estimate the following linear probébility model:

Pr(Divorce in 5 years) = ctagemartrs + ﬂagemr("gs —upgs) +ng +&r +&irs @)
where T is the year of marriage, S is the state of marriage, u" and uh are female and male
unemployment rates, ng is a marriage-state fixed effect and £ is a marriage-year fixed effect.
The effects of uhemployment rates at age 18-20/19-21 are also estimated in the same way.

Table 6 reports the estim;la,ted coefficients of the female unemployment rate and the male-
female gap at marriage. Since the effects of gender specific unemployment rates on 1;,he marriage
hazard vary with the woman’s age, I also try allowing coeflicients of gender specific unemploy-
ment rates at marriage to vary with the wife’s age at marriage. Alfhough a few coefficients are
statistically significant, there seems to be no systematic relationship between gender-specific
unemployment rates at marriage and the likelihood of divorce in the subsequent five years. At
least, there is no evidence that an increase in marriage incidence leads to an increase in future
divorces.

Looking at observable characteristics of the spouse is an alternative way to assess whether
marriages induced by labor market shocks are in poorer match. Specifically, I replace the
dependent variable in equation (3) with the difference in age between spouses and years of
schooling of the husband. The estimated coefficients presented in Table 7 show no systematic
pattern. At least, there is no evidence thaf women who get married when the incidence of
marfia.ge increases are more likely to be in poor matches.
~ Since the information on épouses are available only for couples who are still in marriage at
survey, we have to keep in mind that non-random selection into divorce may bias the estimated
effect. “Yet, I expect such biases to be negligible because the correlation between the divorce
rate and gender specific unemployment rates at marriages or in youth is negligible. Though
not reported, I have tried similar exercise using the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 79
and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics and confirmed no evidence for poorer matches for

marriages induced by the labor market shocks.

4.2 Implications for fertility and income

Even though the response of the marriage rate to changes in gender specific unemployment rates

is more likely to be the matter of timing for those who would eventually marry without such
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shocks, the timing of marriage per se may affect the woman’s fertility decision. Since the year
of birth of the second child is not available from the SIPP, I focus on the birth of the first child.
As shown in Table 1D, there is substantial variation in the duration between the first marriage
and the birth of the first child across individuals, although nearly half have a child within two_
years since marriage. The first question is whether gender specific labor market conditions at
the time of marriage affect this duration between marriage and motherhood.

Specifically, I begin with the linear probability model of having a child by 7-th year since

marriage:
Pr(haVing a child by T+T) = aagemruTwS + :Bagemar(u”I"S - qu”S) +ns+&r+eirs (4)

where T is the year of marriage, S is the state of marriage, u” and u" are female and male
unemployment rates, 7g i8 a marriage-state fixed effect and £ is a marriage-year fixed effect.
The first three columns of Table 8 present a and S estimated separately for 1 year prior to
the marriage, 2 years after ma,friage and 5 years after marriage (i.e. 7 = —1,2,5). Although a
number of coefficients are statistically significantly distinct from zero, there does not seem to
be a systematic pattern or a clear relationship with the effects on the incidence of marriage.
The last column of Table 8 shows coefficients of gender specific unemployment rates in the

following Cox’s proportional hazard model: -

Firrs = M) exp(Cagemartfs + Bagemar (Whs — Whs) + ng + &r + &iTs) (5)

~ where Fyrr, is the probé.bility of having a child in 7-the year since marriage conditional on not
having had a child by then. Again, the effects of gender specific unemployment rate at the time
of marriage are weak.

Recall that young women marry earlier if they face a high female unempl(;yment rate and a
relatively low male unemployment rate. Then, since the effects of gender specific unemployment
rates at marriage on the time between first marriage and birth of first child are negligible, tht;se
earlier marriages due to gender specifie labor market shock lead to earlier motherhood. To
confirm this, Table 9 presents the effects of the female unemployment rate and the male-female
gap that a cohort faced at age 18-20/19-21 on the fraction of women who have ever had a child

in the cohort in subsequent years, in the same way as Table 5. Aithough the effect of the female
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unemployment rate is not statistically sfgniﬁca.nt for any age, the effects on fertility appear a
few years later than that on marriage and fades away by the mid-thirties. Gender specific labor
market conditions that a cohort experienced in youth shift the fertility timing of the cohort in
parallel with the marriage timing.

The existing studies on “family gap” and fertility timing have shown that earlier motherhood
leads to a permanent wage penalty (Blackburn, Bloom and Neumark, 1990; Taniguchi, 1999;
Miller, 2007). Also, worse labor market conditions for women may make some newly marrying
women withdraw from labor force. Thus, there are good reasons to suspect that gender specific
uemploment rates at marriage would have long-term effects on the wife’s labor supply and
earnings. However, it is practically difficult to obtain meaningful estimates with the available
data. Since the state-level male and female unemployment rates are not available prior to 1978
and majority of women marry by their early twenties, the sample has to be limited to those
born in the 1960s or after, who had not completed fertility at the time of survey. Since women
tend to have a child within a few years since marriage, years since marriage is c?rrelated with
the presence of an infant child, which affects labor supply and perhaps also wages. At the same
time, however, the timing of marriage is endogenous and correlated with the woman’s preference
for labor supply and productivity and difficult to control appropriately.

Yet, it is possible to estimate reduced form effects of gender specific unemployment rates
at age 18-20, which affect the timing of marriage at the cphort level. Table 10 shows effects of
gender specific unemployment rates that a woman experienced at age 18-20 on various outcomes
observed at age 30-35. Let us start with the upper panel a, which presents the estimates for
all women including those who are not married. As already shown in Table 5, gender specific
unemployment rates at age 18-20 do not affect the fraction of women who eventually marry.
The second column is just to confirm gender specific unemployment rates at age 18-20 do
not affect education, which could affect earnings independently from marital status. The last
four columns show the effects on income and labor supply, with controls for education, age,
year-of-birth fixed effects and state-of-birth fixed effects. Although the effects on labor supply
a.fe insignificant, women who experienced worse labor market conditions for themselves tend
to have lower household income. Also, women who experienced relatively worse labor market
conditions for men earn more on average. Turning to the lower panel b, which show the estimates

for married women, the positive effect of relatively high male unemployment on earnings still
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hold. Interestingly, a high female unemployment rate is negatively correlated with the husband’s
earnings, and positively correlated with the woman’s labor supply as if to compensate the lower

earnings of her husband.

5 Concluding Remarks

I have estimated the effects of the gender-specific unemployment rates on the changes in marital
status using panel data of individual women’s marriage history. Even though the incidence of
marriage increases for women younger than 24 when the female unemployment rate is high and
the male unemployment rate is low, these marriages induced by gender—speciﬁc labor market
fluctuations do not seem to differ from other marriages in terms of the match quality. Moreover,
the difference in the cumulative marriage rate in early twenties fades away by mid-thirties. Thus,
the response of the marriage rate of young women to the gender specific unemployment rates is
more likely to be an acceleration of marriage for those who would marry anyway, rather than a
permanent increase of women who ever married.

These results ‘ca,st doubt on the argument that further improvement of women’s status in
the labor market would lead to further decline in the marriage rate. It is true that women
delay marriage to exploit better labor market opportunities and it lowers the marriage rate to
population. However, women who were to marry eventually marry anyway, and there seems
to be no effects on marriage stability. The implications for people’s well-being should be quite
different from an increase in the number of people who never marry. Even though shifts in the
timing of marriage causes a parallel shift in the timing of motherhood, implications for female
labor supply and household income are subtle.

Yet, what this paper has examined is the effects of temporary fluctuations in gender specific
labor market conditions, which does not affect the permanent income or long-run labor market
prospects by definition. Permanent shifts in labor market prospects of women may change the
perceived value of marriage in the long run, although it is difficult to distinguish from other
trend changes. Nonetheless, at least this study provides some evidence that financial gains

cannot not substitute non-pecuniary, longer-term element of marriage.
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A Data Appendix

A.1 Retrospective variables in the SIPP and the determination of the state

of residence

The Wave 2 of the SIPP contains retrospective information of marriage history of up to three
marriages, the dates of birth of the first and last children and limited migration histdry, as well
as basic demographic information as of the date of survey. I format the dataset as if it were a
set of panel surveys interviewed on Ja.nua.ry 1st every year since 1978. |
The Migration History Topical Module includes information on: state of residence on the
date of survey; the year and month when the respondents moved in this state; state of previous
residence (if there is any), which can be the same state as the current residence; the year and
month when the respondents moved into current and previous residences; and state or country
of birth. Thqs, the state of residence can be retrieved back to the earlier of the dates moving in
the current state or moving in the ﬁrevious residence. Also I assume those whose state of the
previous residence is the same as the state of birth had lived in that state.
Appendix Table A1 shows the fraction of the observations in the base sample whose state
of residence in the year is identified. The state of residence at marriage is determiﬁed for 75.7%

(77.9% for still in the first marriage, 69.2% for divorced) of all first marriages in the base sample.

A.2 SIPP Core Panels

Variables in SIPP Core Panels are collected either on monthly basis or once in each wave. I
collapsed the dataset in annual basis by taking value at January, average over year or sum of
each variable, and merged it with the variables from the Wave 2 Topical Module. Consequently,
the sample is restricted to those who were present in the household at both wave 2 interview

and the first interview in the corresponding calendar year.
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Table 1 Summary Statistics

a. Base sample: non-Hispanic white women who had not married until age 16 or 1978

(A) (B)

tate t-1 available state of birth available
state -1 a & born in 1960 or after

Year of birth: mean 1966.6 1968.0
' min 1956 1960
max 1980 1980
Year of 1st marriage: mean 1988.1 1989.3
min 1978 1978
max .- 2001 2001
Average age at first marriage 233 229
Average age at birth of 1st child 239 23.6
Sample size (persons) 39,949 36,770
% by schooling Dropouts 8.3% 7.9%
High school 29.3% 28.9%
Some college 35.9% 37.0%
College 26.5% 26.3%

Note: statistics of first marriage are based on those who married by the age of 35, and those of birth of
first child are based on those who had a child by their last interview.

Subsamples:

b. Women who married in 1978 ~ 5 years prior c¢. Currently married couples who married

to the survey in 1978 or after
Sample size 22,234 . Sample size 20,668
Year of birth 1963.8 Year of birth 1965.3
Age at marriage 224 Wife’s age at marriage - 23.6
Syear divorce rate 14.0% Husband's age at marriage 26.2
Timing of the birth of first child: Wife’s years of schooling 14.0
Before marriage 11.4% " Husband's years of schooling 14.0
In 0-2 years 40.1%
In 3-5 years 233%
No child by the 5" year 25.2%
d. 30-35 years old women in the core panels
Sample size 25,631 i
Year of birth 1964.3
% married 85.0%
Age at marriage (if married) 227
Log household income ‘ 8.2
Log person earnings (zero earnings excluded) 7.2
Husband's log person earnings (if married) 8.0
% of weeks worked in the last calendar year 73.5%
Employed full-time 64.5%
Years of schooling 13.9
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Figure 1: Transition of marital status of American women

A. % of women who have ever married, by age
non-Hispanic white women born in 1956-80; SIPP 90-04 (weighted)
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B. % of women getting married at age t in those who
remained single until age t-1; non-Hispanic white
women born in 1956-80; SIPP 90-04 (weighted)
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C. Histogram by age at marriage; non-Hispanic white women
born in 1960-70 who married at age 17-30; SIPP 01-04
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Table 2: Summary statistics of gender-specific unemployment rates, non-Hispanic white 16-40
years old, 45 states, 1978-2003.

Mean  Standard Deviation p75-p25

Female unemployment rate  6.61 212 2.75
residuals - 1.04 127
Male unemployment rate 6.64 2:51 293
Male- Female gap 0.03 1.44 1472
residuals - 0.97 1.24
Number of obs 1,170

Figure 2: Female unemployment rate and male-female gap for selected states
(Non-Hispanic whites, age 16-40, 1978-2003, CPS)
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Table 3: Effects of the female unemployment rate and the male-female gap in the
unemployment rate on the marriage hazard, by age.
(Cox’s proportional hazard model)

All women High school Some  BA ormore Notlivingin Livingin
or less college (>=21 yrs old) state of birth state of birth

Previous year's female unemployment rate* woman's age

1720 years old ~ 0.125%%*%  0.065%** (.]23%** - 0.175%%%  0,094%*x
[0.012]  [0.013]  [0.016] : [0.016]  [0.011]
21-23 years old 0.004  -0.056***  0.022  0.129%*+ 0.021 -0.021*

[0.010] [0.014] [0.014] [0.012] [0.013] [0.011]
24-27 years old -0.095%**  -0.114*** _0.099***  -0.008 -0.113***  _0.068***
: [0.013] [0.019] [0.015] [0.012] [0.018] [0.014]
28 or older -0.217%%%  -0.214%** _0.202%**  -0.159***  _0.302*** -0.110***
[0.028] [0.032] [0.028] [0.028] [0.032] [0.027]
Previous year's male-female gap* woman's age

17-20 years old ~ -0.092%**  -0.069%** .0.092%** S -0.103%%%  0.079%**
[0.020)  [0.020]  [0.022] [0.027]  [0.018]
21-23 years old 0.01 0.016  0.038** ~ -0.054** -0.007 0.024*
[0.011]  [0.015] [0.017]  [0.023] [0.018])  [0.014]
2427 yearsold  0.047***  0.092%** 0015 0.020 0.040%*  0.052%**
[0.016]  [0.022] [0.024]  [0.018] [0.017]  [0.019]
28 or older 0.025 0.018 0.01 0.029 0.007 0.035
[0.037]  [0.054] . [0.052]  [0.024] [0.041]  [0.037]
Observations 269,621 89,812 94,513 58,249 83,871 185,750
Persons - 39,949 17,240 14,333 10,135 15,898 27,626
Pseudo R2 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.0l

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of residence in the pervious year. The baseline
hazard depends on age non-parametrically. Controls included in the exponential part but omitted from
the table are dummy variables for year and for state of last year’s residence.
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Figure 3: Effects of gender-specific unemployment
rates on age specific marriage hazard
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Note: Hazard ratio, i.e. exp(coefficient) in Cox's proportional hazard model.

Figure 4: Differences in the fraction ever married between cohorts that
experienced worse market for female at age 18-20 and the others

(Simple average without controls for state fixed effect or time trend)
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Table 4: Effects of gender-specific unemployment rates that the cohort faced at fixed ages on
the fraction of women who have ever married in the cohort at different ages.
(Linear probability model, birth cohorts 1960-70 in SIPP 2001 and SIPP 2004)

Age 18 20 22 24 26 28 30
Female unemp. rate  0.0055  0.0027 0.0185%*%0.0193*** 0.0145** 0.0078  0.0071
at age 18-20 [0.0052] [0.0065] [0.0066] [0.0065] [0.0061] [0.0061] [0.0055]
Male — female u. rate  0.0015  -0.0106* -0.0094 -0.013  -0.0087 -0.0084  0.0008
At age 18-20 [0.0057] [0.0060] [0.0071] [0.0078] [0.0082] [0.0066] [0.0066]
Observations 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536
R-squared 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.02 _ 0.0l

Age 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Female unemp. rate  0.0049  0.0022 0.0164** 0.0138** 0.0141** 0.0096  0.0090
at age 19-21 [0.0048] [0.0065] [0.0066] [0.0068] [0.0060] [0.0063] [0.0055]
. Male — female u. rate 0.0041  -0.003  0.0024 -0.0079 -0.0085 -0.0135* -0.0047
At age 19-21 [0.0051] [0.0084] [0.0066] [0.0077] [0.0091] [0.0075] [0.0070]
Observations 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536
R-squared 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of birth. Separate regressions by age. Controls
included in the regressions but omitted from the table are dummy variables for year of birth and for
state of birth. ’
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Table 5: Effects of gender-specific unemployment rates that the woman faced at fixed ages on
the subsequent marriage hazard. (Cox’s proportional hazard model) '

Age 1820 Age 19-21 Age 18-20

State of birth State of birth  Srte of actual

residence
Female unemployment rate at fixed age* current age
1720 years old 0.042***  (.035*** 0.034%**
[0.009] [0.009] [0.010]
21-23 yearsold  0.003 -0.005 0.003
. [0.011] [0.011] [0.012]
24-27 years old -0.062***  -0.063*** -0.045%**
[0.012] [0.010] [0.013]
28 or older -0.104***  -0.092%** -0.079%**
[0.019] [0.017] [0.018]
Male-female gap in the unemp. rate at fixed age * current age
1720 years old -0.065***  -0.044%** -0.031*
[0.013] [0.012] [0.016]
21-23 yearsold  0.007 0.000 0.017
[0.015] [0.016] [0.013]
24-27 years old 0.078***  0.067*** 0.067***
[0.016] [0.019] [0.019]
28 or older 0.072%**  0.057*** 0.066***
[0.024] [0.022] [0.020]
Observations 285,094 304,238 244,099
Persons 40,171 42,644 32,688
Pseudo R2 0.004 0.004 0.005

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of birth/residence at age 19. The baseline
hazard depends on age non-parametrically. Controls included in the exponential part but omitted from
the table are dummy variables for year of birth and for state of birth/residence at age 19.
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Table 6: Effects of the past gender-specific unemployment rates on the probability of divorce
within 5 years (Linear probability model)

A. Pooling effects

Unemp. rates at: . Marriage  Age 18-20 Age 19-21
Female unemployment rate -0.001 0.001 0.002
. [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
Male-female gap in unemp. rate -0.001 0.002 - 0.005
[0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
Observations 19,997 19,544 21,375
R-squared 0.016 0.009 0.01

B. Effects by wife’s age at marriage
"Unemp. rates at: Marriage Age 18-20 Age 19-21
Female unemployment rate * wife's age at marriage

20 or younger -0.004 -0.004 -0.002
, [0.004] [0.004] [0.004]
21-23 years old 0.002 0.002 © 0.004
) [0.003] [0.003] [0.003]
24-27 years old -0.001 0.001 0.002
[0.003] [0.004] [0.003]
28 or older -0.001 0.007* 0.007**
' [0.003] . [0.004] [0.003]
Male-female gap in unemp. rate * wife's age at marriage
20 or younger 0.001 0.003 0.006
[0.004] [0.004] [0.004]
21-23 years old -0.003 -0.001 0.005
[0.003] {0.004] © [0.003]
24-27 years old 0.001 0.007** 0.007*
S [0.004] [0.003] [0.004]
28 or older 0.005 - -0.001 -0.001
[0.005] [0.005] [0.006]
Dummy variable for wife's age at marriage
21-23 years old -0.120%** -0.12] % -0.117%**
[0.025] [0.026] [0.024]
24-27 years old -0.139%** -0.154%** -0.144***
] [0.025] [0.033] [0.028]
28 or older -0.146*** -0.207%*** -0.186***
[0.027] [0.031] [0.031]
Observations : 19,997 19,544 21,375
R-squared . 0.033 0.028 0.028

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of residence at marriage/birth. Controls
included in the regressions but omitted from the table are dummy variables for year of marriage/birth
and for state of marriage/birth.
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‘Table 7 Gender specific unemployment rates at marriage and spouses’ characteristics
OLS

Dependent variables Husband's age - wife's age  Husband's years of schooling

Unemployment rates at: At marriage Age 18-20 - At marriage Age 18-20
Female unemployment rate * wife's age at marriage '

20 years old or younger -0.008 -0.048 0.000 0.016
[0.029] [0.051] [0.020] [0.020]
21-23 years old -0.019 0.008 -0.002 0.004
[0.034] [0.050] [0.019] [0.023]
24-27 years old 0.018 0.01 0.017 0.022
[0.043] [0.057] [0.022] [0.021]
28 years old or older 0.105* -0.026 -0.021 0.000
[0.062] [0.056] [0.028] [0.026]
Male —female gap in unemp. rate * wife's age at marriage
20 years old or younger 0.008 -0.039 0.027 0.019
[0.045] [0.053] [0.024] [0.035]
21-23 years old 0.024 -0.025 -0.025 -0.047
[0.050] [0.061] [0.027] [0.029]
24-27 years old 0.088* -0.032 0.022 -0.065**
[0.052] [0.090} '[0.026] [0.030]
28 years old or older 0.091 -0.06 -0.100*** -0.05
[0.089] [0.088] [0.029] {0.038]
Dummy variable for wife's age at marriage
21-23 years old -0.472* -0.928*** 0.449%** 0.397***
‘ [0.273] [0.215] [0.136] [0.129]
24-27 years old -1.002%*%  _1.2209%%x  (.493%** 0.380%**
[0.307] [0.311] [0.144] [0.137]
28 years old or older <2 155%*%  _1.463%%*  (0.900%** 0.570***
[0.377] [0.380] [0.166] [0.203]
Wife's years of schooling - 0.579*x* 0.608***
[0.009] [0.010]
Number of observations 17,305 16,726 17,084 16,520

0.018 0.017 0.37 0.38

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of residence at marriage/birth. Controls
included in the regressions but omitted from the table are dummy variables for year of marriage/birth
and for state of marriage/birth. ‘

‘
/
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Table 8: Effects of gender-specific unemployment rates at the time of marriage on the duration
between the marriage and the first child’s birth

Linear regression of dummy for having a child
1 year prior to

2 years after

5 years after

Cox’s proportional hazard
of duration from marriage
to the first child’s birth

marriage marriage marriage
Female unemployment rate at marriage * wife's age at marriage
20 or younger 0.000 0.000 -0.005 0.002
[0.002] [0.005] [0.005] [0.012]
21-23 years old 0.001 -0.001 -0.008** -0.005
[0.002] [0.003] [0.004] [0.010]
24-27 years old 0.004 0.007* -0.004 0.003
[0.002] [0.004] [0.005] [0.010]
28 or older -0.004 -0.002 -0.007 -0.029
[0.006] [0.009] [0.007] [0.025]
Male-female gap in unemp. rate at marriage * wife's age at marriage
20 or younger -0.003 -0.006 0.000 -0.006
[0.002] [0.006] [0.005] [0.012]
21-23 years old -0.005* -0.004 0.000 0.004
[0.003] [0.005] [0.005] [0.012]
24-27 years old 0.001 -0.010* -0.005 -0.020*
[0.003] [0.006] [0.005] [0.011]
28 or older -0.001 -0.005 -0.005 -0.020
[0.008] {0.012] [0.013] [0.036]
Dummy variable for wife's age at marriage
21-23 years old 0.027* -0.128*** -0.054 -0.182%*
[0.015] [0.043] [0.034] [0.077]
24-27 years old 0.027 -0.242%x* -0.117*** -0.381***
[0.021] [0.044)] [0.042] [0.087]
28 orolder = 0.128*** -0.144** -0.060 -0.236
[0.040] [0.064] [0.053] [0.148]
Observations 16563 17900 17900 78433
R-squared 0.027 0.031 0.014 ]

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of residence at marriage. Controls included in
the regressions and exponential part of the hazard model but omitted from the table are dummy
variables for year of marriage and for state of marriage. Baseline hazard depends on years since

marriage.
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Table 9: Effects of gender-specific unemployment rates that the cohort faced at fixed ages on the
fraction of women who have ever had a child in the cohort at different ages.
(Linear probability model, birth cohorts 1960-70 in SIPP 2001 and SIPP 2004)

Age 20 22 26 28 30 32 34
Female unemp. rate  0.0016  0.0014  0.0018  0.0056  0.0035  0.0015  0.0019
at age 1820 [0.0054] [0.0072] [0.0073] [0.0066] [0.0063] [0.0063] [0.0058)
Male — female u. rate  0.0018  -0.0023 -0.0196** -0.0214** -0.0192** -0.0117  -0.0046
At age 18-20 [0.0058] [0.0079] [0.0093] [0.0090] [0.0080] [0.0082] [0.0081]
Observations 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536 9367 8268
R-squared 00186 0.0224 00262 0.0236 00184  0.012  0.0097
Age 20 22 26 28 30 32 34

Female unemp. rate  0.0048  0.0022  0.0001  0.0025  0.0041  0.0009  -0.001
at age 19-21 [0.0052] [0.0075] [0.0081] [0.0072] [0.0067] [0.0070]. [0.0074)
Male — female u. rate  0.0057 ~ 0.0034  -0.005 -0.0108 -0.0140* -0.0097 -0.0022
At age 19-21 [0.0057] [0.0083] [0.0096] [0.0091] [0.0081] [0.0070] [0.0077]
Observations 9536 9536 9536 9536 9536 9367 8268
R-squared 0.0188 00224 00256 0.023  0.0181 0.0119  0.0097

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of birth. Separate regressions by age. Controls
included in the regressions but omitted from the table are dummy variables for year of birth and for
state of birth. '
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Table 10: Effects of gender-specific unemployment rates that a woman faced at age 18-20 on
various outcomes observed at age 30-35

a. All women

Weeks
worked-last Full time
year (% in employment

Log real Log real
personal  household
earnings income

Pr (ever Years of
married) schooling

all weeks)
Female unemp. rate 0.000 -0.024 -0.008 -0.017** 0.008 0.002
at age 18-20 [0.005] [0.027] .[0.014] [0.008] [0.006] [0.005]
Male — female u. rate  0.006 -0.013 0.026* 0.024** 0.012 0.002
At age 18-20 [0.006] [0.032] [0.014] {0.010] [0.007] [0.006]
Observations 24,638 24,465 17,463 21,949 21,976 21,976
R-squared 0.03 0.03 0.11 0.16 0.05 0.08
b. Women who have married
Log real. Log real Weeks . Log real
Agg at personal household worked last Full time personal
marriage earnings of . year (% in employment earnings of
the woman T OT¢ gl weeks) the husband
Female unemp. rate -0.067 - -0.002 -0.013 0.013* 0.004 -0.021*
at age 18-20 [0.044] [0.016] [0.009]  [0.006] [0.005] [0.012]
Male — female u. rate  0.079 0.025% 0.011 0.010 0.003 0.004
At age 18-20 [0.049] [0.014] [0.012]  [0.007] [0.007] [0.012]
Observations 20861 14709 18822 18840 18840 15220
R-squared 0.207 0.093 0.184 0.043 0.085 0.095

Note: Standard errors in brackets are clustered by state of birth. Controls included in the regressions
but omitted from the table are dummy variables for education (except for the regression of years of
schooling), for current age, for year of birth and for state of birth.
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Appendix Table Al: % of the obsérvations whose state of residence is identified

Panel

Calendar year 2004 2001 1996 1993 1992 1991 1990
1978 63.0% 65.5% 652% . 72.8% 735% 72.6% 75.1%
1979 63.8% 659% 66.6% 74.1% T43% 73.1% 76.7%
1980 63.9% 669% 67.7% - 76.1% 156% 14.7% 18.5%
1981 65.0% 67.7% 683% 71.7% 76.6% 762%  80.2%
1982 654% 683% 69.6% 78.7% 78.0% 78.7% 81.6%
1983 66.0% 68.6% 70.6% 799% 792% 80.8%  83.1%
1984 67.0% 69.1% 71.7% 81.7% 80.1% 82.7% 84.3%
1985 67.8% 69.8% 72.8% 83.1% 825% 83.9% 85.6%
1986 . 68.7% 70.7% 73.8% 84.8% 84.8% 853% 88.1%
1987 692% 712% 753% 86.1% 86.8% 88.1% 89.4%
1988 703% 71.9% 76.7% 88.0% 888% 89.0% 91.3%
1989 713% 729% 783% 89.4% 89.5% 90.8% 91.6%
1990 72.5% 74.0% 80.2% 90.6% 91.7% 91.5%
1991 73.8% 754% 82.1% 91.8% 92.2%
1992 742% 762% 842% 92.9%
1993 749% 77.0% 85.7%
1994 75.4% 78.3% - 87.6%
1995 76.4% 79.4%  89.6%
1996 77.4%  81.0%
1997 78.5%  83.0%
1998 80.0% 84.5%
1999 81.7% 86.2%
2000 83.8% 87.5%
2001 86.1%
2002 88.5% .
2003 89.8%
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