844426 4413286
educld -.045373 1922166 -0.24 0.813 .3313647 educld -.192788  .1565229 -1.23  0.218 4995671 .1139912
educd_11 .0430373 1971242 0.22 0.827 .4203936 educt_11 ~.0753692  .1564578 -0.48 0,630 -.3820208 .2312825
educl3_ 15 .0272207  .2499579 0.11  0.913 5171291 educ13_15 .21614B7  .1614462 1,34 o0.181 =.1002801 5325775
educlép -.1371927  .2730446 -0.50 0.615 -.6723503 3979645 educlép ~.0292173  .2534622 -0.12 0,908 -.5259942 4675595
married .2209483  .1B00915 1.23  0.220 =.1320246 5739212 marriad - .1118453 -4.87  0.000 -.7637825  -.3253571
msadmm -.0828724  .1522251 -0.54 0.586 -.3812281 +2154833 maadmm -.3923476  .1249595 -3.14  0.002 -.6372637  -.1474318
ey1890 | -.0401048  .148983  -0.27 0.768  -.3321062 2518966 cylsse | - +1040258  -1.43 0,153  -.3526853 0880783
marriedsped 0263061 0179997 1.63 0.103 -.0059726 0645048
marriedsped -.0017083  .0166008 -0.10 0,818 -,0342453 . 0308287 o b Shioite et 647 0§38 Ci.ot1Tet 1.661765
cons 3651281 . 9868798 0.37  0.711 -1,569121 2.299377 = 5 . . . . .
3
3
exp | ~.0099603 .0373073  -0.27 0.7890  ~-.0830813 . 0631608 exp +0231801  ,B234A4Y 118 0,248 < 01A7608 A31411
exp2 -.000312 0006057 -0.52 0,606 -.0014991 .0008751
exp2 =.0001184 .0009192 =-0.13 0.887 -,00192 .0016831 2
: northeas -.5457279  .0963048 =5.67 0.000 ~.7344818 .356974
northeas =.621085  .1493843 -4.16 0.000 -.9138729  -.3282071
midwast 31111808 .1542455 2,02  0.044 0088032 6134343
midwest 5186762 .286588 1i.81 0.070 -.0430258 1.080378
south 0262063  .0B70667 0.30  0.763 -.1444412 1968539
south 0809447 .1423727 0.57 0.570 =,1981007 3599902
educl$ -.8797262  .0993467 -8.86 0.000 -1.074442  -.6850103
educl? -.1462251 1550474 -0.94  0.346 -.4501124 1576621
o educd_11 =.5843986 .1022135 -5.72 0.000 -.7847334 -.3840637
educs_11 -.1353949  .16206%94 -0.84  0.403 -.,453045 ,1822853 -
" educli_15 L3969286  .1019616 3.89 0,000 1970806 .BPETTO6
educl3_15 L6761262  .1978021 3.42  0.001 .2884411 1,063811 B
el sducTp 954248 .1334546 7.15  0.000 6926829 1.215815
educlép 353082 2094983 1.69 0.092 -,0575171 7637011
married -.395594% +0728143 ~5.43 o.000 -.5383082 -,2528816
married .5429668 +1459466 3.72 0.000 12569167 82080168
_ msa3mm -.2301428  .0758732 ~3.03  0.002 -.3788515 -.081434
msadom .1529052 120066 1.27 0.206 0835878 .3897982
& cyl990 -.0603746  .0708603 -0.85 0.394 -.1992582 078508
cyl9so -.274924 .1252116 -2.20 0.028 -.5203343 0285138
g marriedsped 0095478 011917 0.80 0.423 -.013809 .0320047
marrisdsped .0308045  .0132902 2.32  0.020 0047562 0568528 el piobepoeid 1% aost Seaorra X egnia
_cons 3.357235 8221242 4.08  0.000 1.745901  4.968569 B i) -SATOE) . 3 ' i !

Journal of Organizational Psychology Vol. 17(5) 2017 83



‘White Males, 16-19

White Females., 16-19

Multinomial probit regressisa Humber of shs = 1273 Multlnonial probil regression Wombar of ohs = 1268
Wald ckiZ(id4) - 115.52 Wald chiZild) = 41,42
Log likelihood = -1083.7262 Prah 3> kil = 0._ooon Lag likelihood = -1072 23315 Frob > cohi2 - 0. 6000
ooprebit CoEr.  Std. ELE. t rrlzl 155% Conf. Intervall OUREORIT Coef, 8td. brx, z B2lz 13a8 Zont. dncecvall
1 ihaze outeons| 1 |bage outcons)
2 2z
exp Juzk2avR L 408737Y 0.0 0.938  -.5740468 6245012 axp 1607068 J10EE5T 0.50 0.615 - lEETLEQ -7873104
sxp? (4884576 54ESELE 1.0 0.047 .0033078 LETEE1TE expl L111581 1531296 0.73  0.466  -.LEES4TE 4117095
neItheas =,2134164 2031175 =-1.05 Q.293 - E115184 L1B46BES northeas -.3917561 2194318 -1,7%  0.07% 4218341 -D383226
midveat (1563739 2098027 0,75  0.455  -.5609756 2544270 widwent L60L204 2000532 0.014 40,995 4064966 LAD5064E
sauth - 1813133  .1984265 -0.86 0.338 - GS0EELT 188035 sauth “.4733548 . 10B644E -2.38  0.017 8626814 -.0840181
moadmm | -, 8635626 ,23TTEle  -3.6¢ 0,000  -1.331626 ~.3995392Z moa S -.185278 2245624 -0,87 0.382 2450561
ay1090 LQERIGIE 0779416 0.67 0,502 - 1603123 0048211 Nk L e R s L G
cane -1.431B0L 4591887 o, o2 -2.33179% - ,831808L —cond = = : = t -
El
3
2 @up | -.3264318 2170952 0,133 -,75159907 098007
iy LUNAERT  nakiileR i o et axpl \337a2is .1076L6d o.002 1163007 .530149
axkpl (2592672 +L073464 0.016 .04EBT2 AE9B623 i ~i7ein8s 14TTALL 0.233 e 1134119
nertheas -, 1312565 1466847 8.371 -, 4187533 (1562402 “;;:H: | -:mo;n" ‘1:95511 e el ool
midweat .DAO4193 1509306 0,689 -, 2354168 35625540 it : : £ §
~.1462006  .i412261 8.301 1308873 sO0L -.3029341  ,1350552 ©.082  -,5276375 LODLTE5D
T iiNEsT CREIALD ob1 o Scgnies  owwsaggd nasdms | - 2510084 156727 0.109  -.55A1A62  .DSE1724
| D aees T b Taee Dol
LBIETETR 330861 b.054 -.011158 1284605 =i : sl : : i
Black Males, 16-19 Black Females, 16-19
maltinomial proble cegression Nynher of che = 160 Hultinenial probit ragression Mumbe: of shs = aie
wala cnizila) = 23.87 Wald chip 14y = 19.66
Log Likslinood = -150.BS672 Brab > ohiz = 0.0816 Loy 11kellhood = =190.01864 sro% > chiz = 0.2228
saprehit | Coef, 8td, Err, # Pxiz| {95% canf. Intmrval] aprantt | Gaef,  Bud, DEr. 2 ez [95% tonf,
s | (baza outoens) 1 lbase suteome)
2 | [
axp | .A028163 . §23ILIE 9,95 0.329 = BI074%6 7.41658 axp 1.080423 . TT4TESE 1.33  0.184 - 4BE1361 3548082
e¥pl | -.0BB1815  ,3638292  -0.24 0.1 6347003 exp2 | - 1290344  .3411266  -0.58 0.560 -, BET630Z 4695613
northeas | (GTISITR . 6R13SSS 0.73  0.487 1748972 notiheas -1.325095 5337031 -2.08 0,037 -2.56T131  -.0A30608
duldwes L 1.044364 -G33es L.s0  0.110 2,323346 nidvest =.4000177 GOREIRE -0.66 0,510 -1 EABS31 . 7A8R95E
sOLLE -.2LE9EIS  ,5773A5E -0.38 0,707 814807 anuth -.6L16653 53134 -1.40 0.16L -1, 466824 2434934
veelmn | -.5432€78 (5000465  -L.09 0,277 4267893 nsadm 13538054 .4TS0664 0.7%  5.453 - 8792474 1,208758
ey1850 -.2760063 1917538 “L.48 0,340 S0PRE4IT oy1s8d 0357278 T80T 0.18 0,853 -.3610117 LATELAED
_cenn [0E06EEE  1.170803 0.05  0.959  -2.2342§2  3.356508 Tcons | -1.684336 1.202845  -1.40 0,161 Z1.0418T E731871
5 a
axp 1.851654 - 7177584 2,16 0.031 Jl448421 2.958546 arp .OBE2A44 5529718 0.10 D0.920 ~1.04712 1.159689
exp? | -.3728972 3180308  -1.17 D.242  -.§5B186L  .23233L0 exp2 1799534 .2ZE40581 .68 D.498 -.aa78e1 6874877
mortheas | -.1281478 580789  -0.22 0.028  -3.263MlL  1.033i10 noctheas | -.6123534  .4056082 1,37 0,169 -1,48573 2610226
"-"-:“‘:l': -ggf:::ﬁ ‘ng’g;;: :-gg g‘{‘-z: '13:;532 :i:::;: midwest | -.30B5G38 5301464  -0.75 0.452  -1.437632 LEL0E041
any R ¢ el A Far . - =1,07 3172277
S TEEE SR DEOCED AR N SO0 Gaee ues g0 nWy Lo omes
oy1990 | -.315T009 1602813  -1.67 0.040 - €297374 -.001614d 31900 POBTIEH L LEGSEeT BEE pleET  o.oaddaad ‘2006428
Ccens J7038E0L L 97E1E4E 0,81 0,417  -1.123183  2.711108 il Qe e ~0.40 0.880 -3.114886  1.400311
Hispanic Males, 16-19 Hispanic Females, 16-19
Hultinemial probit regrossica Humbeor of chs = 108 Moltinamial problt regression Fumber of ohy = 203
Wald ol (14| 27,90 Wald chi2(8) - 7.90
Log likelihosd = <1E1, 42754 Frob > chid = G.ola7 Log likellhood = =175.25578 Prob > chi? = 0.4828
aoprobit Coef. Std. Ber, = Pz [85% Cont. Interval] osprobit coef, Std. Ere. z Exlz| [95% Caonf. Intervall
L ipase ouccame) 1 {bass outcoma)
2 2
axp J7204071 BAEED3T 0.83  0.407 - BE18278 2.422642 | 2172353 5445332 8 a7e 262041 £065116
exp2 L0184873 3800644 9.06  0.950 ~.7254253 .7643508 ”::E 2868137 "523‘3, g'sg g 531 I e i‘gggsw
northeas -.G996528 | 4887731 -1.43  0..52 -1.65787 2500048 sidwaat 10.13337 2. 670408 000 1.000 -8 270400 5. 212400
midwast . 158864 7540458 1.02 0.312 -.7193386 2.236467 snL:tI; i ﬂé!THBA '5935“3 -ﬂ.'].l 0-589 -1‘2161]5 1'nm5m
Aoith .0911444 4422766 ©.21  0.837 -.7757017 . 9579906 i A Prhd  bonta e PR
maanm 3697157 -1.82  0.054 =1.43378 0135052 —Fons . . - . -
ay1350 3624842 -0.88 0.372 -1.032871 S3AEATIE = = i
cars .5437913  2.073614 £.26 0.793 -3.520417 4.508 A
= anp LA053700 1620122 2.51  0.042 0588329 1239089
3 Wear .a772024 L2A07966 0.32 0.825 =.60E2062 J7628ELL
axp 1.417463 EELIOIE 2.14 0.p32 .1213295 2.713587 midwaat =. 0430122 .E124881 =0.07 0.p043 =1.244367 1.156542
axp? -.36338T6 . ZE31A2E -1.34 0.715 -.93B0152 21172402 south ~,1770335  .38895926 -0.46 0.64% ~.9354449 5853779
nartheen - S2E4E2T 3512417 -2.37 ©.010 -1,692262 - .1EDG23L _tong = 4489209 23432045 =1.298 0.199 =3.133349 (2355073
L. dwes & .BAGS1G3 |, 6ISTAET 1,40 0,162 -.3565213 2.13556
south 0600018 L3679222 0.18 0,870 =.6E11125 J7811162
maadnm .5335542 29109617 -1.83 0.DéB -1,105789 .0386802
eylaan - .32ER406 L 3044051 -1.087 0.263 -.5234727 2687736
_cons 1.450623  L.741836 ©.84 0.402 -1.954312 4.873588
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Appendix B — Multinomial Probit Regression Results (2000)

‘White Males, 25-44

White Females, 25-44

Multinonial problt regresslon Humbes of by = 16442 Bultinomial problt regresslion = 17049,
Wald chi2(26) = 755,10 : E T 119508
Log likelihood = -5555.5223 exob > enlz - 0.4000 log likelihood = -10560.122 Brob r Ehiz = Ra0000
sopronit i Coef, std, Err. 2 e 2| 19%% Cont, Lnterval] saprobit Coel. sStd. Rrr. 2 P3|z [95% Conf. Intarval]
1 lbase suteoms| a (hase ontcome)

2 2
oxp 03191435 0238118 0.102 —.007723 LOBEOL axp 096451 .0ZZU6UD 1.38  0.1718 -.0135928 .0728829
exp2 | -.0016658 . 0OD0GTOS 0.013  -.002979%  -.0Q03ELE supz -.0007 000625 -1.12  0.263 “ao0io2n 000524
farthaag _.2947718  .1000BE4 0.003 -.4909356 -.0986079 aortheas 0878504 0861863 1.13 0,257 -.0712676 +2669685
Bl Awast L0104751  , 1023313 0,918 -.1000006 2110407 miduweat .1305168 0923354 1.50 0.134 -.0424572 -3194008
south | -,2130433 0872332 0.007  -.4049172  -,D629634 foath | 0BJBEER  GO7MAETD.  OyEL: 007D S IEDTIER ifeRes
edu=10 .6226044 2686402 0.020 10960793 1.1493 weliieL) +RLISOE S HO9I0EE Sum 0 ARE bk It L
aducg 11 .5EETESE 2555702 0.027 (0648472 1.06666Q AUHOEE  Suaies 120 Dogdk 2276080 A58
educli 15 510648 2438523 0.036 0327064 .9BR5EIT ednn1i_15 320402 2060116 1.15 0,251 -.2328344 .B917385
educl ép -4195074 . 2554031 a.100 =, 0810734 .8200883 educlén 274411 «2934111 0.54 0.350 3006641 .B454851
narried .3241011 _OBT753 @a.000 .1821084 .4960939 married -.591639 0629327 -10.59 0.000 B145848 -.5682933
marriedeped | =-.0015054 0024271 0,535 -. 0062624 0032515 marrizdaped -.001592 . 002017 -0.79 0,430 0055452 0023613
msasmm =.1060309 .1022456 @.300 =. 3064286 .0%43667 maaSmn =, 1219723 FUELTI-TTY =1.41 0.159 «251E1LE 0478672
cy2000 DEEZLAZ 0415844 0.031 - D0BE304 -1835931 cyaion 0504863 -DAD0AER 1.49 6.137 0100034 .1370762
_cons ~1.389139 .3780844 4. 003 =2.130171 -.64B1071 _cons -1.7208080 .3911682 =442 0.000 ~2, 4DET4E -.2624138

3 3
axp 0300060 0163376 2.t4  0.018 DOTRTER 072116 axp -.0377832 0118835 -3.18 0.001 -.0610841 - ,0144724
exp2 | -.0018036 0004501 -3.83  0.000 -.0027038  -.0009037 (0014608 0003461 4.22  0.000 0007826 0021393
northoas ~.1067953 . 0700204 -2.81 0.005 -.3339905 -.0505184 .0129139 . 0477263 0.27 0.787 -. 080628 .1054553
midwast .0500133 L0740286 0.69 0.402 -.054LB02 -1960067 midwast L1047748 . 0494837 3.84 .00 0877686 L2917804
aouth = 0512636 0625087 -0.92  0.413 -.1739548 .DT1427E sonth (0BEE4E 0426714 2,01  0.045 0020117 +1632804
educld L2081007 21750538 1.61 0.108 0620017 6241957 educl? -. 7419356 +1639028 =-4.77 0.000 ~1,103179 ~, 450692
edazd 31 —.01304E9 +1845125 -0.98 ©.337 ~.3354856 3083518 aducd_11 —.4835232 158462 -3.11 0,002 =-.8041031 =.1820433
sducld 15 5445466  ,1534033 3,55 ©.900 2439816 9452116 edact3 15 L 196168 1498437 2.64 a_008 1038107 RRAARTS
edacl ip 9261723 L 16L3415 5.75  0.900 6119488 1.244396 aduclép 8103656 1523535 5,31 0,000 5208757 1,118061
narried 7787072 083585  12.25  0.700 6540825 9033315 marziad -.E477044 0367216 -16.29  0.00¢ 6687574 -, 5250115
marrisdoped L0031823 L 00L7420 1,81 9.070 -.0002638 . 106560 marriedoped -.0021856 0009514 -2.21 0,027 0041326 0002450
msabum .0917181 . 0722937 1.27  0.205 -.049975 2334113 maabmn | -.1302317  .0451485 -2.BL 0,005 .Z23e8828 0419003
cyauin | -.0900788 L 03L4773  -2.86 0,004 -.181773  -.0283B42 cyz0o0 -.0763941 0214924 =3.55 0,000 -.11B4786  -,0342297
R 1.86378Y EEEERLEES .78 9.000 +BETEDDE 1.952921 _cons 1.504066 2049686 T.34 a.000 1.102333 1.805799

Black Males, 25-44 Black Females, 25-44
Hultinoniel probll regressior Wumber of oha - 1678 Multincwial prebit regressicn Huwber of obs = 2280
wald chizizdp = 140,25 Wald chiZ(26] = 187.08
Loy likelilood = —916.76683 prab > chiz - Q.0000 neg likelihood = -1440.7961 Preb » chiz ] 0.0000
ooprebit Coef. Std,. Rrr, z B>)z| [95% Conf. lnterval) ooproblt Cnef 2td, wre. x Bzl [05% Conf, Icterval]
1 {basa outcome) L [base cutbcone}

2 S
exp +O0152281 0583033 0.22 0.824 -.1188214 -14927797 exp -.01752683 +0563598 -0.31 0.758 =-.1292458 .0941882
axp2 =, D0LE785 nnzon12 =0.79 0.430 ~.00E600E -0023438 axpl -0002B11 .0016543 0.17 0.868 =.0029814 0038235
northeas -.1887407 ILE2063 -0.63 0.528 ~. 0165338 -4190522 northeas 6424076 -3027222 2.12 0.034 .D490831 1,235732
nidwazt -. 0871077 3162528 =0.18 9.858 ~-. 6828311 - S6BELST nidvest LAT1432 -3133887 1.50 0.133 -.l4281m81 L.00B662
aouth -.1858022 288576 -0.88  0.515 ~.74EE06E .3737021 aoukh S5108£15 L 2ABIOTI 1.76 D.078 - DEE9324 1.079015
aduclld -.6154670 6260438 -0.38  0.316 -1.844354 L §133676 edueld -.B7074EL 6025656 -0.92  0.410 -1,82918¢ .TREEDTE
cduct 11 — 71232 4BTELES -1.48  D.136 -1.716588 . 1341353 cduod_11 J5EO1E43 L4RE54L 1.3z 0,108 «.2735048 1.392053
educld 15 =.2880212 L A5IBS6E =0.63 0.828 =1.17757 + 6015153 edacld 15 S T2EITTT « 401893 1.81 o.071 =.0E13182 1.513474
Bduclop — 4TETSIR 4807323 =0.83  D.343 =1 .450367 <5048640 2ouclap -7511028 -A465E55 1.58 0.093 =.124384E 1.62689
married LoBBTin 2213922 0.31 0.756 =. 3651528 - 5026635 marriad =,3559289 SLEGHIGH -2.14 0,032 - BE25126 —. 0233471
cy2dio LB833202 (io723ze 0,83 0.354 —. 1108524 - 3094328 marriedsped 000172 0063582 ©.03 0,978 =.0122899% 0126318
mwarriedepeo ~.00D9474 DUEBTEE -0,14 D.BS0 -. 0144253 .D125344 msalmn =.1132807 2015029 -0.56 D.B74 -.5083941 SZBLATE
s aSum .1391318 . 2413055 ¢.58 0,564 -.3338182 » 6120818 cy2000 L0211315 .naapoaz 0.24 D.B1Z =.1531254 -1953RE4
_cons =.2053116 LB715894 =0.24 0.814 ~1.913545 1.502972 _conE =1 7RE20 _TELEOOT =2.12 0,820 -3.36117¢ —. 2754047

3 3
LD571075 L 0450237 1.16 0.244 -, 0385771 J1531822 ap «021309% 40373608 0,539 0,556 -.0513321 .035151
=.0025896 .oo1dce -1.84 0.085 =-. 0053483 000166 expl -.0110084 .D0LDB2T -0.93 0,352 -.0031305 .O0L1137
-.3925276 L2364311 -1.66 0.037 —.B553241 070469 northeas 2049742 V1H0Z552 1.14 0.255 -. 1483194 +E5B2678
~_36565301 .2400331 =1.48 0.139 -.8287504 +1156902 miduest -2203361 .185304 1.19 0,285 -.1430334 LEB37086
-14258§5 +2146536 6.87 0.505 -. 2777463 -5637104 sSouth +4601279 +1E87230L 2.75 0,006 +1323629 .7878928
~.1081§7 . 46€4ETH -0.30  0.741 -1.101666 8083318 1744357 3650062 .45 0,651 - ERD1T4 ,6290283
eduad 11 ~.22L5441 +AQLE7 24 ~0.58 0581 ~1.008622 -5655234 +3173085 J2E8450L 1.07 0.286 -.2876208 LB732308
edzell 1E | .71L0200 L 3746967 1.92  0.055 ~.0150023 1. 1826680 1.111002 26714092 £.01  ©0.000 \7B71160 1.834887
=cuclap ,0320135 401534 2.3z 0.020 L1450234 1.715008 1.851985  .2611481 6.7 0.000 1.301245 2,522628
5909052 .155318 3.79  0.000 . 2855066 .ag83088 -.0920298  .164700% -t.88  ©0.380 -.2973962 11133374
¥Z000 -,1690065 0761451 -z.2z 0.02d -.3182402  -.0187048 marclodaped .0013228 0036001 0.38 0.7 -.0061251 0087708
marriedsped .DD44128 « 0047038 L% -1 0.348 =, 0O4B063 20136323 54 Smn ~.0ro791% +L3a7907 -0.01 0.995 - 2649376 +2633539
Taa S A31EEDS +181171 z.38 0.oL7 0787718 +TEBIGDL cyzoog =.1374253 -DEBEERA -2.33 0.020 -,252B063 =, 0220444
_cons 1.223237 . EBABBET 1.84 0.06& -. 07948986 2.525964 _cong .1513832 5012647 o.3c D.763 -,8311168 1,133883
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Hispanic Males, 25-44

Hispanic Females, 25-44

Multironinl probit regression Humb=xr of abeo - ea3e Multlnonlal probll regression Number ol oby EFTTY
Wald chiZ (26} - 141.66 walc chi2{26] 309.90
Loz likelihoed = -1400.0964 Frob » chil - 0. 0000 LOF likellbood = =2973.2783 PXob > zhiz 0.0000
ooprobit Ccoef. 8td. Brr. H P>zl [95% Conf. Intervall cuproblt Coer. 3td. ErT. - Exiz| 195% Conf, Lntorval)
1 (base cutcome) L ipase outcoma)
2 2
axp 0060408 L 0436516 0.14 0.880 -.0795148 0915985 BER 0338581 .034B273 0.97 0.331 =.0344022 L1021184
exp? —. 0005504 . 0011031 -0.50 0,618 -.0027124 0016116 enpe —. 0008189 JU00806S =0.50 0,366 =, 0025956 0003578
noctheas -.2541485 . 1921285 -1.32  0.186 -, 6307145 11224155 northeas ~3697374 .1485419 2.49 0.013 078600 € .BAORTAZ
nidwest =.1740E82 2426915 =0.72  0.473 -.6497247 3016084 midwest (2471986 1969334 1.15  (.210 -.1389013 L6332988
south | =,19089343 1607307  -1.13  (.260 -.40599080 .1341314 sauth 0277386 1347313 Q.21 (.B37 -.2363298 .281807
educld LT4B77E 3837338 2.05  0.041 .0326556  1,537009 edusld .2812183 4239459 0.9  0.492 -.5397083 1.122145
educt 11 .338793 .381218 2.46  0.014 1916104 1.685987 educy 11 (4426195 L 4197486 1.05  ¢.292 - 3800727 1,265312
educld 15 4521257  .3671083 1.26 0.208 -.2573934  1.181615 educld 15 (ADB450L 4101787 1.00  ©.319 3554764 1,212385
aduclép 760228 4312906 1.76  0.073 -.085086  1.605502 eduelép 530075, 4357483 1.24  0.216 149778 1,383124
macried 2144429 1622005 1.32  (.186 -.1036407 5325265 rarried | -,5642807  .1081098  -5.22  [0.000 -,776172  -.3523883
marriedapad L001761 0045603 0.38 0,701  -,0072173 L 0107384 marriedsoed 0044814 .0038215  -1.17  0.241 -.0119714 0030087
meabom | -.14B6L86 1638942 -0.81 0.365  -.4593453 1726081 mzadum | -,2906631 1290543  -2.25 0.02d  -,5436045  -.03772L4
cy00 0274288 1085351 0.25  0.600  -.1852961 .2401537 <y2000 144087 0915401 1.57  0.115  -.0353284 .3235024
_cons - . BG62E53T . T220517 -1.18 0.23% -2,277848 6525417 _ocong —2,266441 6504049 -3.44  0.002 -3.558851 .9740312
s 3
axp -, 0246018  .03LBD42 0,77 0,440 ~.0071133 . 0379097 anp ~.0000877  .0203052 -0.00 0,397 -.0388852 -0397085
ewp2 | -.0000056  .000ALO7  -0.12  0.906 - 0D16BAS 0014834 exp2 -0006304 0005358 1.18 0,238 -.0004198 0016806
T Z 36372 Lt428023 ~2.85  4.011 ~. RA36R0Z -, 0A3RB3T nercheas | -.0215049 0042682 -0.23 0,830  -.2062671 1532573
midvest 0082871 1788585 0.08 0,963 -.3422883 -35EBI34 widwest | -.0236133 1138854 =0.19  0.649 -, 2556244 .210387E
south 0313751 1312513 0.26  ©,.705 -.2062731 . 2690233 south 021216  .0A)2038 0.26 0782 -.136187 _17a5@8
oduclB 3932108 I46EB2E 1.89 ¢.111 -, 0900822 B7EE038 adocls -, 7915307 2135368 =3.62 0,000 =1.218615 - 3632661
edued 11 +3397169 L ZAB9B1Y 1.38  ¢.18% -, 18435878 8237817 educd 11 - E5TEd01d 2163924 -2.€6 ©0.008 -1,000823 -.13228
educli_Lh 4303658 2233361 1.88 0.058 -, OL7LEBS (B179 =ducld 15 .205309 206271 1,00 0.318  -.1983747 6101827
educlip 9575696 2073763 2.50  £,003 (2343222 1.420017 educlfp (6368453 2220862 2.41  0.016 . 0858004 .9738802
marzied 9026032 120782 €.68 6,000 /BE5O747  1.039332 married | -, 4864796 0686207 -7.09  0.000  -.6209738 -.3519854
marrisdspod .0000R21 6034271 .02 6,081 -, DOBEILE LBOETO0L merriedsped -, 0027843 0021047 -1.33 0,184 -. (069195 0013304
msafnm 0437084 1221041 0.36  0.720 - 1856114 2830281 meaSmn | -, 0377185 .0786857  -0.47 0,636  -.1838397 \1184627
£y2000 | ~-.0007079  .0B2E0S  -0.01  0.083 - 1626124 1611967 =y2 000 -, 1201181 0846168 -2.20 0,028 -,2271651  -,0135711
_cons 1.735726 5213553 3.33  0,00L 7138691 2.757584 “oone 1.316727 3688239 .57 0.000 5938452 2.D39608
‘White Males, 16-19 ‘White Females, 16-19
Wultinamial probit rAg=easd en Nunher of obha = iaz Maltinomial prebic regressien Mumher of ohy - 148
Wald chi2{la] = 20.05 Wald chi2 (14) = 20,59
Log likellhood = -338.95807 froh > chi2 - 0.1286 Log likelihood = -3G60.E0268 Prob % chi2 - €.1126
eeprobit Coef, Sted. Brr. @ Bx|=z]| [958 Conf. Intecval| euprobif canf. akd, Brr. 5 Bl [#5% Conf, Intecval]
1 {basa ovtcoma) 3 (base outcone)
2 z
2KD ~1.125623 6348448 -1.35 0178 -2, 761883 5106425 exp | =-.B243124  .BL31313 -1.01  0.312 -2,4213%4 7733155
enEE /5242705 3364120 1.86 0.11% 1.,183529 exp2 .33e8258 43325281 1.02 0,308 —.3129172 9905689
northeas (7524628 4423812 1,70 p.ca8y 1.610514 northeas -.3427203 5128208 =0.67 0,504 ~1,347831 66239
miduast TE44479 4530728 1.73  0.083 -.1035635 1.872440 midweat: (ETDA52 4281758 1,57 0.117 -.1887572 1.509661
south .36?9839 .3768331 1.77 0.076 -.0705954 1.406563 mauth -, 0CECIT4 e I+] = L1 -0.14 0,845 ~. 0106584 L 6996037
s 830 -.8981771  .E2165E1 -1,72  0.08% -1,520602 1242481 ngasmm -.B313107 6088569 -1.37 0.172 ~2,024657 L 362018
cyo0d POSEZEE. | RWORRER 0.70  0.482.  -.2392314  .5DEAZE3 cy2000 .2221266 1915678 1.16 0.246  -.1533394 5075925
_song -1.35755  1,015521 -1.34  0.i182 ~3.347933 6328347 ona ~1.B531001 0681170 1.91 0.056 _3.750577 . 0443751
£ 3
exp -, 285193 . €633529 =0.43 0,667 ~1.585967 1.014328 i =
) -.3196662 5068898 0.55 0.58G 463185 « 8288527
expl 2998484 ,25BO4EE 1,16  0.z47 -.207576 8074725 aup? "2E20301 2296188 193 0218 . 1gE0LeE ‘120748
narzheans L0790234 3112002 0.25 0,800 =, 5309388 . GBB0822 noctheas -.2117173  .2851562 -0.74  0.458 ~.7706133 L34T71786
nidwent .1310829 3143302 0.4z 0.677 484083 JTATLE8E midwant .2760958  .2750695 1.00 0,317 -, 2645505 +B16T700L
Boatn .0921038 «2631449 0.3% 0.728 LA238807 8078883 south -.3127356 .2446874 -1.28 0.201 -.7923316 .1668525
maa5mm -.4513302 3206461 -i.41 0.1E8 -2, 070765 ATTLIAE mEabun -.2039651  .3031206 -0.67 0.B01 =.78B0705 3301403
eyanon 0366721 1374727 0.27  0.7%0 -.2327654 3061136 ay3000 .0340206  .1234535 0.28  ©.703 —.2078340 2758938
_cons 4238876 7432518 2.57 0.568 -1.032859 1.000634 cong L 1825252 647087 0.28 0,778 ~1.085742 1,450792
Black Males, 16-19 Black Females, 16-19
Hulelnankal Erabd Tegrasalon ﬁ:?’gezhf‘ile : 13‘9; Hultincmial prabibt regrassion Humbar sf oba = 71
tog |ikelibood = -56. 643311 prob > chi2 - 0.1844 Wald ahi2(8) = ek
05 Lkalinood = Sk iR Log likellhood = =71,87185 Brob » ehiz = 0.7311
soprobit Caef, Std. Err. ] Bxle| [95% Conf. Intervall
soprabic Coef.  Std. Hrr. x EINEY [35% Conf. Intervall
1 {base outcome)
i (bane outsans)
z
=g =.3177407 2.057945 -0.15 ¢.076 -4.370858 3, 735357 2
axpz | L3SPIBLL , EPTIIRT .40 ©.BB9 -1,400528 2, 119307 anp «3BELE58 4736064 0.81 0.416 =.5432424 1.313574
nidweat 1.756348  1.08%451 1.60 0.1l  -.3965358  3,913232 northeas 499689 1.0194 0.4% 0,624 -1.49829% 2.497676
asuth .G570421 . 6675117 1.43  0.153 ~.3700396  2.3€5734 miduest 3918459 9432769 0.41  ©.680 -1.468703  2.252354
Ccy2000 =.8356807 L JBGEE4T —Z.42 9.0L6 ~1,654043 = L777L04 aguth . 6108096 LB9L0645 D.6% 0.a33 =1,135646 2.3587265
_cona 2.011184  L.969635 1.02  9.307 -1.848229 5.872598 _cona ~1.866573  1,021009 -1.53 0,125 =3,867724 SA3LEETE
3 3 o o -
exp 1.835802  L.779672 1.03  0.302  -1.652878  5.324d84 exn | -.0034265  .4001545 =0.01 0.993 -.78T714% _TROARTS
exp? | - E4D2663 747481 -0.72 0,470 -2.005322 9247851 nertheas 1.065488  .B70717 1,24 0.226 -, 658725 2,7E8702
idusst 1.313127  L.020021 138 808 F e F-aa2%8 migwest .0203034  .9652163 D.02  0.981 -1.67548  1.716087
gauth 17349358 3472364 dl  Bap  LANETE L Aoiiid south .9438736 . 785665 1,20 0.230 -.5950976 2 ,463757
ey2000 | - 4530805 3050837  -1.49 0.138 BRIDIS -Ligsheg cons | -.sEi3ss  .8633L35 -D.67 0.503  -2.283217 1.13051
“ceno L2621 1.653603 0,17 0.88% -2.960862  3.526062 = G 2 : :
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Hispanic Males, 16-19 Hispanic Females, 16-19

Hultinonial problc regresslon Numper of cbs = 58 Multinomial probit cegression ¥urher of obs = 38
Wald chlz (10) = 1c. 83 wald cni2(4) a 7.40
LOg likellhood = =68,.542753 Prob > onlz = 0. 3828 Log likelihood = -78.445785 Prob > chi2 - 0.1164
Qoprobit Coef. Std. Err. z Bz [95% Conf. Interval) saoprobitc Coaf. Std. Erz. z P>zl (95% Conf. Intzeval]
L {base outcome) 1 (base outeona)
:
2
exgp | -1.993028 1.932435  -1.03 0.302  -5.780532 1794476 _ s "
oxp2 9396538 L7OLE6TL 1.06 0.289  -.71iSB52  2.391233 Ll SABHOLIE.  AnTIRED 028 0'322 :éfggf; ;‘;igiﬁ;
widweat | 1,469000 8576156  1.71 0,097  -,2138B85  3,147904 wldyesl e R G Pt
sauth 1,365042 7754531 2.02 0,044 .0451B18  3,084902 aequs i : . . i '
cy2000 1431049 .5183115 0.28  0.782 -.8727¢7  1,156977 =
cons =1.187571L 2.53%375 =0.47 0.640 —-6.164655 3. 788513 3
exn 0778448, 3038696 0.26 0.798  -.5177286 6734135
1 midwest 1,265832 7702965 1.62  0.104  ~-.2614606  2,793325
map (8759361 1.461601 0.546 -1.08876  3.740622 _cons . 0013543 BOEE14 0.00 0.9%8 -.§89591 . 9523786
mxp? -.080211 -5743763 0.BRG ~1. 205968 1. DESSdE
nidwast -.1328248 LB247754 0.829 -1 35932 1.0868712
scuth .3IFRE2 .S48TO08 0.482 -. 68887127 1.4683420
=y2000 -2402207 .322£023 0. 481 -,3083117 .a7a8011
_cong -1.080077 1.€8E742 0.Ei1g ~-4,302071 2.214017
Appendix C — Labor Force Status Effects on Earnings, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group, 1989 to 1991
L. Before Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
. . - 2
Sample Size: 488. R?: 0.2099 Sample Size: 78. R?: 0.3340 Sample Size: 31. R~ 0.4724
TR Coat. Gtd. Err. 8 incl Coaf. 8td, Err, £ tnel Coef,  &td, Erx, £
expl 1050.422  182.4421 5.76 expl 78,50187  207.4284 0.38 expl 1303,256  921.2415 1.41
Iregicn 2 ~TH6, 0179 325,93 -2.42 _Ireglon 2 593.4254 5056939 1.17 Treglen 2 -4516.742  3d04.482 -1,29
_Iregion 3 -1303,212  339.619% -3, 84 _Treglon 2 44.50723 467.1227 0.10 _lreglen_3 -2204. 545 1936,708 -1,14
_Iregion_3 -988.3155 377. 662 -2,62 _Treqion_4 0 (omitted) “Treglen_4 -1510.315 1796.155 =084
year | -B86,15733 263.5517 -0,33 year -107.1586  317,8847 -0.34 year 792.2879  1459.508 0.54
yearan | =B18.4792  774.2670 “1.06 yearau 1683.218  1131.129 1.49 yesren | -2565.877  3024.325 -0.85
eu 975.6603  571.8372 1.7 eu -405.04  997.3283  -0.41 eu 2081.69  2180.258 0.95
ue 5065305 713.8027 .71 (1] ~BEZ . TIED 574, 4048 =1.54 ey 7483258 =404 482 2.14
ou -1285,502 551.0071 -2.33 ou -938.29:8 630, 7959 =1.48 ou 0 (omitted)
ne 1170.075 494.2084 2.37 ue -90.38888 548.6355 -0.16 u@ B2.35654 18688.448 0.04
oa | -1367.591  204.5419 _1.64 oe -1460.202  405.9184  =3,60 oe -238.4766  15H0.308 =0.15
G 2571.131 346 5784 Fgs _cona 1468.321  560.6613 2,62 _cons 1910,231  2300.689 0.83
Whites, 25-44 Blacks. 25-44 Hispanies, 25-44
. . 2 . 2
Sample Size: 2736, R 02545 Sample Size: 428, R™: 0.2766 Sample Size: 253, R™: 0.2841
incl Coaf, Std. Err, t incl Coel. S5td. Brr. t inel Coaf, Std. Err, t
1083.918  394.3433 2.75 expl 1763.286  983.8998 1.79 expl 1278.718  920.1209 1.39
-8.276108  7.048444 -1.17 expll ~15.67586  16.52607 -0.95 expll -11,98822  16.9519  ~0.71
-51,40014  15.02387 -3,42 expschl ~72,22794  41,51681 -1.74 expschl -60.77321  32,30357 -1,88
2005.451  277.1144 7.24 schi 2393.171  740.7673 3.23 schl 1978.674  66T.B745 2.96
_Iregion_2 -2747.514 592,004 -4,64 _Treglon_2 1678.591 1740.52 0.98 Aregion 2 -3021,875  2421.397 -1.62
_Iregicn_3 -2706,854  578.4739 -4, 68 “Treglon 3 -2017.538  1461.166 -1.38 _Iregion 3 ~2005.558  1583.187 -1.84
_I[regiecn_4 -2147.421 628.4253 —-3.42 Ireglon 4 6364.701 224€.877 2.83 _Iregion ¢ ~3316.358 1470.868 =2.25
yoar -523.5256  477.9224 -1.10 year 481.2353  1151.207 0.42 year 445.3673  1212,057 0.37
yaareu 2251.5%8  1119.519 2.01 yearou 6757.012  25B5.277 2,61 yearen €520.152  2812,051 2.32
o 6305,.768  959.4684 7.20 eu 173.4516  2196.151 0,08 o §42.08585  2405.328 0.39
uo -3700, 786 110063 -3.36 uo -6748.783  1845.041 -3.65 1o -L110.343  2435.185 =0.46
ou -6998.522  1081.307 -6.64 ou _g521.948  1973.672 -1.32 ou -6910,233  2503.827 -2.72
ue 2708.378  684.9771 3,95 ue -384.6283  1583.711 -0,24 e 835.0457 1678.282 0.50
oe -7326.421  687.6863  ~12.47 oe -6081.458  1653.729 -3.68 oe -4835,829  1426.592 -3.39
_cons -17665.18  5021.151  -3,52 _eons -28159.37 12616,7 -2,23 _aone -1207.18  12158.41 -1.50
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Whites, 16-19

I

After Transition

Blacks. 16-19

Hispanics, 16-19

: 2 : . 2 . 3
Sample Size: 505. R 0.1233 Sample Size: 68. R 0.3088 Sample Size: 37. R 0.0939
inc2 Cual. Btd. Wor. £ Lncz Coet, std. RBrr. t ine? Caaf, 8td. Drr, -n;
expZ 1307 .034 553.1146 axpi 1381.624 500.3566 2.76 uxep? BL7.1E00  787.3802 1.04
expl2 -216.5536 275.0317 _fragien_2 2 811.3548 1036,142 Q.78 _Iregion 2 3 ~2349.768 4465. 678 -0.53
_Irngion 2 2 =930,3078 379.0578 _Iregion_2 3 B46. 3601 962. 2967 0.67 _Ira n 2 3 255, 6217 2586.438 0.10
Tiveqion_7_3 “1371 05 1D €733 _tregion 2 4 932.3248 229,721 0.41 _Tragion_2_d 277.2606  2455.873 0,11
Ieegion 2 4 -1373.022 400, €381 yaar: -39.28806 718, 6613 -0.05 yeans -B846.6082  1446.276  -0.59
yoor2 -342.7561 289.1701 yaariue -267.5774 2735, 485 ~0.10 en -377.9365 2566.565 =0.15
yearlue =713.3081 101B.174 el -464.l508  1387,792 -0.33 ea 189.7363  1984.677 0.10
eu 1385.394  $13.5339 e -2833.858  95H.0683 -2.96 ou -246L.36  41%0.550 -0.59
o -6A4,2248 342,7473 s -2280.386 1005089 -2.a7 ug -3984.07 4589. 661 =0.87
uo -2488.353  790.2618 o Tl062.832 1262, 081 -0.64 us | -168.3011  2524.34 ~0,07
au -408.262 €37, 0407 ue | -1426.486  2101.316  -0.68 cons 2349768 2300.548 1.02
ue 682,5178 753, 7355 _cons 1439.1658 1070, 318 1.33 =
_cona 2560,174 360, 3780
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
B 2, . d 5 2
Sample Size: 2734, R*: 0.2270 Sample Size: 448, R%: 0.2702 Sample Size: 261. R™: 0.2405
ino2 Caef, 8kd. t inc2 Coet. 8td. Brr. t inc2 Coef. std. Err. t
expd B52.3045 360.5632 2.45 exp? 303 .0152 643.554 0.47 sxp2 455, 2048 @25, 0966 Q.58
exp2? ~8.822607 6.38823 -1.38 exp22 3.862323  10.04997 0.35 sxpl2 -9.280262 14 87863 ~0.62
expsch? | -40,.529§1  13.55031 -2.99 expach? -23,83463  27.0085  -0.88 expsch2 | -1.483627  29.08416 -0.05
scha 1357.708 250.9342 5.57 acnz 938 .,2242 480.3734 1.95 scnz 262.0018 596,593l .47
_lregion 2 2 =1502.905 529.5667 -2.84 13074 .128 1147.456 2.69 _Iregion 2.2 —3178.537 2011.612 -1.58
_Tragion_2 3 -2338.361  519.4529 -4.50 1616.725  969.5934 1.08 Iregion_2_3 -3277,650 1370518 -2.39
“iregion 2 4 -578.569]1 551.6296 -1.03 3948.77T3 1524.498 2.59 _lregion 2 4 302.2514  1308,138 0.23
yesr? ~15,00408  422.3375 -0.04 540.0213  748.7008 0.72 year2 -1780.635  L1084,918 ~1.608
yearue =1140.155 1053.931 =1.08 Yearue -1082.378 1731.166 =-0.63 yYearue 560.1513 2715.804 .21
Eu 11873.13 569.8584 20.84 Lt 6756 . 666 1141.343 5.92 eu B0&E. 651 14313.906 £§.7
20 75.76562  S17.4615 0.15 ac | -B50.0933 1088.504  -0.78 &0 -669.3136 L1260,179  —0.53
uo -3432.665  951.3521 -3.57 uo | -3165.535 1304.543  -2.66 vo | -4552.860  2189.977 -2.10
ou ~1966.068 853.7768 2,06 ou =3778.364 1413.071 -2.67 ou 1014,.529 2235.909 0.45
ue 6341.8B82 BD6.5141 7.86 uo 3709.743  1420.168 2.58 ue 3200,099  1832,719 1.68
sonR -14830,51  4512,734 -3.22 cans -9554.2€ BI205.261 -1.16 _cang =206.3483 L0816, 08 -0.00
Appendix D — Labor Force Status Effects on Earnings, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group, 1999 to 2001
L Before Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
= . . 3 . 7 5
Sample Size: 122. R%: 0.2226 Sample Size: 26. R 0.7042 Sample Size: 19. B 0.6430
inewag Coei, std, Erx. T incwag CoeE. Std. Err, intwag Coef, std. Err. ot
anpl 4106.372  2148.388 1.1 axpl 3655.059  A562.447 0.89 oxgl 192 .4E15  47031,058 0.04
axpll -1309.79  965.1783  =1.45 expll | -1729.853 1721.781 -1.00 @xpll 413,1687  1889,197 0.22
_Tl’.‘BGiGI] z 967.0454 1205.647 0.80 _fieglon 2 2103, 543 1684.332 1,25 _TIB]|WIA_‘2 -1BG63, 665 4420, 609 -0. 42
_Tragion_3 ~1052.071 1137,651 -0.82 _Tzeglon_3 ~2817.524  1566,749 -1.89 _Ireglon -2557.91 3107, 924 -0, 80
_Iragion_t 303.7008  1232,147 0.25 _Exeqlen_4 ¢ fondLoed) _Ireglon 4 ~B145.871  2493.018 2,08
(- 3.468TaL 1687,380 0.0 au —559.4154 2517.228 -0.33 au 124E.378 3240.9 ¢.38
sa —3521.711 044, 379¢ -3.73 20 -5011 . @4 1077.E1 -2.67 ae -2843_B5T  2873.163 -0.08
uo -3048.435 1573.301 —1.04 us =3151.301  1&80.458 1.88 uc -3EEH. 6L 3BLT.73B -0, 05
ua -1658.90  1422,351  -1.17 ve | -3369.007  1614.374 -2.00 ne | -193E.604  4404.247  -D.42
on -3275.67T4 1651, 091 -1.858 au -3146. 568  1734.012 =1.81 oG f (ompdttad)
yearl 458.8738  807.3658 0.57 yaarl 1604.183  1123.815 1.50 vearl 1777.864  15A%, 062 0.89
yearleu -1136,179 2673.417 -0.42 yearleu 415,017 3496.383 0.12 yearlac 2061.065 4754,759 0.43
_cona 3101, 980  153€.011 2.02 _Bong 4208.032  3722,645 1.15 _cone 4455836  3503.771 1,27
Whites. 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanies, 25-44
. ’ 2 . 2 - 2
Sample Size: 2092, R~: Sample Size: 329. R™: 0.2157 Sample Size: 381, R-: 0.0985
incwag Coed, 8td. Brr. [ incwag Coef, std, Brr. t incwag Coaf. 8td. mrr, 3
expl 2169,72 809,438 2.71 anpl 2402.507  2184,733 1.10 expl 3625.035  1853,653 1.86
expll -17.10812  14.39775 -1.19 expll -22.93602  36.23784 -0.63 expll -40.08061  33,36093 -1.20
schil 4186.641  576.2709 1.28 schl 4681,999  1623.439 2.88 achl 4893.733  1283.653 3.81
expachl -108.2438  30.51104 -3.55 expschl -141.8088  92.016839 -1.54 expachl -205.300  &d.67884 -3.17
_Iregion 2 -1580,853  1287.667 -1.24 _Tregion_2 -2167.344  3347.101 -0.65 _Iregion 2 -221.508  3887.798 -0.06
_Tregion_3 -2030.259 1248.215 -1,63 TIregion_3 -3022,387  2713.442 -1.11 _Iregion 3 -3695.B1L  3105.377 -1.19
_Tragion_# -814.2749  1266.528 ~0.64 _Iregion 4 4302.104  6034.803 0.71 _Froglon 4 -16886.32 2067, 40 -0.66
Bi 5514.566  1967.1081 2.80 eu -7018. 46 4385.8146 -1.60 &u 2580.88  4935.564 ¢.52
oe -10028  1120.931 -8.95 os -18156,38  2950,361 -6.15 oe -4196.147  2632.109 -1.59
uo -5852,210  2139.699 -2.78 uo -13120,66  4301.046 -3,05 ue -6796,467  4511.914 -1.51
ue 3038.663  1397.303 2.77 ne -10148,83  3341.362 -3.04 ue ~374.7005  3045.588 -0.12
o -7725.277  2344.427 ~3.30 ou -15230,66  4591,191 -3.32 ou -12966.88 4717, 666 -2,75
yearl 407.4251  950.3954 .43 yearl 3437427 2310.874 1.48 yearl 2587.868 2212 486 1.17
i STLAAL, jadihis i yearleu 9666.195 603,182 1,60 y=arleu ~2679,126 6575.15 -0.41
] sAs0a1.420 “104B1. 2 -4.20 _cona -40251.3  27769,48 -1,45 _cons -52438,.16  23711.68 -2.21
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II.  After Transition

Whites, 16-19 Blacks. 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
Sample Size: 186, R% 0.1712 Sample Size: 30, R%: 0.5207 Sample Size: 27. R%: 0.6501
incwag 2 coef, Ste. Rir, E incweg. 2 Coef. std. Err. t incwag_2 Coef, sud, Err. €
exp2 5050.617 3237 848 i.56 exp2 3694.841  2517.708 1.47 exp? 312,1471  1738,257 0.18
_ jaFnER ~1430.689 1166 618 -i.28 tregion 2 2 6730.756  4499,825 1.50 Iregion 2 2 -3370,832  3905.141 -0,86
JIraglos 2 2 | -07.18093 p72.B845  -0.d0 Tiregion 2_32 3469.875  2344,84 1.48 _Iregion 3 _3 -4472.32 319,242 -1.43
~ireaien 23 S2l.dzeq, SE7.2741 L “rregion 2 4 145.1131  3515.804 0.04 Tiregion 2 4 | -9512.229 3073.851  =3,09
Ireglon 24 ';}:E’,':gg ‘gg:i"f -1.10 Su | -9506.082  6209.111  -1.51 au 3584,100  3610,706 0.98
Sl i ganars L2 20 | -4135.685 2510.334  -1.64 en | -4496.175  2848.699  ~1.58
£ THasen. aeeimis  am ae -£907.667  3288.%95  -1,80 uo | -5608,022 3160,86  -1.84
e Spkr.gid 194 nie bl ae 956.282  3947.288 0.24 ua 2854421 2804212 o.68
b 1384533 1500 24E Blas o0 -1624,658  2820,662  -0.58 ou | =1233,043 3273,893  -0.38
e BE6.5100  €DU.2357 g year2 -3178.517  1940.415  -1.64 year? | -1641.048  1984.208  -0.82
yrarine 2166,087 2853 091 a.78 yearZae ~1114.944  B271,445 -0.18 yearlue 0 (emitred)
_cons 9E0.0446 2178 405 0.48 _cona -1435.838 4962955  -0.29 _cons 11398.15  3231.138 3.53
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
: N . 2 : 2
Sample Size: 2043, R~: 0.1096 Sample Size: 331, R™: 0.1826 Sample Size: 381, R~: 0.1839
incwag_? ceaf,  Std. Err. + incwag 2 Coef.  8td, Brr, 1 incwag_Z Comf,  atd, Brr, t
axpt 1899084  626.5817 2.05 expz =264, 8002  1314.265 -0,17 anp 3245.8514  1155,182 2,00
expa? -20.16%7  16.20061 -1.94 cupls B.717044  23.4€055 0,37 =Ap22 -50.20867 20.17911 -2.43
schi 3460.840 660 .2082 5,18 sch2 179s.563 189,762 1,48 acha 3315.043 B843,.2249 i.ga
expachl -78.05065 35,33683 -1 axpsch 9.695677 T4 _278E2 0.13 EXpICNE —138.013 41.83421 =3.30
iregion 2 2 | -2393.243 1451.941 -1 65 _Iregion_2_2 1503.12  2342.,107 064 _Iregion 2 2 3275.126 2340 ,4 1.40
_Iregion 2 3 -582.0017  1418.73% “0.41 Iregion 2 3 =-758.3206 1842.162 =0, 41 _Ireglon 2 3 -40.53885 1B@7.552 -0.02
Tresion 2 ¢ -758.833  1421.39§  -0.53 _Iregicn 2 4 | -4349.3§2 4354.678  -1.00 Cfregion 2 4 | -99.36572 1749.641  -0.03
= ~au 11267.8  1649,304 & Bl e 2104 833 2468.24 0.885 fu | 7231456 2176 626 6.33
ed -3350.858  1255.28¢ -3.15 €a | -=5658.963  2042.933 ~2,77 an | —4340.447  1€30.112  -3.08
o -9229,599  2413,311 -3.82 uo =B041,408  3013.967 -2, 67 ue -11009.77 265L.133 4.4
e 7759.9T7  2016,5431 3.83 e 4171.606  2362.476 1.4 na 2191.773  2417,369 .83
oun ~B3165.954 2723,331 -3.07 ey -8760.159 3377.03 -2.59 ou ~31104.77 3057.096 -3.63
year? 2385.088 1080.514 2,81 year2 2464 .752 1623 .9%6 1.82 yearz 2257 .872 1411852 2.38
yeardue -2389.854 2778.881 -0.86 vearlue ~3438 . 3¢9 3055 185 -0.87 Yedriug -3830.401  314T.244 =1.22
_cons =39915.1  12004.13  -3.30 coms | -9925.203 19386,15  -0,51 _cons | -39671.47 18209.25 2.6l

Appendix E — Labor Force Status Effects on Earnings. by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group. 2006 to 2008

L Before Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanies, 16-19
e 2 y . ; 2 . 2
Sample Size: 153. R~: 0.0993 Sample Size: 29. R™: 0.7355 Sample Size: 26. R~ 0.1649
incwag Coef. gtd. Err. - lnewag Coef, Std. Err. { - 1ncwag Caef. Std. Err. =
exp 335,032 4608.137 0,07 ekp 10435, 25 7523, 52 2.58 axp 902.4612  2617,183 0.34
expll =407.9797  L746.237 -0,23 expll -6625.383  25T4.172 ~2.57 _Iregion 2 1879.62%  7227.044 0.26
_Tragion_2 5914788 1744.727 0,34 _Iragion_2 -1424 , 66 3245.494 -0.44 _Lregion:fﬂ 3133.103 5461.618 0.57
_Iregion_3 -581.9356 1687.263 =0,34 _lregien_3 2024,577 1413 .24 1.43 fregion 4 3935.463 5579.B02 0.71
_Iregion 4 -107,2947 1903 .825 =0,06 _Iregion_t4 =360.6175 2996.485 =0.12 - eo 2716.562 9332,31 0.2%
eu -576.7102  3645.234 -0,16 su -524.3871  2861.618 -0.18 oe -195.8197 9145,937 -0.02
b -4330.908 1535 843 -2.82 oe -5610.928 1877.528 =2.00 ue -1860 10847.2 ~0.17
10 -1873.488  3323.228 -0.56 uo -5234.724  2318.427 -2.28 ue -4393.001  11302.76 -0.38
e 929.9659 1843,331 0,48 ue =5B074. 638 2141.386 =2.37 ou -2834.478 10170.35 -0.28
on -4021.778 2707.52 -1.49 on -6435.266  3043.033 -1.79 cons 55.07762 0285, 982 0.01
vearl 771L.0779  1370.857 0.56 yearl -1054.943  1624.884 -0 .85 =
yearlen 1693.358  §675,929 0.38 yearleu 9134.255 4051.93 2.25
_cons £999.819  3114.361 2,25 _cang -7184.307  5386.744 ~1.34
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
. 2 . ;) . 3
Sample Size: 2205, R™: 0.1797 Sample Size: 323, R™: 0.3287 Sample Size: 479, R™: 0.2883
Lncwag coef. Std. Err. L incwag Ceef. Std. Brr. t incwag Coef.  Std. Rrr. L
axp 4553.977  872.2761 488 enp 4128.406  1792.315 2.30 exp 2045,029  1154.707 1.77
expll =64, 77292 17,6343 -3, 67 <60.55154  31.03258 -1,95 axpll -24.01875 2053043 -1.16
nachl 2243.85  703,7558 7.46 5525.603  1267.001 4,38 nechl 3020.459  895.9054 3.37
exprachl -183.8522 36.82675  -4.18 -123,714%  73.90246 “1.67 expnechl -88,45813 43,6107 -2.03
_rregion 2 -1237,.854 1707.889  -0.72 =3130.761  3417.235 -0.95 Iregion 2 1238,926  2703.058 0.46
_treglon_3 595,593 1607481 0.37 -2246.253  2015.053 -0.80 “Iregion 3 -3307,763 2060.38 -1.61
_tregion_4 2270,261  1644,228 1.38 _Iregion_4 -244.0509  3605.162 =0.07 TIregion 4 2E2,E343 1942, 218 .14
au 3337,683  2380.585 1.43 au 1364.0977 3417.576 0.40 - T €376.863 2612737 2.44
o8 -21777.33 1409.56 -13.45 o8 -16676.55 2569.304 ~6.49 = -16073.5 1706 982 -5.42
uo ~16677.47 2682889 =5.22 wa -16857.80 3271 _&E -4 BA Ga -15395 éB 3 5 :
ua -3743,806  1704.815 -2.00 ue -9351.842  2915.087 -3.21 9 .2134.857 ::B;'?_.:.z, ";‘g;
ou | -21004.11 2832.563  -7.29 au ~20413.6  4222.602  ~-4.83 T | Hasies ativen To'as
yearl -939.1258  1205.022 ~0.78 yearl ~730.5597 2053356 -0.36 1 83567 5 ‘
yesrleu =5663. 837 3295.080 -i.72 Yearlen -3378.611 5303, 642 =0.75 \'e:i?;u _702:;6:2: 3;;;‘032 ‘2-:;
cong -E2303.87  12501.74 —1.96 = 5 i = 2 il £ Tl
e _cons 66412.24  21740,61 3,05 “ens -22962.6 15810.13 148
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IL.

After Transi

on

‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
: . E 2
Sample Size: 247, R 0.0657 Sample Size: 40, R%: 0.6043 Sample Size: 52, R*: 0.2928
inovag 2 Coal. Std. Erc. s incwag 2 Coof. Sid. Brr t inewag 2 toef, Std. Err. t
exp2 1763.752  B4B8.2606 2,08 2590.207  2214.046 1.17 axp2 3497,383  1523.164 2,30
_Iragion_2 2 ~660.5687  1502.222 -0.44 k% —24348.32  £592.477 -3.69 Tregien_2 2 2580 . 568 4268 516 0.70
Tiregion 2 3 | -1568,565 1413.158 4111 -5569.018  3401,223 -1.64 Iregion 2 3 B49,1844  3178.057 0,27
Tireqion_7 4 | -1321.286  1434.012 -0.92 ~2209.477  3876.38 ~0.57 _Tregion 2 4 2664,868  3096.93 0.86
a1 | -2173.086 2000, 281 -1.08 1676.842  7275.081 0.54 i -316.8233 3638.591  -0.09
20 -2119.077 1338, 643 ~1.58 -1180.038  2954.01¢ -0.40 - ~3480. 0351  2431.498 -1.43
19 —4466,299  2701,752 =1.63 ASMTAER. -JRED . 00d ALy uo =1571.541  7127.563 -0.22
we | -755.0017  2834.466 -0.27 2021.943  5328.566 ;38 ue -122 4906 3B853.855  -0.03
su | -4533,019  1842.594 -2 .46 —4582.163  3324.668 -i.38 ou -6812,762  3055.6538 -2.23
yearz 890.3723  1103.235 0.81 1096.003  2525.413 L yaar? -5366,646 20B85.536 -2.57
yaarzae -2354.506  3770.425 -0.60 27864.88  7383.63 3.48 yearIue 0 fomittad)
_cons | BiD1.189  1683,022 3,03 RAATEn  2OhaNed  Batd _cons | 4371.541 3517.628  1.24
‘Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25—:‘4
m 3 u R L0
Sample Size: 2239, R% 0.1301 Sample Size: 332, R%: 0.2622 Ssmplc SEcsaiy; BIU2010
inewag_2 Coef.  5d, Drr. E inowag_2 coef, std. grr. t __ SRR et B e
=—— exp? 2511.828  1124.538 2.23
ynd _25'1'5-2:3 1:35-452 _2-5'-‘ eap2 1334.983  732,7841 1.68 ewpaE -98,42736  20.10487 -1.41
“frznf' ﬂii'm a“»;::: gl expaz -31.97737  23.39584 -1.37 nach? 3132.259 882,582 3.0
e I G _:--‘l“; nschz 2495,174  498.3816 5.01 expnach? | -104.7401  42.98836 -2 ,.44
nschd ¥ 5 -_ - _Ireglon_ 2 2 -1834.913  3273.3851 ~0.58 Iregion_2 2 17.6555  2546.187 .01
_Ireglon 2 2 2116,012  1953,625 1.08 easinn Ao -3887. 231 65 27 = -
e TEEIET  daiiigea Fry _ireglon 2 2681.565 0.70 Ireglen 2 3 | -132.6998  1S70.€87  -0.07
e Theises 1tthds iin Ireglon 2 4 2553, 711  3433.151 0.74 _Iregion 2 & 1812978  1861,014 0.87
dreglon 2_ K% 3 2073 j’“ 2.43 eu 46%,2958 2863.436 0.18 au 2174.016  2008,754 1.08
oi | cnmrorias TEAN s aigs w0 | -14980.02  2374.523 -6.31 eo | -102BE.77  1624.773  -6.33
2 F N o -16995.18  3083.027 -5,51 Ge | -13816.17  2003,317 4.6
ua | -22032,87  2973.719  -7.41
ue =8274. 964 3789.046 =1.18 ue 1753%.175 784,814 0.63
ue 603,8124  371%,323 0,22
ou -17488.7 3390, 366 —E.13 au -7830. 068 4077.156 =1,92 o 9272 872 2031.765 ~3.16
2 5 B yearg 990,743  1907.308 0.52 yearZ | -833,7075  1375.729 0.6l
yoar? 2181506  1387.397 0.16 :
yéarina K1, EN833 3716 41 0l01 yearzue 7984,706  4912.536 1,66 yearzue 2545.289  3813.266 0.67
i ~E96EE .16 1476398 _3.£9 _tens -23405,38 9564.549 -2.45% _tons -34140,.31 16157 .18 -2.28
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Appendix F — Labor Force Status Effects on Earnings, by Gender and Age Group, 1989 to 1991

L Before Transition
Males, 16-19 Females, 16-19
Sample Size: 313, R%: 0.1974 Sample Size: 279, R%: 0.2331
inc1 Coef.  8td. Brr. t incl Coaf.  8Std. Err, £
expl 1081.126 251.948 4.29 expl 554.5781 163.6306 3.39
_‘Ircuiun_2 -802.49631 489.1101 -1,64 _Iregion_2 =715.4255 305.5385 -2.34
_Tregion_3 -1657.845 504.3519 -3.29 _Iregion_3 -1034.936 298.2227 =3.47
_Iregion_d =521.1452 5§55.3521 -0.94 _Iregion_d -887.9787  372,9441 -2.38
yoar -84.69423 391.7677 -0.,22 year -96.0765 232.3331 -0.41
yeareu -309,2653 1067.935 -0.37 yeareu -1727.883  792.6814 -2.18
o 776.8278  805.9873 0.96 eu 1281.2645 582.8752 2.20
wo | -24.45136 1053.597  -0.02 uo | -325.2865 516.8422  -0.63
& -1704.358  709.7512 “5080 ou -1231.714  554.7027 -2,22
a 147.9018 cBL B9 6. 88 ue 1266.858 515.6259 2,46
oo -1705.163  449.3306 -3 80 oe -1162.363  257,4892 -4,51
_cona 2911.768 534.8171 =it _cons 2303.,338 |, 309.1676 7.45
Males, 25-44 Females, 25-44
. . 4 )
Sample Size: 1124, R*: 0.2502 Sample Size: 2185, R*: 0.2110
inel Coef,  Std. krr. t inel Couof.  Sud. Brr. t
axpl 1835,033 726,6667 2.53 expl 1214.786 346.6752 3.50
expll -25.49338 12.74736 -2.00 expil -9.913728  6,228795 -1.59
oxpschl -41.05514 27.45224 -1.50 expachl =72.22264 13.51471 =5.34
sehl 2350.880 515,024 4.56 achl 2087.597 245.3045 8.51
I roqj_m-__z -4425,109 1130, 904 -3.91 _Iregion_2 -1223.901 531.2746 -2.30
_Iregion_3 -6443,765 1081.244 ~5,96 _Iregion_3 -766.1246 493.9901 =-1,55
“iregior 4 -4992.18  1216.662 -4.10 _iregion i 561.085%  551.9368 1.02
year -10817.57 1007.31 -1.80 year 274.6525  392.6369 0.70
yearau 2780,325  1774.397 1.57 yearsu 4248.375  1167.3484 2.64
au 5174.971 1687.39 3.07 ou 187.498 951.1098 0.20
uo | =-6318.472 1971.317  -3,21 ug: ) -4654.239 B74.6827. -5.32
ou | -9743.427 2070.915  -4.70 ou | -6500.361 @41,2357 -7,73
we 980.8075 1318.184 0.74 ue -1109.392  648.2004 -1.71
e -7607.711  1605.735 -4.74 00 -6660.819  459.8938  -14.48
cons -23467.4  9377.769 -2.50 ..cona -19192.16 4384.239 -4.38
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II. After Transition

Males, 16-19 Females, 16-19
. g : 2,
Sample Size: 279. R2: 0.1481 Sample Size: 317, R=: 0.1079
ine2 Coef. Etd. Brr. t Anez _Emefe Hed.MER &
axp? S01.1156 528.701 1.70
expl 1188,604  769.1241 1,58 enpia —57,13510 D74 gidk _ol3s
axp22 -140,3728 367.107 ~-0.38 . 3
r—— ragion 2 2 -1328.504  421,1457 3.16
_lregicn 2 2 134.9952  583.50780 @23 iregion 2 3 | -1321,782  418,3369  -3.16
_Iregicn 2 3 | -492,3742  £23.574%  -0.79 _Iregion 2 4 | -1337,805 441.8972  -3,03
_Iregicn_2_d =792.5247  617.5451 -1,28 il yEnEs —115. &564 30141086 .38
year2 -6B83.0012  434.0827 =1.57 yeariue -139,435  1l61.327 -0,12
yearZue 224.7224 1544.362 0.18 =u 106, 2634 B3 . G500 0;:33
e 2154.84  T3B.0227 2.92 ga -805.2597  352.2888 -2,22
€0 -1063.152 526.6812 ~2.02 e ~18%5.001 TDE.7228 =2 .67
uo =2407.979  1008.443 -2.48 ol ~44%.16%96  @01.7294 -0.56
ou -831.4225 T94.7302 =1,08 ue ~169.1157 935,219 -0.18
ue 26.80208 1013.884 0.03 _cona 2511.8%7 367, 6202 7.91
cons 2839.322  601,6731 4,72
Males, 25-44 Vemuties 2544
s . “ bl
: 2 Sample Size: 2192, R~ 0.1432
Sample Size: 1135. R=: 0.2445 P :
= = tne2 toef, Srd; Ere. t
ing2 Coef. 3td, Eer. t —
" axpd 1183.827  325,1686 3.64
exp? 1060.079  640,458L 1.68 exp22 -11, 945 5.00155 -2.08
anpai -15.5959  11,18808 -1.38 expsch -66.8384 12.53164 -5.33
expach2 ~16,45094 24.21224 -0.68 schi 1682,187 228,49560 T:41
) I:N.:IJE 1313, 676 451.3947 2.91 _Ireglon_ 2 2 -7668.2185 465, 6567 -1.58
_].rEg:.l{?ﬂ_Q_t -2063. 187 958 .9844 -2.07 _Ireglon_2_3 -B77.3787 A58, 6TTE =-1.92
Iragion o 3 —-4675.837 945,232 -4.95 Treglon 2 4 207.3624  514.1A98 0.40
Tregien 2 4 =1354, 418 1046.47 -1.23 = yoara E10.3112  361,0093 1,41
yeard ~875.8942 845.085 -1.04 yearua -461.5059  1085.732 -0,43
yEarue -1243 .01 1638.272 =0.76 o EE34.011 ETH ,EH1L 11,47
au B421.013  1314.374 6.41 o -151,7215  416.2070 -0, 386
an =3544.2712 1435.612 —2.46 ue -3282.714  773.6556 -4.24
up =8335.702 1857, 691 —-4.49 &u -2B55.337 776.6739 -3, 68
ou ~5154.957  1962.564 =2.63 e 2910.305  794,.5589 3,66
ue 2541.04  1592.455 1.85 cons ~18744,03 4135372 -4.53
_cons 12267 B309. 606 -1.48 =
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Appendix G — Labor Force Status Effects on Earnings. by Gender and Age Group, 1999 to 2001

Males, 16-19

Sample Size: 83, R 0.2383

Before Transition

Females, 16-19

. 2
Sample Size: 78, R~ 0.3566

incwag Coaf., 3td. Brr. i
expl 2831.024  2417.363 1.17

expll ~890.2678 1026.58 -0.95

_Tregien_2 539.6175 1396 . 958 o.&87

_Ireglon_3 ~1621.635 1207.326 -1.34

_Iregion_4 -945,2147 L320.148 -0.72

BU 3352.733 3932.97 0.86

ne =~4135.408  1032.113 -4.01

uo -4088.171  1541.314 -2.65

ue —-587, 8243 2331.074 -0.25

ou -4p75.643  1685.372 -2,085

yearl 10L7.286  907.24B4 1,12

yearlsu -4773.496 5591.792 =0,85

_cons 4477.925  1741.5856 2,57

Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 1700. R?: 0.1538

inewag Coef. Std. Frr. t
expl 7526.103  3265,373 z.30

tanl ~Z281%. 525 1273.757 =2.21
_lregion_2 2255, 953 1749,72 1.28
_iregion_3 -545.0441  1675,183 =0.33
Tragion_d4 1696.005 1769.919 0.96
- au 451.6081 1800603 0.25
aE -2606.016 1337.171 -z.01

uo -22685,.811  1612.873 ~1.42

ui -2507.011  1483,577 -1.69

ot =3122.349  1741.821 -1.70

yearl TBE.5506 1025,:227 0.77
yesrlau -593.4217 2738.053 -0.36
cons 227,884  2469.684 0.08

Males, 25-44
Sample Size: 892. R%: 0.1991

inewag Coef. Std. Err. £
axpl 2890.913 1342.454 2.15
expll -48.40891  23.27268 -2.12
achl 4194.953  982,4497 4.27
expschl -47.79586  52.27627 ~0.91
_Iregion 2 711.0886  2052.219 0.34
_Iregion_ 3 -1223,828  2037.488 -0.60
Treglion 4 ~1902,368  2043,561 -0,93
eu -847.0717  2695.328 -0.31
oB -11776.26 2121,488 =5.55
us -10310.62  3205,445 -3.14
s -935,1024  2101,608 -0.44
o -18178.63  3997.838 -4.58
vearl 709.9233 1622 141 n.48
yearlen 7942.769  3442.922 2.31
_rons -49834,18  175084,23 -2.83

inuwag | coel. sud. ErE, t
expl 2293. 766 801,06 2.86
expll ~13.8L354 14 .303875 =0.87
achl | 4478, 137 EE3. 3052 B8_00
expschl -143.9861 29.71675 -4,88
lreglun_ X -2311. 305 1308.227 =1.77
_Tregion % -1488.330 1213 185 -1.24
_lregion_14 T51.6716 1285.707 0.58
an 525.0308 2377.076 0.22

oo =10442. 08 1080, 601 =0.04

u -6E41. 436 063,103 -3.32

us -354 3954 1478.37. -0.24

ou -EdEQ, 102 2126.586 -2.00

yearl J04.1559 913.2122 0.77
yeaxlen 428 2406 3204, 4814 0.13
_cona -45678.6 10224, 52 =4.47
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Males, 16-19

Sample Size: 122. R%: 0.3126
incwag_2 Coaf. Std. Err. t
oxpl 6093.371 5247.376 1.16
exp2i -1452.81  1B46.489 -0,79
_Iragion_2_2 B41.7818 1400.846 [ ]
_Iragion_2 3 905.8172 1296.583 0.70
“Izegion 2 4 -1517,605  1351.215 -1.12
eu 2456, 34 1862.414 1.32
ea -3007.946 1047.118 -2.87
no =-4690,138 1595, 649 -2.94
ue 3668,532 2048.132 1.79
ou £084.3473 1617.837 .43
yoar 166.9537 896.208% .18
yeariue 1784.068 2020.062 0.61
_cons -125.4633  3401,636 -0.04

Males, 25-44
Sample Size: 873, R%: 0.1404
incwag_2 coef, Std. Err, T

axp2 3480.443 1512 .087 2.30
axp22 -52.66114  26.14885 -2.01
sch2 4364 .004  1118.385 3.980
axpscha =93.15687 59,53933 ~1.56
_Iregion 2 2 —-1018.,409 2438 .513 -0,42
_Iregion 2 3 1039,304  2355,754 0.44
_Treqion_2_4 1167,004  2335.906 0.50
eu 5555, 623 2522,31 2,20
eaQ -B8789.415  2452.401 -3.58
uo -15649.13 3764 .421 -4,16
ue 4286,025 3133.178 1.37
ou -14254.16  4B50,.532 -2,94
waar? 4B05.226 1857 .573 2.59
yearlue ~4580 , 980 3916 .536 =-1.,17
_cona -S58152.76 20031.72 =2.90

IL. After Transition

Females, 16-19

Sample Size: 117. R%: 0.1130
in:wagHZ Cosl. Btd. Exr. T
exp2 8574.383 3351,.324 1.66
exp?? =-2185.47 1224.39 =1.78
_Iregion 2 2 40,11075 1090,151 0.04
Ttragion 2 3 414,920 1101.239 0.38
Zregion_2_4 416.6549 1110.04 0.38
B =781.1361 1941.712 -0.41
(-] -1472.902 855.1561 -1.72
o -345656_934 1740.955 -1.98
e =831.9426 4125.676 =-0.20
o -2808.322 1413.99 -2.06
yaar2 295.5221 T65.3471 0.39
yeazZue 30094.32 4694.193 0.66
_cons 10683.381 2318.789 0.47
Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 1666. R: 0.0930
incwag_2 Caoef, Std. Err. L3
exp2 1481,219  B879.8208 1.68
Bxp22 -10.48188  15.34763 -0.68
schz .| 3359,355  621.4405 5.41
expach2 -B2.4525 33.50248 =2.45
_Iregion 2_2 -2397.265  1408.355 -1.70
“Ireglon_2_3 -1321,361  1310.087 -1.01
TIregion 2 4 -1255,71  1382.15  -0,81
au 5920.3572 1838.247 3.22
eo -2266.001  1124.698 -2.01
us -7518.025  2241,545 -3.35
ne 5BB1,396  2061,598 2.85
on -6802.046  2354,499 -2.89
year2 844.9874  1004.562 0.84
vearZue =2129.717 2928, 456 ~0.73
_cans -35542.44  11303.46 -3,14
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Appendix H — Labor Force Status Effects on Earnings, by Gender and Age Group. 2006 to 2008

L Before Transition

Males, 16-19
Sample Size: 104. R%: 0.1463

Females, 16-19
Sample Size: 100. R?: 0.2583

incwag coef. 5td. Err. incwag Coef. Btd, Err. S
axp =2608.619 1456, 848 =1.70 axp 1243.978 B93.5898 1.39
_Iregion_2 ~-1188.155 2482 .526 ~-0.48 _Iregion_2 3771.947 1486.655 2.54
_ifregion_3 -1154.87 2168.711 -0.53 _Iregion 3 1980.495 1391.887 1.43
_Tregion_d4 -14,34124 2337.936 -0.01 Irogion 4 626.8269 1550.299 0.40
= ~641.1922 4041.022 =0.16 ) au 137.4663 2731.989 0.05
ug ~7173,351 3341.0865 -2.15 uo 1301.313 2495.67 0,52
ue -2492.397  2262.544 -1.10 ue 1929.197  1844.875 1.05
o -8104.119 3265.998 -2.48 ou =2469.338 2723.839 =0.91
o8 =6490.207  2287.876 -2.84 oe -3176.083 1231.002 -2.58
yearl -1401,189 1872, 383 -0.75 yearl B16.8421 1103.682 0.74
yearleu 2602.19% 5797.493 0.48 yearleu 2388.429  3458.603 0.69
_cons 13563.88 2965.022 4.57 _cons 652.7611 1920.832 0.34
Males, 25-44 Females, 25-44
- ¥ .
Sample Size: 1103, R*: 0.2120 Sample Size: 1646, R%: 0.1769
incwag toef. 3kd, Err. 3 incwag Coef. Bed. DBir, t
exp 5783,863 1452.553 3,99 eup 3541.877  916.48E1 3,86
axpll -7, 38861 26.31754 -3.70 Bxpll ~39.6132  15.54555 -2.39
nachl BT02, 234 1083, 442 5,26 nachl 4885,744 642, 3692 7,61
expnzchl -126, 4863 &86.08758 -2.326 expaschl -L54.2498 34.790T79 =4,72
Iregicn 2 ~1130, 5582 2614, 945 -0, 43 _.qug'iuu_Q -1054 .B23 1564 .831 -1.17
_1qui.c-r|_3 -673, 0634 2482, 4091 -0.27 _I)‘.‘&gLén_] 150.54€1 1a@1,711 0,11
“Teeatana 2647.325 2471558 g _Iraghan_d -E25.76E4  1E&4.578@ -0.34
- o o i eu 47€8 .407 2479 .283 1.802
T _gg::::; :ég:;;: g:g i -15408.72  1248.683 13,17
oe asis vl SN nge =t e -0003.087  2270.837 ~4.38
s ae i P ok ve -5177.745 100403 ~2.72
i e img':?é :g-:? ou | -15883.83 2652.083  -5.80
yearl | -3078.171  1983.463  -1.63 peitieu | -5367.922 39s3.213  -1.48
yaa;;:: -‘ﬁ;:i::: ;:;;1:2 —g.:; _cons -53301,18 1166827 -4.57
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Males, 16-19

Sample Size: 170, R%: 0.1086
inewag_2 Comf,  Std. Erc. t
expa 2774 .52 1336.593 2,08
_Iregion_ 2 2 -2160.53 2343.863 -0.92
_Tregion_2 3 -3558.457 2005.509 -1.,77
_Iregion_2 4 =1408.846 2043.273 ~0.68
e -3982.976 3083 .959% ~1.29
1o 165.4793 2154 .348 o.08
uo ~5E648.124 315E.864 =1.78
ue 1304.668 3530.914 0.37
au -5494.332 2355 .619 ~2.33
year? 571.4288 1650 .489 0.59
yeardue -2477.072 4720.357 -0.52
_egéng 5473.885 2514.201 2.18
Males, 25-44
Sample Size: 1160, R*: 0.2027
incwag_2 Coef. Std. Errc, (=
axp2 022,635 1681.72 2.39
eupa2 -50.1482  29.66943  -1.99
nach2 ES87.243 1247.237 4.57
sxpnach2 -B1,47581 65,0779 -1.28
_tregion 2 2 2502151 3041.858 2.62
Tiregion 2 3 | =1268.362  2862.473  -0.44
_Treglon 2 -1183.833 2881.573 -D.41
-6184.715  2884.741  -2.14
-23673.54 2807.358 -8.15
-33609.81  4360.33  -7.67
=12647 .46 3T740.669 -3.38
-25615.83 5052,102 -5.86
yeard =1671.257 2166.15 =0.77
yearzua 1656.186 4852.76 0.34
_cons —-64428 .81 22202.58 =2.80

After Transition

Females, 16-19

Sample Size: 136, R%: 0.1313
incwag 2 Cosf. gtd. Brr. o
expl 377,4681 701,509 0,54
_Iregion 2 2 1803,738  1303,003 1,38
_iregion 2 3 ~704,0304 1137.072 -0,62
_Iregion_2_d ~769.881 1278.802 ~0.60
el -54.8B63 2084 .85 ~0.03
[24) -29802.75 1014.664 -2.86
(H] 112, 68592 2056.202 0.05
ue TLE.409%98 2657.771 0.27
ou -4160.533 1719.562 -2.482
yearl 5653.588 900.6567 0.73
yeardue ~60. 43934 3661.3%8 -0.02
_cons 3812.072 1472.018 2.59
Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 1653. R%: 0.1000

inewag 2 Coef. Std. Err. t
GEpE 1708.187 881.7277 1.74

eHpdd -14.50121 17.37383 -0.B3

nsoh2 3109.214  701.145%2 4,43
expnachi —B87.396G49 38.56479 —2.24
_Irvagion_2_2 6B3.078 1725.19% 0.40
Treglon 23 455.2154 1552.658 0.29
_Iregion 2 4 92,59066  1647.287 0.08
=31 6709, 402 2011.228 3.34

e ~7842.974 1311, 66 -5.58

e -19510 .54 32285 380 ~E.01

ae 5026.683 2623.3582 1.82

ou -B270.505 2726.118 -3.03

year? 1994.591  1154.061 1.73
yeariue -1069.845 3653.512 =0,29
13530.89 =2,54

_cons
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Appendix I — Labor Force Status Effects on Weeks Worked per Year, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group,

1989 to 1991

i 8 Before Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
Sample Size: 372 Sample Size: 46 Sample Size: 23
wkslyr Coel. Btd. Err. *: wialyr Coef. gtd. Err, L wislyr caoaf, std. EBrr. t
huwag 0475536 008306 5.73 nwag 1222528 0406615 3.01 nwag -0776183  .OE38664 1.44
incomal JO01546 0003308 4.67 incomel L 0002233 0016916 9.13 incomel .0019937 L0012409 1.61
yaar L3no03Te 1.777786 0.17 year -.8744128 4.192942 -0.23 year -16.32112 5.70347 -2.86
yaarau 4.64027  4,775309 0.07 yeareu 9.192068  14.20682 0.64 yeareu -3.70006  9.147901 -0.41
Iregion 2 =.2419611 2.180531 -0.11 _Iregion_2 8.935242  6.354024 1.41 _Treglon 2 0 lomitted)
‘_Ireginn_E -,B833458958 2,381258 -0.35 _Ireglon_3 4.856413 5.532236 0.89 _Ireglon 3 -16,89855 6.625899 -2.55
_Tregion 4 =-2.939773 2,44243 -1.20 _Ireglon_4 0  {omitted) _Iragion 4 4.404111  7.760517 0.57
el -6.941825  3,379734 ~2.05 el -6.274934  12.92846 -0.49 en 2,076382  §.710926 0.31
uo -15,98506  4,1197B6 -3.88 ue -3.017757  6.589528 -0.60 uo -77.26673  10.43673 -7.40
ou =16,36502 4,008716 -4.08 on ~-5.007183  7.931208 ~0.74 au 0 {omittad)
ve -15.5528  2.070951 “7.51 oe -B.319932 5. 65234 -1.47 ce -17.47603  5,321114 -3.28
n= -12.11064 2.918641 4,15 us 2.228601 5.59139% 0.40 ue ~22.47713 6.395483 -3.51
_cons 2%7,14163 2.475188 10.97 _cons 7.530795  6.546073 1.15 _cons 34.058  6,473532 5.26
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanies, 25-44
Sample Size: 2056 Sample Size: 333 Sample Size: 191
wkslyr Coel, std, Errc. £ wkalyr Ccaef, std. Err. t wkalyr Coef, 8td. Err, t
nwag LB17455 0022669 7.70 hwag .0521537 JO11BE4 4.39 hwaq - 0550665 0179478 3.07
incomel 0014342 0002146 6.68 incomel .0037572 (0005465 6.87 incomel 0004179 .00072 0.58
ear -,3723937  1.026081 -0.36 incachl -.0002883  .0000376 =-7.70 year -5,67571  3.499268 -1.59
¥
yearsu =, 3739037  2,29Z985 -0,16 year -3.072238  2.617847 -1.17 yeareu 7.377984  B.355147 0.88
incschl -, 0000665 0000148 -4, 47 yeareu 4.993719  5.420832 0.92 incachi .0000329  .0000528 0.62
schl L4175441 .2607403 1.60 schl 3,205071  .7139802 4.49 schil -.05B489  .6319178 -0.08
Iregion_2 -, 7989827 1.273312 -0.63 eu ~B.261134 4.527249 -1.98 _Xreglon_2 -19.48554 T.722772 =-2.82
Tiregion 3 -.156203 1,236352 -0.13 oe -16.43803  4.034536 -4.07 _Iregion 3 -4.514498  4.910878 -0,82
_Iregion_4 -2.632504  1.330553 -1.98 ou -22.87147  5.093862 -4.49 _iregion_4 -7.150735  4.448208 -1.61
au 4.061506 1.033006 3,18 ue -10.288215  3.239608 -3.18 en -5.87435  6.664119 -0.88
uo ~12.86284  2.357873 -5. 18 uo -14.71425  4.222818 -3.48 uo -13.6B171  6.647053 -2.,06
ou -13,15624  2.534284 -5.19 _Iregion_2 -3,8B4251  3.969819 -0.98 ou 1.8678  9.181441 0.17
ve -13,33237  1.313043 -10.15 _Tragion_3 -1.638587  3.204089 =0.50 ae -16.89449  4.528027 -4.,17
18 -6,367426  1.330515 -4.79 _Iregion 4 3.760177  4.893048 0.77 ue -9,140233  4.390844 -2.08
_cons 28,91033  3.654248 T.91 _cans -1,085288  10.05606 -0.10 _tons 36.29006  B.664307 4.19
1L After Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
Sample Size: 430 Sample Size: 48 Sample Size: 26
whalyr 2 coel, &std. Bro, T wkalyr_2 Comf. Std. Err. L wkslyr 2 Ceef. dtd. Err. t
hwag2 0838026  .DOE6639 9.67 hwagz .1305978 0217028 6.04 hwag? .0657393 0347075 1.89
inconez LDDOIBOE L0r030T 3.19 incoms2 0003625 0005808 0.53 incomez 0012354 L0011181 1.10
yaard L ETERATY 1.37T0E9E 8.40 year2 -4.68B4B71  3.129153 ~1.50 yaard -1.120728 4.881248 -0.33
yeariue 1.084375 4, 685416 0.23 yearie 24.02856 11. 66836 2.08 _Iregion_2 2 0 fomitted)
_Iregion_? 2 -1.117231  1,8585324 ~0. 60 _Ireglon 2 2 5.755306  4.643313 1.24 Iregion 2 3 3.775833  7,942571 0.48
Iregion_? 3 4.396172  2,012103 2.19 _Ireglon_2_3 8.43631L  4.632237 1.52 _Tregian_2_4 5.0615445  7.E7DH05 1.31
“iregion f_4 -1.87265 1.66103  -0.95 Traglon 2 4 6.725706  B.814538 0.76 Eu 3.202516  6.333391 0.51
au 5. 646745 2.34926 .40 eu 6.273639 5.063233 1.24 ao 13,76946  6.074435 2,27
a0 -.0845989% 1.710273 =0.05 o -1.566401 4.095004 -0.32 o -3.,490344 10.18779 -0.54
ou | -4.955507  2.881134 =1.72 ou 2,953078  4.672351 0.63 uo D {omitted)
uo -8.00E15)  4,815836 -1.€6 uo -1.092154 6.324352 -0.17 ue =.7224595 6.547344 =-6.11
ue 5.802252 3.420471 1.70 ue 4.98376% 7.67LE63 0.85 _cons £.380499  7.810266 1.07
_cono 16.08207  1.541760 0.20 _cons 2,339039  5,230386 0.45 - -
v 1 5 5
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
Sample Size: 2267 Sample Size: 304 Sample Size: 188
whalye 2 toef.  Btd. Err. & wkslyr 2 Cosf. Std. Err. + rheEDyaig Ronfy;  Akd Bz N
hwag2 (0664713 0120498 .
hwagz L0118272 0012047 9.14 huag? -DaapdBs 0111335 3.96 it 0004064 ‘noozaga i Eg
incoma2z 000345 0000301 8.02 incoma? .0000369 0002561 0.14 yoarz 2.247972  2.460484 0,91
year? 3500981 TILE0T 0.44 year2 | -.d218637  2.499139  -0,17 yesriue | -4.720708 5 20464  -0.01
yearue ~.6686918  1.823772 -0.3% yearZus -.3973072  5.061502 -0.08 sch? ~.96913898  ,3130264 -3.10
DORE || ZeASAlAd: CoddM0dd ez Tpirofias.  -lgeoes.  -r.as Ircgion 2 2 | -3,107085 4.529807  -0.69
_Ireqion 2 2 | -,6232015  .0779254 -0.84 -1,022035  4.091235 -0.25 “Fragion 23 4172084 3 116632 013
“Teeaten_2_1 (6602077 0657838 6.62 -.5723643  3.384937  -0,29 TIreglon £ 4 | -3.426188  3.01€383  -1.14
Icegion_2_4 -.BB23974  1.04L7T4 -0.85 -7,256179  5.009773 -1.45 = e, ~1.921061 3,139089 0,93
mu 0.266362 1.06883 773 3.8103489 3.420804 1,14 i 5131600 2139‘5“ 0.18
a0 | =-.0247904 9655218 -0.03 -4,660820  3.533712 ~1,32 el —¢.38a580 B, 488483 T
ou | ~B.5D2642  2.073200 -4.10 -12.74431  5.059663 -2,52 T 7006467 -0.28
un -6.6T4063  2.466682 =2.7% =17.1678 5.13429 -3.34 ue 3.827421 0.31
ue 4.69001L  1.408647 3.33 L788418  4.201893 0.19 s 16.54585 5.128064 5.57
_cons 33,69893  2.177746 16,338 26.20488  7.601477 3.85 =
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Appendix J — Labor Force Status Effects on Weeks Worked per Year, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group,

1999 to 2001

Hispanics, 16-19

Cannot be estimated because sample

size 1s too small

Hispanies, 25-44
Sample Size: 266

I Before Transition
Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19
Sample Size: 89 Sample Size: 11
wkslyr Coef.  Btd, Err. t wkalyr Ccoef. &td. Brr. t
hwag (0078585 0057753 1.36 hwaq .4133657  .0332557 12.43
incamal -0019078  .0004016 4.7% incomel -.0036354  .0003889 -9.35
yaarl -2.351068  3.560087 =0.66 —37_ 886 a7 2
_Iregion_2 | -5.095141 5.114036 -1.00 rea:i : 257&2: 3.’,:::; 1:'?:
_Iregion_3 | -3,537026 4.954728 -0.71 s -57.71561 4.817163 -11.08
_Tregion_4 -4.718153  5.436236 -0.87 ;u " o {or;ﬂul;ed: i
yearleu 1B,89646 11.75453 1.61
eu 3.683856  7,276605 0.51 e S.04211  2.970247 i.63
oe | -18,37268  4.273a79  -4.30 ce: | <7L.05066  5.28073 -~13.d8
N -16.11081 &.997575 -2.130 _aons 24.29016 4.088517 6.94
ue | ~-5.222781 5.944834 -0 .88
uo -28,623585 8.252606 -3.47
_ccns 32.20007 5.000474 .45
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44
: ize: 2
Sample Size: 1575 Sample Size: 233
wkalyr toef., srd, krr, T Mislye foet, Sl tee k
hwag .0220225 0068433 3.22
P "“a? 'gg:f;g; 'Egézﬁ‘;’ ::: incomal 0004446 L0001B z.47
ncome . : .
schl -.B401281  1.011841  -0.83
OB | Vordmanbos 2808387 w382 yearl 3465648 3,801017 0.89
i 2248708 Loaaman A00 _Tregion_2 5,314182  5.576186 0.87
mriEgIn, . . : “Iregion_3 1.933748  4.651583 0.42
Iregion_3 1.746817  1.843§49 0.95 Iregion_d -10.1361  0,643487 -1.05
_Iregion_d4 | -3,118574 1,802878  -1,74 = gesrimu | -9.661137  ©.424848  -1.03
yesrleu | -5.070203  3.564698  -1.42 ik 4.817326  6.977669 0.70
au 1.13171  2.69058 0.42 os | -17.52758 5.440388  -3.22
o8 ~15,432658  1.728348 -8.94 ou -20,84939 B,.340581 —2.80
i SRE-AER. LCRATARE  uB.08 we | -15.71118  5,276012  -2.98
ue ~11.57833  1.848932 -6.26 wo | 2587561 6.506947 _3.98
uo -21.05881  2,939444 -7.16 [P 10.17487 12, 69275 3,87
_cons 49.64463 3.B55372  12.88 o
II.  After Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19
Sample Size: 154 Sample Size: 20
wkslyr 2 COsr. Std. Err. t wkalyr 2 Coaf. std, Ere. t
huag2 .DAGEE32 0100753 4,65 hwag2 (061916  .0B54BE7 0.72
income? 0004654 000274 1.71 ingome2 0005055 0020405 0.25
_Iregian_2_2 5.600048  3.490034 2,77 iregion 2 2 17.19271  16,21573 1.08
Iregion_2_ 3 11.41523 3.478671 3.28 _Ilregion 2 3 -8.020607 12,vse35 ~0.63
_lregian 2 4 B.870671 4.016349 2,23 _lregion_2 4 -3.317587 15.49083 -0.17
YEAEZ 1.361138 Z.83255 0,54 yearz -2.458197 B.070338 =0.30
yaarfua =26.74381 0.306301 =1.85 vaarlue -27.80875 18.31865 -1,52
ai 2.870714  5.081932 .56 eu 9 {omitted
& | -2.352819 2.B63065 -b.82 o 12 613686  10.32022 1.22
[°3 -10,111% 5.0085064 b (1] -16.0153 23.65151 -0.68
ou | -3.988475 5,595306 ~0.69 ou 11.67875  $.481484 1.23
uz §.4B167  7.204368 b.50 v -. 4024218 10.02872 -0.04
_cons B.554406 3.620228 2,36 ~Cons 18 10860 12.51677 .45
T
‘Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 2544
Sample Size: 1596 Sample Size: 235
whalyr 2 coef,  Std. Ere. t wkslye 2 coef,  Std. Brr, 3
huag? 0083424  .0013504 4.51 hwag? .0372014 0102662
incomel L0002472 0000446 5.09 lnconez (0003488 0002463
echl —.9450006 2028161 -4.26 sch2 -1.375226 . T42655
=.14B0E7  1.543388 =0.10 _Ireglon 2 2 5.999612 4,23445
2.162102  1.5413%8 1.42 “Ireqion_z 3 5.960606  3.20800%3
=.5423371  1.513288 =036 _Ireglon_2_ 12.82946 8.660763
(A0RE820  1.1B20k0 0.38 yeard -1,715948  3,124082
-, 1778874  2.755505 =0.06 yoariue -3.126057 6.565077
4.462408  1.6793L5 2,66 eu | -2.410101 4.240034
~2.986629 1.363254 ~2.19 an -11.06372 3_3795586
=11.87421  3.380172 -3.51 uo -18.96132  6.375497
=13.73833  3.462804 -3.87 ou ~20.61089 &.097770%
1.3338 2.02262 0.66 ue -B.102744 5.21881
43.22782  2.243724 13.31 cons | a3.72637 9.9118
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vkslys Cosf,  g:d. Erz. £
hwag 0210866 « 0046933 4.49
schl | -.6830715 5374428 -1.27
yearl 2,672631  3,793777 0.70
_Iregion_Z | -5.B12d62  €.370173 -0.91
Iregion 3 | -2,334162  5.537828 -0.42
Tiregion 4 -11,0985  4,894%42 -2.22
yearleu 16.20558  -0.25
en 7.574798 -0,04
oe 4.820048 -1,82
ou | =33,72367  12,91926 ~2,61
us | -13,44168 4, 634855 -2.09
uo | -14,54011  7,500648 -1.94
_ceons €0.02455  8.22526 7.30
Hispanics, 16-19
Sample Size: 17
wkalyr_2 Coef. Std. Err. t
hwag2 145216 050135 z.90
incomnz 006817 001279 5.33
hwag2ine -.0000189  4.03e-06 -4.69
yeax2 -15.2414%  8.779812 -1.74
au 33,08851  13,65855 2.42
a0 2.587022 2.20632 0,22
uo 0 (omitted)
ou 3.874553 12.56307 g.31
ue -12,17308  8.499223 -1.43
_cons -2,86687  7.53353¢ -0.38
Hispanics, 25-44
Sample Size: 289
whkslyr 2 Coef. Std. Trr. E
hwag « 0447807 LO089333 4,98
income2 -.0001232 L0002l -0.61
schz | -1.481971 4128193  -3.82
_Tragion_3 2 1.3B0381  4.004252 0.37
Ciregion 2 3 | -.4342888  4.015105  -0.11
TIregion 2 4 | -3,022140 3.695683  -0.82
year2 | -1.640779  3.03676  -0.54
yearZue -.0876335 5.901333 =0.17
eu 9336683 4.108L44 0.23
e 1.88512  3.454431 0.55
Lo =5.233778 8,708033 -0.60
ou -17,99087 8.132047 -2.21
e -.7524887 4.66827 -0.1&
L 46 84201 £.213378 7.54




Appendix K — Labor Force Status Effects on Weeks Worked per Year, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group,

2006 to 2008
I. Before Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
Sample Size: 96 Sample Size: 12 Cannot be estimated because sample
wialyr coaf, Btd. Ere, t wkslyr Coef, std. Err. t size is too small
biwag D6 000343 0013544 0.25 _hu 06 .028027 .
incemel |  .0002939  .0001081  2.68 pora0s | _jpasazie. cbojaser 4.4
Tragien 2 -1.35723 4, €34084 -0.48 A : p
“Iregicn 3 4.5873 5.13769 0.89 yeail ~#6. 9ed3g 1€, 63ue 1,82
“reaglon d 2003821 5, 671408 0.04 o9 “7.468042  22.80722  -0.33
yezrl 8.252431  3,B90888 2.12 uo: | =ha.AlQRi  -26:008€  =3.13
yearlen | ~-1,963009 11.59128  -0.17 ue | =-60.32447  24.19754 -2.49
eu 2.68922%  §.151624 0.29 o ~52,21891  22.90113 -2.28
ue ~21,91363 10.01339 -2.19 _cons B6,22356 27.67087 3,12
ou | -7.965431 9.208866  -0.86
ue | -2.343838 5.166249  -0.45
oe | -13.96605 4.497315  -3.11
_cons 26,39063  4.452425 6.38
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
Sample Size: 1615 Sample Size: 233 Sample Size: 329
wkslyr Coefl. gtd. Err. t whalyr coaf. Std. £ wkalyr Coef. atd. Brr. t
hwagl 014407  .0021903 6.58 hwag0é 0314098  .0071678 1.38 huag0s .0107607  .0085185 1.26
incomel 000245 .000051 4,80 incomel 0002548 .000148 1.72 Incemal - 0005387 -0001544 2.7
aschl =1.53038 2646084 =-5.82 nachl =.TRIL64 .5150875 =0 .86 nachl -1.171463 - 4555575 =2.57
_Iregion 2 | =-,6633437 1.922803  -0,34 _Iregicn_? -4.3283890  5.777903  -0.75 _Ireglen_2 2.049639  5.511617 0.37
_Iregion_3 J4660883 1.866L7 0.24 _Iregicn_3 .9773365 5.026031 0.18 _Ireglen 3 -280B174  &.384184 0.07
Iregion 4 -.814862  1.903304  -0.43 Tiregicn 4 2.834863  6.357053 .45 _Ireqicn_d 1.973035  4.126042 0.48
yearl .BOT4056  1.418616 0.57 yeari -.6593805  3.610941  -0.1B yearl .BHE51ED  3.202000 0.28
yearlew | =1.7B4831  3,53438  -0.51 yearleu 3.06544  7.534779 0.41 yearleu | -8.378187  7.47386  -1,12
eu | -1.333711 2.564141  -0.52 eu | -16.19011 5.3§0179  -3.02 oL | -.474B465  5.321814  -0,08
wo | -23,G6052 3.022257  -7.83 ue -17.9354  6.160644  -2.91 uo | -26.42157  6.752105  -3.91
au ~27.07487  3.712661 =7.2% ou -22.94374  7,B74488 ~2.91 ol -25.50881  7.1413%2 -3.57
ue ~17.84881 1.859163 -9.60 ue -21.72716  4.938873 -4.40 us -17.60471  4.255035 ~4.14
ae =20.1706% 1.B75512 -10.75 on -27,83256  4,983457 -5.59 o8 =22,1384 4.330905 =5.11
_aons €5.33285  3.956808  16.51 _cons 52.76578  12,05925 4.38 _cons 56.58623  6.864461 8.24
IL. After Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
Sample Size: 181 Sample Size: 25 Sample Size: 37
wislyr 2 Coef. 5td. Err. - wkslyr 2 Conf.  ftd. Frr. t wkalyr 2 Coef,  Brd. Brr, "
hwaglEl .0043361 LODEELAS 0.66 hwagd &2 .0206629  .0L70556 1.68 bwagle2 1286404 20418336 3.08
i{nconel .D00A4E 000258 3.28 Lneome? .0032529  .00L035H 3,14 income? | -.0022174  .0010875  -2.04
Iragion % 2 2.72294  3,043743 0,71 _lzegion 2 2 2.032934  12.61802 a.16 _Iregion_2 2 1244666 18,3946 0.68
_Iregion 1 3 4.304544  3,860081 1.14 _lregion 2 3 14.73136  4.724221 2.1 _lreglon 2 3 ~4.784505  15.1778% -0.32
Cireqion i ¢ | -.9536802 3.850634  -0.25 TIregion 2 4 8.47599  7.356LL6 1,18 Ttreaien_2 4 | -9.630827 14.02707  -0.89
Yeerz 9764125 Z.341316 0.33 yearz —14.56685 5. 796095 =2 .51 year2 =-B.463504 6.B40772 =1.24
ue 4.13064 P.097453 -0.42 yearue -BE. 6257 2 i @u —-11,32386 13.28650 -0.85
ey | -2,092043  5,085521  -0.41 eu | -2.341263  11,21467  -0.21 ec | -.2018806  B.06L77T  -0.04
Bo -E.441400  3.590803 ~2.28 a0 -1.143078 5. 386748 -0.21 uo -48,38944 2136748 =2.26
ue -19.34525  7.671784 -2,52 an 10.26813 8, 285637 1.24 ou -18.02048 12, 41 T
ou =13.68568 5.415129 -2.53 ou 21,83713  12.22246 1.79 ue 16.54202  11,71752 1.1
us 1.879314  6.951643 o.27 e -,3137382  7,911601 ~0.04 _cons 38,51656 15.87967 z.43
_ons 25.05503  3.510324 7.1 _cons 1.045143  7.268726 0.14
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
Sample Size: 1667 Sample Size: 219 Sample Size: 340
wkaly: 2 coef. srd, Erre. . wkslyr 2 Coet. &td. Err. t wkalyr_2 Canf. 8td, Exe, &
hwagi62 0056657 001643 3.46 bwagyl (2 -041952 0055780 4.3 hwaglidd 0376693 .008831 4.27
Losene? 0003243 .000DAZ 7.12 e fr i A 208 income? .0001183 0001355 0.61
noth? l1.03501  .2278035 -6 30 ‘ nschz | ~2,367661 9481764  -2.50 nechz | -1,496096 4047504  -3.70
Ireqion 2 2 3071369 1.65175 0.18 _.req\un_.{ 2 —5.471818 6,27914 -0.87 Iregion 2 2 -1.6654A85 4.015868 -0.34
Tfreglon_2 3 2.315661  1,522082 1.43 caxeadon 3. (8803808 5, 324170 0.17 Tlreglon’z 3 .5418418  3.877208 0.14
TIreqion 24 | -1.718353  1.530579  -1.08% iregion_2_4 12.64207  7.216355 b “treglon 2 4 | -3,292381 3.674188 000
yeer2 | -.2238203  1.233863  -0,18 -y ks L S 2.%0 year2 | -.0519603 2,700745  -0.02
yeacis e AT INTE i year :5 10 2::2235 :g-gg yeardua -1,608138  §,766337 —0.25
eu | -5.264804  1.65087  -3.10 : { i eu | -6.617402 3.387897  -1.95
&0 | -10.61852 1.505193  -7.06 S0 miDiEs  ASERESLRT .40 =a | -s.450803  3.33B264  -1,63
uo -23.50172  3,591848 -6.57 e TPaaRAdy 7.66844 -l.04 ua ~6,898343  9,522305 -0.72
ou | -18.58681 3.254782  -5.10 L -.154778  B.74632  -0.02 cu | -12,07654 5.652235  -2.14
ue | -7.014082 2.138803  -3.28 » L ERLERE kL IAORLY Dt -3,213613  4.882123 o
cena 57.24466  3.446309 16,51 sons PEALLET  ADiRAREL 463 7 3 : e
& ; " ; £ _cons 5033215  6.332226 7,95
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Appendix L — Labor Force Status Effects on Hours Worked per Week, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group,
1989 to 1991

I

Before Transition
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Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
" 9 ; 2 3
Sample Size: 367, R™: 0.2241 Sample Size: 46, R~ 0.4877 Sample Size: 23. R%: 0.6459
hralyr Cosf, Std. Err, t nrslyr toef,  8td. Brr. fi hrslyr Coef,  Std, Err, 3
_wklywg .0126316  .0034478 1.66 _wWhlywg -04B5089 0221087 2.19 _wklywg 011653  .0304B85 0.38
Tacomsl ‘0007332 0001837 309 Tncomel | =.0002637  .0DO737L -0.36 incamel 0023505  .0009238 2.54
year .0070194 1.210749 0.01 year =2,1317884 2.621544 -0.82 yaar -5.553218 7.443077 -0.78
yearen ‘8232415  3.193796 0.16 yeareu ~13.04891  9.42607% -1.38 yezreu 12,04069  10,30995 1.1
rragion 2 =rrorireenii i iy _Iregion 2 1.521242  4.065733 0.37 _Iregiom 2 0 (omitted)
S ragiin g S BsEis 1 §0BILE il “trmglon 3 1.008137  3.572971 o.z28 Iregion_3 9.328319  7.960386 1.17
renion s - 5893764 1. 673084 -0.38 _Iregion_d 0 (omitted: “¥region_4 -1.914431  8.211108 -0.23
il . 7.590494 2 .28214 233 eu 18.60442  B.630931 2.16 eu -4,709344 8.64127 -0.54
i 5-102215 2 Qo(en( 2‘1. ug 8,964352 3.858524 2.30 uo =46.775859 B7,11277 =0.54
“‘f L3 '_” G a0 en 1440087 5.082177 2.08 au 0 {emitted)
ou :'gfsgi: :'91::35 ::: ue 9,937081  3.517627 z.82 ue | -.1481385 B.931631  -D.02
ue et el L ce 10,7499  3.684315 2.95 aa -9.752138  6.615841 -1.47
m:; ot b o _cons 12.08202  4.156065 2.91 _cons 23.61077  7.453008 3.17
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
. - -2 .09 Lo 2,
Sample Size: 2008, R~: 0.2586 Sample Size: 331, R™: 0.2174 Sample Size: 187. R~: 0.2435
nralyre Ccoat. s:d, Err, t hrelyr Coef. 5td, EBrr. t hralyr Coaef, std. EBrc. t
_uklyug L0116486 0017477 6.67 _wklywg -0054208 0038365 1.41 _wkiyug .0024373  .00BBE4AE 0. 27
Trbamel ‘0005215 0001043 5.00 incomel .000S428  .ODO19B4 4.82 incomel (0006642 .000285% 2,32
incachl - 0000438  6.900-08 3,45 incechl -.0000591  .0DOOL52 -3,90 incschl -.0000295  .0000201 -1.48
year 7174107 5960195 1.20 year | .+1.995877 1,14%363 1,40 year .3615952  1.513505 0.64
yaRRE -1.335233 1.217829 -1.10 yezren .5121281 2.3220886 0,22 yonrou ~2.384101 3,309535 .72
aehl 1773855 1461033 191 _schl .60616477  .3283054 2,08 sehl 5008689 .2833752 1.77
_Irecion 2 1.081254 . T0B4887 1,53 _Iragion 2 -1.33396 1.67161 -0,80 _Ireqlon_2 ~2.816083 3,387277 -0.83
“Ireglon_3 2.662837  5B07RIS 3.80 _Iregicn 3 -4326658  1,.397508 0.31 _Iregion_3 L2219527  1,94362% 0.11
Ttreglon 4 2.037016 TS03447 2,71 _Iregicn 4 1.680624  2.021482 0.83 Ireqgion & -.1630294  1.778737 -0.09
Bu 4.252483 1.02D205 114 B 2,664204 1,930231 1.48 on 1.826117 1.79015 0.65
e 2.495057  1.378571 1.81 uo -.578260 1.91351 -0.30 uo 1.108287  3.045359 0.36
S 3.480352 1 37832 2 29 ou L0342 2.335518 -1,73 ou -10.71534  4.614556 -2.32
i 5.634641 71516589 7 50 ue 078322 1.41784 2,88 ue 1,92008 1.50604 1.01
e Z1.587 1700436 o 02 oe -.7106172 1.8043 -0.39 oe -4.205229  2,030714 -2.12
_cona 27.91638  2.053612 13 89 _cons 23.54457  4.538361 5.13 _cons 26,68366  3.800811 7.02
IL After Transition
Whites, 16-19 Blacks. 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
. 2 . ) =
Sample Size: 427, R": 0.3820 Sample Size: 48, R™: 0.7304 Sample Size: 26. R?: 0.6669
healpr 2 Coaf. Btd, Ere, t hralyr 2 Coef. 8td. Errx, % hralyr 2 Coaf. Skd, nrn. t
_wWRLyNg 2 0723391 .007T0609 10,25 _wickywg_ 2 LOSTHELS -015733% 3.68 _wklyug_2 100781 .0520587 1.0
Lncomez .0001BO6  .OOCLTIB 1,08 income2 0006248 .0D03BES 1.61 incoms? | -.0003373 0010232 -0.33
yaar2 -.0547235  .030030E -1.03 year2 -6.33768  1.8338568 -3.45 year? -§.42763  3.917308 -1.39
yaarZne ~2,104231 2.135083 -0, 67 yeiriue 13.96185 6.573153 2.12 _Ireglon 2 2 ? fpnitted)
Ireglon 2_2 7092747 1.243737 0,57 _iregio 2 5.ip2lz  2.732782 1.85 Iregion 2 3 | -3.786396  7.441013 =0,51
_Treglon_2 3 .8387833% 1,349776 0,82 _Iregion_2 3 6.72244 2.726582 2.47 _Iregion 274 4.053022 E.71B54 0.74
_TI‘EHLOI‘\7274 2.613755 1,311726 1,89 _Tregion 2 4 20.93848 5.246979 3.80 au 14.4735% B.714114 2.5
au 5.362434  1.542433 3.48 ou -1.3924666  2.03507B ~0.45 20 2.221898  5.117491 0.43
a0 1.149155 1.16939 0.38 eo -4.9B1E07  2.592156 -1.66 uo 0 {onitted)
uo 4.706120  3.314868 1.42 ua -2.203115  3.831365 -0, 58 o 13.07256  9.434744 1.38
ou 5.7785966  1.946984 2,97 ou 8.067%67  2.795173 2.80 ue | -3.998589  6.095247 -0.56
ue 4.025161 Z.264198 1.8 ue -1.760830 4.545376 -0.90 coens 13.51459 7.521607 1.80
_cons 13.83622  1.311409 10,58 _cons 13.37686  3.0B0GIO 1.02
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
: 2 . 3 -~ 2
Sample Size: 2178, R~: 0.2870 Sample Size: 302. R": 0.1101 Sample Size: 183, R": 0.2735
hralyr_2 Coef,  Std. Err. t hralyr 2 Coet. 8td. Err, T hralyr 2 Coslf,  Sed. frz, t
witlyug_2 .0180147  .0013629 13.23 _wklywg_2 9.12e-06 .0004855 0.02 _wWklywg 2 .0237988  .0OT5LE9 3,17
income2 0003028 0001072 3.66 incoma? LO0B1ERS 0002723 0.58 incomeZ2 -. 0000849 0002874 -0,32
inoechd -.0000232  7.200-06 -3.23 incach2 2.688-06 -0000138 0.14 Lncsonz 9,3le-06 .0000LE6 0.48
yeaxd -.045047 52052081 -0.09 yeax? -1.1168208 1,196937 -0.83 yeara -T208762 L.54347 0.47
yoarZue 1.023051  1,204834 0.85 yearZus 2.675038  2.402043 1.12 year2ua 4608947  3.232311 1.43
sch2 -.3926178 1320343 -2.97 sch? -.35096395  ,3316383 -1.08 schz -.B525553  .2858445 =193
_Treglon 2 2 1.521821 -GLE4TIE 2.38 _Ixegloa 2 2 21877228 1,832458 ©.10 _Iregion 2 2 1.318246  2.941101 0,45
_Iregion 2 3 3.496285 -G396486 5.47 _Iregion_ 2 3 -, BA5AET2 1.526277 -0.54 _Tregion 2 3 .3745352 1.91721 o.20
_Ireglon 2_4 1.97511L .E30204 2,88 _TIreglon_2 1 L3d8e528 2404814 0.14 _Iregien 2 4 -.0714616 1.813L29 -0.04
ey 6.328042  .699B845 9.04 = 4.48201  1.530827 2.78 au -1.147916  1.B68191 -0, 61
we 2.562838  .65THOZ? 3.90 en 1.133507  1.705626 0.66 za ,26820838  1.@25762 0.15
o 5.451626 1.711187 3.18 un -1,78873  2.51BB55 -0.71 ua -13.24937  6.247T473 -2,12
ou 1.489921  1,393464 1.07 au 1.373391  2.438843 0.58 oi -7.402805  3.318647 -2.23
ue 4.930183 .9286373 B.31 ua 3.601022 2.007458 0,80 ue ~3.851778 2.367358 ~1,64
_cons 27.518 1.895872  14.51 _cons 37.96703  4.545036 8.17 _conz 35.73614  3.B31259 8.33




Appendix M — Labor Force Status Effects on Hours Worked per Week, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group,
1999 to 2001

I. Before Transition
Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
- 2 . . - 2
Sample Size: 88. R~: 0.3941 Sample Size: 11. R%: 0.7345 Sample Size: 10. R™: 0.8550
nrelyr Coof. 8td. Erx. t hralys coef. atd. Err. t hrslyr Coat. 8td. Exr. T
_wklywg .0472741 009442 5.01 Elgug || 0851368  .0bRLoIE 1.23 _wklywg 0632485  .044358 1.41
1n;::§f mgg:ggz: éogsizig -g.;g Thooasl -.0015548 0011597 1,34 Tncomel 0004836 .001954 0.25
= 7 =i yearl -12,8451 10.65058  -1.21 yeazl | -1.013644 p.0B1319 -0.11
yearleu 2.50991 6.8939 0.3 o 11.10%504 14,0382 0.79
_Treglon_? -1.262423  3.265832  -0,39 o -2.526433  14.43712 =047 i 2. 01811 16.3283 0.12
Tireqlon 3 | -.7359662 3.262784  =0.23 bt =1T-81827 2208231 -0.81 i ’ 0 (omitted) ’
_Iregion_4 2.457428  3.527791 o.70 ou 0 lomitted) s 26.91363  17.41296 1.88
au 5.493684  4.500733 1.22 ue | -3.751609 10.54  -0.36 13.55385  17.84 ;
un | -%.e4le48  5.677918  -0.99 ce | -39.21184 19.€3701  -2.00 N8 . AT 9.7¢
ax | 9.404701  4.e7RoEE  2.01 cona 36.34205  17.67037 2.06 Seea 5.830780 15912 9.3
ue 10.32305  3.830663 2.69 &
oe 8725735 2,834209 0.31
_cons 16.71B61  3,.875929 4.31
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
Sample Size: 1540, R 0.1578 Sample Size: 232, F(12. 219): 2.16 Sample Size: 262. F(12.249): 0.05
hrslyr Coef. Std. Brr. S hrslyr Cosf. std. Err. 4 hrslyr Coaf. std. Err. t
_wklywg .0006116  .000406% 1.26 _wklywg 0536905  .0E57208 0.82 _whklywg (0552183 1956055 0.28
Inconal 0001489 0000148 10.07 Inconel | -.0007658 0011179  =0,69 Tneemel -.0012242 0046798  =0.26
yoerl =, 1704547 . 634139 -0.27 yoarl 1.177474 2.009247 0,59 yearl 39.609241  39,846089 0.25
yearlen .4303003  1.529479 0.29 yearleu -1,16864 5.811184  -0,20 yearieu -13.325 50.66351  -0.26
an 4.419084  1.14046 3.87 eu 2.666338  3.498349 0.76 eu 11,7274 31,70634 0.37
o | -.1515341 7930067 -0.19 oo | -,0173368  3.550209  -0.00 oe | -2,252116 12,36021  ~-0.18
o -2.710507 2.147B53 -1.26 ou 1635354 4,808553 o.04 au =12,98976  65.21203 =0.20
e 4.556793 8220359 5.54 ue | -1.451156 5.745492  -D,25 ue | -18,20363 76,21314  -0.24
1o 5.398577 1.405036 3.84 wo | -11,53368  9.5702Y5  -1.21 uo | -5.560364 33.53546  -0.17
_Iregion 2 4717321  .B240B13 0.57 _Treqion_2 1.712317 3.56536 0.48 _Tregicn_2 9354718  17.86425 0.05
“Iregion_3 2.231561 8194525 2.72 “Ireqion 3 1.537459  2.45538 0,83 “Iregicn 3 | -19.40821  62.5307  -0.31
“Iregion_4 . 9564205 LB15461 1.17 _Iregion_4 L77E4962  5,030425 0,18 ~tregion_4 -3.241711  12.23655 ~0.26
_cens 30.7107  .B043687 38,18 _cons 30,17478  5,049265 5,98 _cons 18,70813  13.42732 2.88
II.  After Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
= 2 v 2o 2. . 2
Sample Size: 154, R~ 0.2272 Sample Size: 20. R~ 0.9537 Sample Size: 10, R%: 0.7540
heslyz 2 Coef. Sed. Brr. t hrslyc 2 coel, std, mrr, T In:uly:_i{ coef. Btd. Err. - t
_wklywg 2 (0183551 0058351 3.15 _wklywg_2 ,0212361 0085417 1.60 ;
incomaz 0008144 0002021 2,98 incomE: | ~-.0000115 0002634  —0,04 _Wklyug -0030881 1578546 9.42
yesc? l,0DGBE45  2.067083  ~0.40 yaard | -3.90908F  £.202097  —1.4p income2 /0023951 ,0018788 1.27
year2ue | =7,304781  7.7B053T  -0.M yearfue | =-5.120265  5,35037  -0.96 year? 14.08481  14.02557 1,00
_trarion_2 2 2,80604 2.91028 1.14 _Iragion_ 2 2 ~11. 08035  4.368144 -1.54 LC] -9,884263  16.12897 ~0.61
_Iregion 2 3 4,670669  2,9093845 1.61 _Iregion 2 3 -13,42278  3.877822 31,46 L] -2.786837 17.2366 =0.16
TIregion_z 4 7,4L9253  3.271513 2,27 TIregion 2 i | ~5.043676 £.357618  —0,94 uo -21.75717  20.14252 ~1.08
eu -9. 028019 4.010613 -2 ,1% a1 0 |omitted) ou 0 (omizted)
eo | -4.767836 2.346016  -2.493 eo | -.9331447  Z.80416 ue 2.040922  19,63132 0.10
ug 4.320837  4.dzzz1y 0.50 un | =25.08331  5.98000% cons -1.4648562 35.47308 -0
on 2.37582  4.518264 0.53 on 16,25769  2.685135 == il
ue | -2.B94B61 E.845614  -0,30 ue 11,90535 2.989514
_cuns 19.79587  3.009083 6.58 _conz 34,.57642  3.016949
Whites, 25-44 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
. 2 . . K . 2
Sample Size: 1568, R™: 0.1692 Sample Size: 231. R™: 0.2025 Sample Size: 285, R™: 0.2509
healyr 2 Ceel. 8td. Esx. E hralyr_2 Coef. £td, Err. t 'hr:i]y(_';: Coel, std, Errc, £
_wklywg_2 0033057 .0010745 3.18 _wilywg_2 .DOMOES 0019107 2.12 w2 | 011260 0033877 3.33
2 0002687  ,0000707 3.61 incoma? ,000402 0002663 1.51 Loconez 0004745  .00014B3 3,18
-.000012¢  4.36e-06  -2.E4 tngsch2 | -.0000177  ,0000189  -0,838 imcschz | -.0000261 .0000L  -2.61
yearl =, 583745 6602087 -0.87 yaard -2,558869  1,4909s82 -1.72 year2 .PLE167L 1.301703 0.70
yeariue 23514894 1.540004 0.23 yearZus 1.548395 3.183B8420 0.61 vearfue -31. 067567 2.531088 =181
sen? | -.4318918 1506438  -2.87 ach2 6410868  .6433527 1.17 sek2 | -.2177614  .233%787  -1.10
_Ireglon 2 32 0810014  .8720307 0.09 _Tregion_?_? 6724758 1,098235 0.34 eglon_2_2 1.452406  2.073949 0.70
_freglon_: 3 2.297131 -BE0STEY 2,87 _lreglan 2 3 . paB8BTLY 1.5386058 0.6 egion_2 3 . 6561793 1.689936 0.33
274 LB0E014 8563528 D.14 Tregion 2 4 1.819869  4,203225 0.43 Ziveqion 2 4 | -.4530758  1.544638 0,29
au 6.037196  .0102406 6.57 eu | ~-1,620655 1.926364  -0.84 il 1526844 1.741586 o.88
w0 1.27588%  .7766299 .64 eo | =1.125579  1.@DB0ES  -0.62 o (1636037  1.460421 0.11
ua | 2.569732 2027028 1.27 un =5.535054 3.308837 =-1.67 ua -6,777338 4, 243696 =1.60
ou | -1.457437 2.008845  -0.73 ou | -8.374661  3.464545  -2.42 ou 3,126072  3,672275 0.85
ue 5.251667 L.12374 4.7 uz -2, 447559 2.37264 -1.03 ue 3.961206 1,4965287 2.0L
_cnns 34.03797  2.163867 1573 _cons 25.89073  7.D9558 3.65 _sone 31.92145  3.316901 0.58
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Appendix N — Labor Force Status Effects on Hours Worked per Week, by Race/Ethnicity and Age Group,

Whites, 16-19

2006 to 2008

Before Transition

Blacks. 16-19

Hispanics, 16-19

Sample Size: 96. R%: 0.1794 Sample Size: 12. R%: 0.7990 Cannot be estimated because sample
hrslyr Coef. Std. Brr. ¢ nrslyr GhsE: | 9td. Eax E size 1s too small
_wklywg .0105678 0051535 2.05 _wklywg 025265 .0877042 0.26
Incomel -.0000151 0000786 -0.19 incomel -,0014129 . 005415 -0.26
yeari ~3. 076263 2.743359 -1.12 year] =T.286604  24,09394 -0.30
yearlew =3,638956 8.192369 -0.44 _Iregion_2 -, 4236111 42 .72259 -0.01
_Tregien_2 .BEB0BE4  3.337201 0.27 _Iregion 3 -12,06561  10,.B0755 -1.12
_Ireglen 3 5.18233  3,621622 1.43 Iregion 4 0 (omitted)
_Tregien_4 -1.002855  4.019644 -0.47 - au 2.636108  16.20451 0.16
ey =1.876359 6.566635 -0.28 uec ~33.47365 105.7178 ~0.32
ue -7.540018  7.40110% -1.02 ou 0 [omitted)
ou 8.081789  6.698026 1.21 ue -26.5376  35.73765 -0.74
ue -2.8B49156  3.742660 ~0.76 A _3.5636 36.1541 ~0.10
o -6.039641  3.1709095 -1.80 cons 58.05435  47.53341 i.22
_cans 27.24616  3.330042 8.04 =
ST Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
Whites, 25-44 Rwa ik Gl S_I’ | . s
. 2 ; Sample Size: 232, R™: 0.1948 ample Si1ze: 324, R~: 0.2
Sample Size: 1589, R~: 0.1372 P . N P e -
hrslyr Coaf. 8kd. Err. t hralyr Coetl. 5td. Err. t
nrslyr coef,  Std. Brr. t
_wklywg .0022671 0017564 1.29 _wklywg 0000725 .0023159 0.03
_wklywg -DD3E35Z 0009204 4.17 incomel 0001257 .0000407 3.09 incomel L0002638 0000524 5.04
incomel 0000508 0000154 Zz.62 yearl LPARTRLE 1.500354 0.16 .T032672 1,186121 0.59
yearl (04LBTIE | 6RISAAL 0.06 yearisu 3.024098 3,31B986 0,91 -1,293828  2,673495 -0, 48
yearlea £1573963  1.567772 0.10 _Iregion 2 ~3.650893 2.461157 -1,48 1.054859  2,066327 0.51
_lregion 2 1.441583 9009569 1.60 “Iregion 3 LZL773B4  2,037261 0,11 2,600225 1,606665 1.62
_Tregian_3 1.985647 8571155 2.32 _iregion 4 3.775315  2,516483 1,50 .0475216  1.507786 0,03
_Iregion_d 3,27835 87313598 3.76 au ~.4133758  2.131859 -0,19 1.742807  1.787807 0,90
eu 2.060458 1.08869 2.73 o Z.632959 2,776622 0.95 1.911411 2.77258 0.69
L 2.046581  1.532262 1.34 ou ~6.185516  3,708586 -1,67 2.458937  2.883614 0.85
at 5.34466  1.996373 2.68 ne 9001237 2.012285 0,45 2,332093 1.55904 1,50
ue 2.410559 8655288 2.78 oe ~-.B0B0241  2.072389 -0.30 -2.064441  1.642006 -1.26
ve -3.304088 9084186 -3.64 _cons 33,12085 2.385495 13,88 _cons 30.39376  1.758428 17.28
_cong 31.34952 .BB32082 35.50 s =
II. After Transition
‘Whites, 16-19 Blacks, 16-19 Hispanics, 16-19
; s ; 2 . 2
Sample Size: 180. R%: 0.2513 Sample Size: 25. R 0.7234 Sample Size: 36. R~ 0.5249
hralyr 2 Coetf.  £td. Err. L hralyr_? Coaf,  &td. Err. 3 hrslye 2 Coef., Std. Err. t
_whlyng_? L0230781 0087468 4.02 _whklywg 2 0289404 0267205 1.08 _wklywg 2 0422248 0175445 2.41
income? ~,0000341 JO001516 -0.23 incomaZ =. 0001387 Q0D46 -0.30 incomnez ~.000L758 .0005198 -0.34
year? 5.810872  1.734076 3.35 year? -5.8816  4.114233 -1.42 _Treqion_2 2 -1,054114 9.67824 -0.32
yearZue | -2.034484 5.764712  -0.35 yearZue | -5.775825  18.29647 -0.32 “Treqien 2 3 | -.4965585  B.651481 -0.06
_Iregion 2 2 -,3139973  1,274606  -0.14 _Iregion 2 2 10,59377  10.316B69 1.02 “Tregion 2 4 -2.476116  7.934360 -0.31
_Iregion_2_1 —.0796438  2.264652 -0.04 _lragion 2 1 —~6.511407 7.228907 -0.50 year2 £.240969 4.2787587 1.46
_Iregion 2 4 7223548 2,270004 0,32 “lregion_2_4 -3.170734  6.47686 -0.80 en 2.342697  B. 688787 0,27
Bu | -1.263798 3027643  -0.42 = 15.16235  B.634907 1.78 ea -3.691755 5.563384  -0,66
o0 -1.621132 2.208983 -0.73 eo —~2.580144  4.084562 -0,73 ue ~16.26473 12,77274 -1.27
uo | -.3114354  4.748731  -0.07 ue | -.1354246  6€.179522 -0,02 ou | -3.503494  9,400295  -0.37
&a —-.4630552 31.377921 -0.14 on -11.71084 11.12971 =-1.08 ua 7.725233 7. 6ETEOE 1.01
ue 4.601057  31.089035 1.15 ue 3.582155  €.519859 1.32 cens 2061845  8,412354 2.48
_Cons 19.92826 2.163468 9.21 _cons 27.35226 T.70B698 3.35 -
‘Whites, 25—441 Blacks, 25-44 Hispanics, 25-44
Sample Size: 1641, R*: 0.1341 Sample Size: 215, R: 0.2591 Sample Size: 335. R%: 0.1745
hrslyr 2 Coef. 8td. Brr. t hrslyr 2 Coef.  Std, Brr. & tealyr 2 1 Chets St ReDs :
wk1 2 .0015043  .0007722 1,98 X P
B T chorctiop il e il =) _wklywg_2 | -.0022773 0010859  -2.08 Wilyug_2 ,D0BETSS 0031758 2.73
, income? 0002668 0000404 6.61 ~ incomez 0000%4EB  000DELE 1.47
yeacz .4952103 . 68599358 0.72 g : .
5 E - yoaxd -£44€272  1.413337 e.4¢ yeaz? -, 0957641  1.205412 ~0.08
yearZue 1.245743 1.632003% 1.38 3.0708 3. 03659 o1
Irégicn 2 2 | -.356054% .9334003  -0,38 yearZue | -3.070810 . » -1 year2ue | =-.0261156 2.930231  -0.01
Trregion_z 3 1.220892  .9027777 136 Iregion 2 2 -3.396218  2.112333 -1.41 _Iregion_2 2 -1.982589  2,173335 -0,91
“Iregion 2 4 1.395414 5272941 1.51 _Iregion 2 3 -1.635391 2.018823 -0.81 “Iregion 2 3 .Z43835  1,727551 0.14
= ~ Ga 5.145073  .9EEE3E6 5.79 _Tregion 2 4 -.1800363  2.564151 -0.07 _Iregion 2 4 (4316027 1,640900 0,26
eo | -.1337105  .B603185  -0.16 eu 2.382604  1.728084 1.38 = 3.245048  1,484300 2,19
us 1.500006  2.202604 1.17 a0 ~4.3110371  1.026154 -2.17 en 2.212804  1.535213 1.44
Aty 3.275925 1.919065 1.71 uo 3.826731 3.043113 1.26 uo 2,488301 4, 451108 0,58
ue 4.997587  L.189503 4.20 ou 1.766618 . 3.140547 0.56 ou 1.386437 2.64324 a.52
i 30.55778 . 9335462 33.08 ue 3.180096  2.336358 1.37 ue (611764  2.1012486 0.29
cong 32,85581  2,243564 14.56 _cons 30.326893  1,873054 16,189
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Appendix O — Labor Force Status Effects on Hours Worked per Week, by Gender and Age Group. 1989 fo

1991

] Before Transition

Males, 16-19
Sample Size: 235. R%: 0.1730

Females, 16-19
Sample Size: 195, R%: 0.3665

hralyr Coel. std. Err, t hralyr Coef, 8td. Err, t
_wklywg .0104037 .0042645 2.44 _wklywg .0512786 0095425 5.37
incomel .0006213 0002445 2.54 incomel .0006454 0002743 2.38

Ireglon_2 1.805089 2.244269 0,80 _Iragion_2 +3156598 1.73247 0.18
_Ireglon_3 2.581889 2,.37107 1.09 _Iregion_3 -2.786213 1.764556 -1.58
_Tragian_4 1,763826 2.413349 0,73 _Iregion_4 -3.377696 2.061584 -1.64

year —.8459%88 1.804936 -0.52 year -.15056 1.339972 =0.11

yeareu 2.2318638 4.410324 0.51 yeareu -2.956627 4.061785 -0.73

U 5.786741 3.306013 1,75 en 8.042612 2.806364 2.87

ue 10.52506 4.368252 2.41 uo 8.345351 2.638B663 3.186

ou 7.805932 3.583783 2,18 ou 3.243258 3.485079 0.93

ue 7.287275 2.670676 2,73 ue 6.835159 2.498673 2.7

oe 6.331527 2.155711 2,94 o8 5.628762 1.560441 3.61

_cons 17.05701 2.39B572 7.11 _cons 11.89373 1.869507 6.36

Males, 25-44 Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 988, R%: 0.1329 Sample Size: 1458. R: 0.1947

hrslyr Coaf. §td. Err. t heslyr Coef, Std. Err. t
_wklywg -0101388 .00199583 5.08 _wklywug .D0ET1R .00217581 3.08
incomel .0000193 . 0000417 0.46 incomel 0002933 000043 5.98
_Iregion_2 1.227744 . 90105595 1,36 Iregion_2 .4166072 ,872995 0.48
_lregion_3 .13846389 .B675558 0.16 _Iregion_3 3.358406 . 7989187 4.20
Tiregion_d 1,361836  .9721277 1.40 _Ireglon 4 2.143849 8955679 2.39
year -.1588479 .B294529 -0.19 year .6605529 LGELGAOS 0.8
yeareu .1138452 1.3785158 0.08 yeareu -2,48345 1.663027 =1.49
en 1.079426 1.285302 0.83 &l 4.935174 1.334617 3.70
uo -1,354043  1.721347 -0.79 uo 2.531218 1.450119 1,73
ou .B19855 1.913234 D.43 ou 1.001156 1,751785 0,57
ue 3.,122821 1.017255 3.07 ne 3.630506 9600184 3.78
na 2.723201 1.415931 1.92 oe -2.733314 .7986438 -3.42
_cons 34.76678 1.180371 29.45 cons 25.26425 ,B4736865 29.82
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Males, 16-19

Sample Size: 237, R%: 0.3726

After Transition

Females, 16-19
Sample Size: 257, R”: 0.3240

hrslye_2 Coaf. Std, Err, t
_wklywg 2 0652006 0099287 6.58
incomeZ? .0002132 .0002388 0.89
year2 -.8272697 1.364106 -0,61
yeariue 3.75018 4.561713 0.82
_Ireglon 2 2 1.1768541  1.815071 0.65
_Ireqion_2 3 . 7031022 1.987184 0.35
_Iregion_2 4 3.393722 1,911173 1,78
LT 4.955954 2,102516 2.386

uo 3.567014 3.662531 0.97

ol 7.15463 2,308146 3,10

ua 2.320536 2.867196 0,81

L1} 2.057871 1.721837 1.20

_cons 15.17688 1.942636 7.81

Males, 25-44
Sample Size: 960. R%: 0.0775

hralye 2 Coaf, Std. Err. £
wklywg 2 . 0005737 . 000522 1.10
income? 0001595 .0000274 5.681
yearz =-.852922 .B121544 =1.08
yoarZue 1.219316 1.476188 0.83
_Iregion 2 2 1.339166  .9285497 1.44
_Iregion 2 3 .4622361 .HOB5345 0.51
“Iregion_2 4 1.580054 973230 1.62
en 4.2239%4 1.173544 3.60
uo 5.442971 2,286167 2,38
ou 2.160256 1.986416 1.09
ue 2.495953 1.399264 i.7a
eo 2.9884302 1.380335 2.18
cons 33.43583 1,275254 26.22

hralyr 2 Coef. Std. Brr. 4
_wklywg 2 L06BE143 0092083 7.45
incomez 0002167  .0002254 0.96
yearZ -.B678886 1.092501 -0.79
yearZue | =2, 045088 3.930819 =0.852
_Iregion_2_2 (2160318 1,555365 0.14
_Iregion_2_3 1.454043  1.539105 0.94
_Iregion 2 4 1.40363  1,636049 0.06
eu 4.587156 2.0004 2.29
uo -,9572142 4 ,.B98868 =0.20
ou 2.301518  2.692124 0.85
ue 2.698992 3.123787 0.86
ec -1.058297  1,396978 -0.76
_cang 13,09099  1,591176 .79
Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 1626, R%: 0.2074
healyr_2 Coef. Std. Err. 3

_wiklywg 2 .0162079  .0016159 10,03
fncome? .0001093 0000364 3.01
yoar? -.1324714 6000984 -0.22
yoaardue 1.089887 1.614628 0.68
_Treglon 2 2 1.175548 . 70888E7 1.49
_Tregion_2_3 4.141786  .7T424377 5,58
_Tragion_2 4 2,112765  .B448432 2,850
eu 6.473381  .6678620 T.46
uo 1.152687 1.824503 0.63
ou 2,525328  1.562426 1,62
ue 3.045022 1.171716 2.60
o 2.419153 . 6883599 3.51
cons 21.95368 .775054 28,33
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Appendix P — Labor Force Status Effects on Hours Worked per Week, by Gender and Age Group. 1999 to
2001

15 Before Transition

Males, 16-19
Sample Size: 59. R%: 0.3791

Females, 16-19

Sample Size: 50. R%: 0.2603

hralyr coef, std. Brr. L hrslyr Coef.  dtd. Err. t
_wklywg 0451317 0106953 4.22 _wklywg 0060604  .0111358 0.54
Incomel -.0003776  .0003582 -1.08 incomel 0002511 0005868 0.42
lregion_2 ,2040704  5,8084541 0.05 --i“":“-i -!&;;::g: :-::gg:: '3'33
= PR i I region = v =0,
-}i:gfﬁﬁ-i i::ig;:i :::;:::: 3‘,;2 Treglon 4 11,1513 6.167386 1.01
- yeaarl 1,021565 3,371222 0.30 yearl 2.468294  4.300181 0.87
yearleu -29.43673 20.04477 =1.47
yeazley .6786544 7.895383 0.08 o 21.24806 13.98304 182
au 2.130285  5,424728 0.39 b 2159848 ¢ iRists GoaE
ua -2,847907  6.090123 -0.47 o S.0iekss 10,0889 560
o 12.71551  6.033719 2.11 i 19.86964  14.40712 1.31
ue 4.020037.  4.703033 a6 e 7.131844  4.594238 1.8
o ~3.140945  5,013792 -0.63 cons 1570564  &.740974 2.33
_cons 22,77908 5,862261 3.89 =
Males, 25-44 Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 747. R%: 0.1099 Sample Size: 1139. R%:0.1228
hrslyr Cosf.  std, Frr. t nrslyr cosf. Std. Err. t
_wilywg .0021695  .0013788 1.57 whlywe .0003726 000509 0.73
incomal .D000BS .oo00284 2.99 incomal 0001506 LO000LTE B8.60
_Iregion_2 (4293686  1,017034 0.42 Iregion 2 6304667  1,014043 0.62
_Iregion_3 .9419144 1,012328 0.93 “Iregion 3 3.108311 .9524723 3.26
_Iregion_4 -.0585878  1.017049 -0.08 “Ireglon 4 1.767613  1.001759 1.76
yearl -.00s5862 .8228724 -0.01 yearl -. 4857441 .7262851 -0.867
yearleu -.2650801  1,621298 -0.16 yenrleu 2.082372 2.18479 0.96
au 1.420628 1.282419 1.14 ey 2,.560329 1,.632347 1.57
uo 2.567077 1,657135 1.55 ugs 3.380269 1.624113 2.09
ou -2.913778  2.446264 -1.19 ou -1.728076 2.310412 -0.75
ue 1.247952 990041 1.26 ua 3.713143 1.,031460 3.60
oe -.7624434  1.127357 -0.68 oe -.54503  .8522713 -0.61
_cons 37.32503  1,133206 32,94 _cons 29.00891  .0384083 31.01
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II. After Transition

Males, 16-19 Females, 16-19
Sample Size: 97. R%: 0.1857 Sample Size: 91. R%: 0.2951
hralyr 2 Coef. std. Err. t hrslye 2 Coef, 5td. Err. L
_wklywg 2 |  .0130283 .0060438 1.88 _wkliyug 2 .0357985 0095384 3.78
income2 ' .0004378 .0002768 1.58 lacoma?2 0001761 .0D02518 4.70
_Iregion_2 2 4.839236 4.848378 1.00 _lreglen 2 2 3.853438 3.1527 1.28
_Iregion_2 3 5.006169 4.607316 1.28 _Treglon_2 3 1.718017  3.147375 0,88
_Iregion_2 4 8.577868  &.870764 1.76 _Treglon_2_t 1.316649  3.428048 0.38
year2 1.045315  2,908128 0.36 yearz =.9812627  2.259438 ~0.43
yeariues -10.23871 8.486674 =1.21 yearZue 3.79812 12.10962 0.31
eu -4.540686 5.550746 -0.82 ou -8, 761453  4.979241 -1.76
an -1.788809  3.581368 -0.50 20 ~6.436622  2.488226 -2.59
ue .BOS7637 5.769664 0.14 ua =.9230220  §.155723 =0,15
au 4.245662 4.790394 0.89 on =5,.431199 4.606673 -1.18
ue 2.006507 5.777921 0.39 ue =8, 995067 10.57376 =0.85
_cons 18.95482  5.059743 3.78 _cuna 20.25674  3.259538 6.21
Males, 25-44 Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 694, R%: 0.0983 Sample Size: 1224, R%:0.1199
hralyr 2 Coef. Btd. Brr. £ hralyr 2 Coaf, §td. Err. L

_wWklywg 2 0029577 .001296 2.28 _mklywg_ 2 .003415 0011824 2.89
tncome? 0000461 .0000274 1.68 incomed 0000726 0000261 2.78
_Iregion 2 2 -.650463 1.17418 -0.55 _Iragion 2 2 46301658 .0917238 o.47
_treqion_2_3 .4852216  1,154578 0.42 ~Iragion 2.3 3.364008; - ..83170% 3.6
“Ireqion 2 _4 -.625478 1.128175 -0 .58 _Iragion 2 4 1.68787% .9753487 1.73
year? -1.943360  .0452846  -2.06 yearl -0306685  .7273109 0.04
yaarlue 1.339082 1.783182 a.7% yearZue LTE3I6441 1.901323 0.41
i 3.070886  1.141271 2 g eu 3,898725  1.184785 3.29
so 3,659422  1,280998 2.86 g -7176027 8002441 0.90
el -.3943306  2.372756 —0.17 uo 1.203285  2.202149 0,57
ou -3.76682 2.027024 -1.086
ou 2.60697 2.76678 0.94 ua 4.248914  1.342013 3.17
ue 1.108678  1.410547 0.8 _cans 2600733 .915828 20.48

_cons 37.33292  1.269121 29.42
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Appendix Q — Labor Force Status Effects on Hours Worked per Week, by Gender and Age Group, 2006 to

I. Before Transition
Males, 16-19 Females, 16-19
. . 2 .
Sample Size: 62, R~: 0.1951 Sample Size: 54, R%: 0.3144
hralyr caaf. dtd. Err. t hrslyr [ Coef. std. Err. Lok
_wklywg 0043171 ,0061819 0.70 _wklywa .0318332  .0152818 2,08
Incomel | -.0000765 ,0000816  —0.94 Tncomel | -.0002651  .0002798  -0.95
yearl 3968824  3,776025 0.11 yearl | =-1.910205 3.603338  -0.53
yoarieu -B8.054215  9.480519 -0.85 yearleun -4.421436 5.020607 -0.49
_iregion_2 1.478219  4.461527 0.33 _Iregion_2 | ~-2.556349  4.721197  -0,54
“Iregion_3 4.483258  4.125608 1.09 Tiregion_3 3.720943  5,098094 0.73
_Ireglon_4 1,744882 5,102112 0.34 _Tregion_4 -7.864332 5,19269 =-1.51
cu 3.373476  6,771837 0.50 Bu 2.726685  7.266366 0.38
wo | -16.65018 6.527542  -2.55 uo | -14.27166  14.24252  -1,00
ou 1.918813  B,183049 0.23 ou 10.10895  11.96857 0.84
we | -3,154489 4.654952  -0.68 we | -1.591B25  4.854526  -0,33
oe | =3,229104 4.527803  -0,71 os | -5.143008 4.202908  -1,22
_cons 32.01908  4,795883 6.60 _cona 22,65382  4,322498 5.24
Males, 25-44 Females, 25-44
i . 5
Sample Size: 903. B2 0.0791 Sample Size: 1067, R~ 0.1378
hrslyr cosf,  Std. Brr. t heslye Coef,  Sed. Err. €
wklywg 0031642 0012862 2.46 WElywg .0036119 0009764 3.70
- sitetlin 00002 .0000266 0.75 Tncomel 000074  .0000216 3.42
yearl ,2707766  .B798389 0.31 yearl | ~-,0351319 .7538092  -0.05
yearlen | =.1626306 1.794993  -0.08 yearieu -,09722  2.13941  -0.05
_Iregion_2 (5856047  1.190406 0.48 _tregion_2 7220497  1.101261 0,66
“Ireglon_3 (8B26562  1.143245 0.77 “treqion_3 2.583403  .9834005 2.63
“Ireglon 4 2,40047  1.134098 2.12 “ireglon_d 3,565623  1.039286 3.43
eu | =-.7781352  1.306845  -0.60 2 3,187543  1.381115 2.29
wo | =.3576131 1.954736  -0.18 o 1,010802  1.636966 0.62
ou 5.241369  2,721743 1.93 ou 1.016554  2.064601 0.49
se | ~-1.460969 1.068431  -1.37 ne 3,001258  1.139986 2.63
oe | -4.418363 1.423668  -3.10 ve | ~-1.570485 .9410287  -1.67
_cons 38.32086 1.260075  30.20 cons 28.28632 1.015618  27.88
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Males, 16-19
Sample Size: 130. R%: 0.2053

hralye_2 Coal. 8td. Brr. L
_Wklywg 2 .01567357 .0DB6153 2.80
income2 -.0000844 L000L473 -0.57
yeard 6.136616 2.029856 3,02
yearlua -3.836428 6.02519 -0,64
_Iregion_2_2 -.5345169  2.812413 -0.18
Iregion 2 3 -2.222843  2.550703 -0.87
_Ireglon_2 4 -.4359318 2,.518866 -0.17
L] =,.7159237 3.532% -0.20
ua -1.258966 4.363088 -0.29
ou -1.818432 3.63482 -0.50
e 3.49%407 4.037401 0.87
@0 -3,383436 2.598393 ~1.31
_cons 26.08408 2.449788 10,65
Males, 25-44
Sample Size: 899, R?: 0.0848
hrslyr 2 Coaf. std. Err. t
_wklywg_2 0044254 .0014118 3.13
income2 -.000018 .0000285 =0.63
year2 1.2175 + 900567 1.35
yearus -4,426998 1.837008 =2.41
_Iraglon_2 2 .3834415 1,218388 0.31
Ixeglon_Z 3 1,314628 1.16933 1.1%
_Ixeglon_2_4 1,671493 1.16822 1.38
e =1.277467 1.074498 =1.18
ua =-3.683954 2,505858 =1.47
an .23934458 2.416644 0.10
ue -.5862599 1.410212 -0.42
&0 -4,220392 1,324645 =3.19
_cons 38.90446 1.,302372 29.87
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After Transition

Females, 16-19
Sample Size: 87. R 0.4226

heslyz 2 Coaf, 5td. brr, -
_wkiywg_2 .OS0S571 0118207 4.28
Incomes 0001742 . 0002357 0.74

yaard 2.272706 2.054501 1.11

yeariue 1.823241 T7.041672 0,26
_tregien_2 2 1.03441  2.7895%2 0.37
_Iregion 2 3 2,380357 2.641782 0.50
_Iregion_2 & 1,007146  2.881522 0.35
L =1,643691 4.05557 -0,41

ue ,B4047901 4.729347 0.18

ou =3.112533 4.8682358 -0.64

ue 6.009419 4.829223 1.24

20 . 055331 2,4096563 a.02

_tony 1L.07078 2.781683 3,98

Females, 25-44
Sample Size: 1104. R*: 0.1456

hrslyr 2 Coef, std, EBrr. t
_wklywg_2 . 000475 .0007026 0.68
income? .0001438 .0000183 7.43
year? -.6458902 - 7750458 =0.83
yearZue .3639801 2.073766 0.18
_Iregion 2 2 -1.221849 1.11285 -1,10
_tragion_2_3 L8097397 1,013179 0.80
“iregion 2 4 L367217  1.08502 0.34
au 5.703664 1.1184686 5.11

uo 3.903512 2.5B83345 1.51
ou 2,50733 2.103619 1.19

ua 5.030353 1.493588 3.37
(1] 1.398652 +B940661 1.56
_tons 28.01224 1.00616 27.84




