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Abstract

Many aggregate-level studies suggest a relationship between economic inequality and socio-
demographic outcomes such as family formation, health, and mortality; but individual-level
evidence is lacking. Nor is there satisfactory evidence on the mechanisms by which inequality may
have an effect. We study the determinants of transitions to a nonmarital first birth as a single
parent or as a cohabiting parent compared to transitions to marriage prior to a first birth among
unmarried, childless young adults in the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1997 cohort,
from 1997 to 2011. We include measures of county-group-level household income inequality and
of the availability of jobs typically held by high-school graduates and which pay above-poverty
wages. We find that greater income inequality is associated with a reduced likelihood of
transitioning to marriage prior to a first birth for both women and men. The association between
levels of inequality and transitions to marriage can be partially accounted for by the availability of
jobs of the type we measured. Some models also suggest that greater income inequality is
associated with a reduced likelihood of transitioning to a first birth while cohabiting.
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The rise in income inequality in the United States over the past several decades is by now
well-known (Piketty and Saez 2003). Its causes are widely thought to include the
transformation of the labor market through the computerization of routine work (Kristal
2013) and the offshoring of production (Autor, Dorn and Hanson 2013). Other potential
causes include institutional factors such as the decline in the percentage of workers who
belong to unions (Western and Rosenfeld 2011) and the decreasing purchasing power of the
minimum wage (Card and DiNardo 2002), along with demographic factors such as the
increase in single- and cohabiting-parent families (Moller, Alderson and Nielsen 2009). The
growth of the financial sector may also have increased inequality by lowering labor's share
of national income (Lin and Tomaskovic-Devey 2013). It is still unclear, however, what
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effects, if any, rising income inequality has had on personal and family life at the individual
level. Although there have been many studies of the social impacts of income inequality
from researchers in economics, sociology, political science, and public health, these studies
have tended to rely on aggregate data at the cross-national, state, and metropolitan-area
level, in which the outcomes are health measures such as obesity rates (Vogli et al. 2014) or
mortality rates (McLaughlin, Stokes and Nonoyama 2001); demographic measures such as
the percentages married (Loughran 2002) or divorced (Frank, Levine and Dijk 2014);
teenage birth rates (Gold et al. 2001); or state voting patterns (Gelman, Kenworthy and Su
2010). An influential book-length treatment argued that higher levels of income inequality
cause lower levels of social trust, higher levels of mental illness in women, more drug use,
poorer physical health, higher mortality, greater obesity, lower educational attainment,
higher teenage birth rates, greater exposure among children to conflict, higher rates of
imprisonment, and less social mobility — with all of these conclusions based on cross-
national correlations (or state-level correlations within the United States) between the
outcome in question and the level of income inequality (Pickett and Wilkinson 2009).

The individual-level evidence in support of these broad conclusions, however, is surprisingly
modest. To be sure, income inequality is an aggregate-level concept that must be measured
across geographic areas. Yet an old literature in sociology has warned generations of
graduate students of the pitfalls of generalizing from ecological correlations to individual
behavior (Robinson 1950, Selvin 1958); and the outcomes that are of interest in the
inequality debate usually reside in the behavior of individuals. This is not to say that
ecological analyses of the influence of income inequality are of no value, but rather that they
must be supplemented with studies that examine outcomes on an individual level. In this
article we will present individual-level evidence of the association between income
inequality and behavior, specifically having a first birth while single or cohabiting versus
marrying prior to a first birth.

Moreover, social scientists need to clarify how and why income inequality may be correlated
with individual behavior. To have any explanatory value, inequality must be something more
than a new label for social and economic disadvantage. There are many possible pathways.
Pickett and Wilkinson (2009), for example, argue that inequality increases competition and
anxiety over social status, leading to higher chronic stress levels, reduced trust, and an
insecure, narcissistic personality. Kearney and Levine (Kearney and Levine 2014a, Kearney
and Levine 2014b), in two of the few individual-level national studies, found that that long-
term income inequality at the state level was associated with higher levels of nonmarital
births among adolescent girls in the National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG) and with
dropping out of high school among adolescents in a pooled sample of several national
studies. They hypothesized that inequality heightened adolescents' sense of economic
marginalization and lowered their perceived sense of becoming economically successful
adults, resulting in feelings of economic hopelessness and despair. With respect to early
births, Kearney and Levine argue, adolescent girls become discouraged about the prospects
for ever succeeding economically, whether through marriage or their own earnings. This dim
view of their economic future, according to the authors, lowers the opportunity costs of an
early birth. With respect to education, these feelings reduce adolescents' motivation to
graduate from high school.
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Anxiety about social status and feelings of economic marginalization are reasonable
explanations for the seeming consequences of economic inequality (Edin and Kefalas 2005,
Wilson 1987), although neither Pickett and Wilkinson nor Kearney and Levine present direct
evidence on an individual level to confirm them. But for adults who are in their twenties and
in the process of family formation, the level of income inequality in one's local area also
could reflect important variations in employment opportunities. That variation could, in turn,
influence patterns of childbearing and partnering, such as whether or not a young adult has a
nonmarital first birth. We will argue that with respect to the marital context of a first birth,
the apparent effect of local-area income inequality is, in part, a marker for employment
opportunities, most notably the proportion of jobs that are in the middle of the labor market.
By the latter phrase we mean jobs that are accessible to high-school graduates and that pay
above-poverty wages.

Our focus on the middle of the labor market follows for two reasons. First, an established
literature in sociology and economics ties marriage to labor market opportunities for young
men (Becker 1991; Oppenheimer 1988; Parsons and Bales 1955).1 Moreover, several studies
show that young women with greater earning potential have higher rates of marriage
(McLaughlin and Lichter 1997, Oppenheimer, Blossfeld and Wackerow 1995). In the current
era, most of the marriages among adults in their twenties occur to those who do not obtain
bachelor's degreesz, as we will describe later in this paper. Most are high school graduates,
for whom opportunities in the middle of the labor market are relevant.

The second reason for focusing on opportunities in the middle of the labor market is that the
percentage of occupations that are in this sector has declined: The share of routine, medium-
skilled jobs such as production workers, operatives, and sales personnel has diminished due
to the computerization of production, which has replaced workers with automated
equipment, and the globalization of production and some services, which has moved work
overseas (Autor, Katz and Kearney 2008). The result is that workers with high-school
degrees but not bachelor's degrees — and particularly men, who have tended to cluster in
these occupations — face a weakened demand for their labor, reduced bargaining power, and
decreasing or stagnant wages (Kristal 2013, Western and Rosenfeld 2011). At the same time,
the employment of men in low-skilled and generally low-paying jobs in areas such as
restaurant work and janitorial services has increased (Autor 2010). The kinds of jobs that a
man could hold for a career have diminished, and more of the remaining jobs have taken on
a temporary “stopgap” character — casual, short-term, and not part of a career strategy
(Kalleberg 2011, Oppenheimer, Kalmijn and Lim 1997). Women have also experienced a
decline in middle-skilled employment but, unlike men, they have not increased their share of
service occupations; rather, they have increased their share of upper white-collar occupations
such as professionals, managers, and technical specialists (Autor 2010).

Using this perspective, we seek to advance our understanding of the relevance of the concept
of economic inequality for individual and family life. We will examine the likelihood over

1\we focus here on different-sex marriage because it is the context in which social norms about family formation have been developed.
By a bachelor's degree we mean a college degree such as a B.A. or B.S. that is designed to be completed in four years but may take

longer to attain.
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time, among childless and unmarried young adults, of remaining childless and unmarried
versus having a nonmarital birth while unpartnered, having a nonmarital birth while
cohabiting, or marrying prior to a first birth, We will use a large, well-known, individual-
level dataset, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1997 Cohort (henceforth
NLSY97). We have included information through the 2011 survey wave. The respondents,
who were born in 1981 to 1985 and who began to enter their twenties in 2001, are the
leading edge of the cohort commonly referred to as the “millennials” (Pew Research Center
2010). We include in our analyses individual characteristics that are plausibly exogenous to
a young adult's family formation decisions, such as race and ethnicity, age, parents'
educational attainment, and family structure at the start of the observation period. We
supplement the individual records with indicators of income inequality, opportunities in the
middle of the local labor market, and sex ratios measured at the county level for respondents
living in large counties and at the county-group level for respondents living in medium-sized
and smaller counties, as well as the unemployment rate measured at the county level for
everyone.

To measure inequality, we rely on two widely-used ratios of household income inequality:
the ratio of the median household income to the household income at the 10th percentile of
the household income distribution (which we will refer to as the “50/10 ratio™) and the ratio
of income at the 90th percentile to income at the median (the “90/50 ratio™). We first
examine the relationship between income inequality and whether an unmarried, childless
individual has a first birth without marrying or cohabiting, has a first birth while cohabiting,
or marries prior to having a birth. We then examine the hypothesis that the seeming effects
of greater inequality reflect, at least in part, a lower supply of the kinds of middle-skilled
jobs that pay above-poverty wages and are available to high-school graduates.

Conceptual Model

Over the past few decades, there has been an increasing divergence by education in the ways
that American young adults start new families. Most notably, young adults with bachelor's
degrees have continued to wait until after they are married to have their first child, whereas
young adults without these credentials have increasingly had one or more children before
they married or without ever marrying (Cherlin 2010). Among the mothers of all babies born
between 2005 and 2010, just 8 percent of those with a bachelor's degree were single or
cohabiting, compared to 41 percent of those with some college education but not a
bachelor's degree, 59 percent of those with a high-school degree, and 65 percent of those
without a high-school degree (Payne, Manning and Brown 2012). The popular image of
nonmarital childbearing is still of adolescents; but fertility among adolescents has dropped
substantially, with the birth rate among women age 15-19 reaching repeated lows in recent
years (U.S. National Center for Health Statistics 2015). Although teenagers in 1970
accounted for 50 percent of all nonmarital births, by 1999 they accounted for only 29
percent (U.S. National Center for Health Statistics 2000). The largest increase in nonmarital
childbearing since 1980 has been among individuals in their twenties who have high-school
degrees but not bachelor's degrees: The percentage of mothers with this moderate level of
education who were unmarried when they gave birth increased from 14.7 percent in 1980 to
29.7 percent in 2010 (Stykes and Williams 2013). An increase in nonmarital childbearing
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has also occurred since 1980 among persons without high-school degrees (from 27.2 percent
to 34.3 percent), but the rate of change has been slower (Stykes and Williams 2013). Thus,
we have seen family formation patterns in the United States become more polarized
according to education, with nonmarital fertility remaining low among those with bachelor's
degrees but growing substantially among those without bachelor's degrees.

We propose a conceptual model of the marital context of first childbirth that rests on two
assumptions about the social norms that are relevant to family formation: First, marriage is
still a highly-valued status; and it remains, in the abstract, the preferred context for
childbearing. Several studies suggest that even as the percentage of the population that is
currently married decreases, marriage is still seen as the best basis for family life (Cherlin
2009), even among the low income population (Edin and Kefalas 2005). Second,
childbearing outside of marriage, whether in a cohabiting union or living without a partner,
is broadly social acceptable. In the 2006-2010 NSFG, 78 percent of women and 70 percent
of men strongly agreed or agreed with the statement “It is okay for an unmarried female to
have a child.”3 The wide acceptance of nonmarital childbearing is a relatively new
development; in the mid-twentieth century, when few children were born outside of
marriage, it was highly stigmatized. Its acceptance creates the opportunity for respectable
family formation outside of marriage.

In addition, we assume that young adults' transitions to a first birth can in part be modeled
using a rational-choice framework. We must acknowledge the limitations of such a model.
To be sure, many unmarried women (and nearly all of the research on intentionality is based
on studies of women) report that their first pregnancy was unintended. For instance, among
women in the 2006-2010 NSFG who had been unmarried at the time of their first pregnancy,
57 percent reported retrospectively that the pregnancy came sooner than they wanted and an
additional 19 percent reported that at the time they never wanted to become pregnant.?
England (2015) and Reed et al (2014) suggest that women may vary in their contraceptive
efficacy — their ability to take the steps necessary to follow through on their contraceptive
goals. They also argue that disadvantaged women are less efficacious and therefore more
inconsistent in their use of contraception and at higher risk of a pregnancy. Yet others argue
that intendedness is more of a continuum than a dichotomy (Bachrach and Newcomer 1999,
Edin and Kefalas 2005), with some first pregnancies neither fully intended nor fully
unintended. And in the space between the poles, we would claim, women and their partners
may respond rationally to incentives and costs. Moreover, even if a first pregnancy to an
unmarried woman was completely unintended, it may be reasonable to treat her union status
at the time of the birth — living separately, cohabiting, or married — as a decision based in
part on rational choices about the costs and benefits of her potential partnership. In addition,
a demonstration that an individual's union status at first birth is correlated with her or his
local labor market conditions would suggest that the individual is responding rationally to
market incentives. The alternative explanation — that unmarried individuals are inherently
less efficacious in areas with poorer labor markets than in areas with better labor markets —
seems implausible.

3Authors' calculation from the 2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth female public data file.
4authors' calculation from the 2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth female public data file.
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How might the dispersion of incomes — the extent of income inequality — in a local area
affect the marriage and childbearing decisions of women and men in that area? Greater
income inequality could be a marker of poorer job opportunities in the middle of the local
labor market — the sector of the labor market that is directly relevant for moderately-
educated young adults. In that case, non-college-educated young men who live in local areas
with greater income inequality would be expected to experience reduced earning potential,
as fewer of them find long-term employment at decent wages and more of them enter the
low-skilled, low-wage segment of the labor market. They would be less desirable as
marriage partners because of their reduced earning potential. We would predict that their
likelihood of marrying would be lower compared to young men who reside in areas with less
income inequality, controlling for indicators of socioeconomic and racial/ethnic background
as well as for other characteristics of the local area that could be correlated with inequality.

What is more, women may respond to men's labor market opportunities because in choosing
a partner, women place greater weight on their partners' potential income than do men. A
2014 national survey found that 78 percent of never-married women said that whether a man
had a steady job would be a very important criterion for them in choosing a spouse or
partner, whereas just 46 percent of never-married men said it would be important that their
spouse or partner have a steady job (Pew Research Center 2014). It is also possible that men
who expect to pool two incomes in support of a marriage may respond to women's labor
market potential.

Moreover, an increase in men's wage inequality increases the dispersion of men's wages in
the local area and therefore increases the gains to women of extending the search for a
partner (Gould and Paserman 2003, Loughran 2002, Oppenheimer 1988). With a wider
variation in the earnings potential of partners, a woman has more to gain by lengthening the
search process (Schwartz 2013). Therefore, greater income inequality, by lengthening the
process of searching for a spouse, could directly lower the likelihood that a never-married
young adult would transition into marriage in a given time period. As women's financial
contributions to marriage become more important to men, it is possible that greater income
inequality in an area could lengthen men's searches t00.

As to how women would respond to changes in their own labor market opportunities, the
literature suggests two contrasting effects (Hannan, Tuma, and Groeneveld 1978,
Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997). Greater opportunities could lead to an “income
effect” that increases the chances of marriage because women can offer higher incomes to
pool with their partners' incomes. Yet greater opportunities could also lead to an

S\We also recognize that the seeming effect of household income inequality could be due to its correlation with other behavioral or
cultural factors. In models not reported here, we included indicators of several of them, including the benefit level of the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, which is set by each state. The social science literature suggests that TANF benefits
may discourage marriage and encourage nonmarital childbearing by providing a source of income to mothers that is not tied to fathers'
incomes, although the size of the effect is uncertain (Moffitt 1990). Critics of social welfare programs often cite the TANF program as
encouraging dependency on government benefits (Murray 2012), although these criticisms have become more muted since a 1996 law
imposed substantial work requirements and limited lifetime receipt of federally-funded benefits to five years. To measure the cultural
milieu at the state level, we also included indicators such as the extent of state-level restrictions on same-sex unions, the percentage of
votes in the most-recent Presidential election in the state that were cast for the Republican candidate, and the level of restrictions on
abortion in the state. This last indicator could also directly influence nonmarital childbearing by making the termination of pregnancy
more difficult. However, none of these indicators were significant predictors in our models. Nor were indicators of the religion the
respondent's parents were raised in.
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“independence effect” that decreases the chances of marriage because women could better
support themselves and their children independently of marriage. The prevalence of single-
parent births is seen in this literature as an independence effect.

Whether and how income inequality and job opportunities would affect the likelihood of a
cohabiting birth is indeterminate. Research suggests that cohabitation in the United States is
a heterogeneous phenomenon with multiple meanings (Rose-Greenland and Smock 2013).6
For some, it serves as a steppingstone to marriage — a trial run that if successful would lead
to a wedding. For others, it is more of a low commitment alternative in which the partners
preserve their independence. One study that used the NLSY97 data, as we will do, showed
that among all first births to cohabiting women, 38 percent of the cohabitations began after
the women became pregnant. In contrast, among all first births to married women, 13
percent began after the woman became pregnant (Rackin and Gibson-Davis 2012).
Undoubtedly, some couples who begin to cohabit after conception are anticipating a
marriage if the relationship proves successful; but others may decide live together for a
period of time to get the child off to a good start with little expectation of marriage (Reed
2006). Women's greater job opportunities could increase the likelihood of a cohabiting birth
relative to single parenthood by increasing the economic resources of the potential
partnership; but they also make single parenthood more feasible for those who wish to
remain fully independent of a partner.

The NLSY97 is a widely-analyzed national study of nearly 9,000 young women and men
who were aged 12 to 16 at the time of the initial interview in 1997. They have been
reinterviewed annually; we use data through the 2011 wave, when 7,423 were interviewed at
ages 26 to 31, with a median age of 28. This age range is old enough that the vast majority
of the cohort's lifetime number of nonmarital first births will have been experienced. We
make this claim based on data from the 2006-2010 NSFG, which includes women and men
age 15 to 44, as presented in Table 1: Of all the first births that had occurred to women in the
NSFG who had never married by the time of the birth, 88 percent had occurred before the
women reached age 25, and 96 percent had occurred before they reached age 30. Of all the
first births that had occurred to men in the NSFG who had never married by the time of the
birth, 73 percent had occurred before the men reached age 25, and 92 percent had occurred
before they reached aged 30. According this benchmark, by the 2011 wave the NLSY97
cohort had aged into being an appropriate source of data for studying the determinants of
nonmarital first births.

The NLSY97 study has some advantages over information from other individual-level
datasets that have been used to study the union context of fertility, such as the recent waves
of the NSFG. First, it is based on annual interviews that obtain information on births and
union status contemporaneously rather than through retrospective reports obtained during
single interview, which likely improves the accuracy of the sample members' responses to

61n some Northern and Western European countries, cohabitation sometimes takes the form of a long-term committed relationship that
is functionally equivalent to marriage (Goldscheider, Bernhardt and Lappegérd 2015). But these long-term stabled arrangements are
less common in the United States (Cherlin 2009).
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questions about marital status (Hayford and Morgan 2008). Second, it provides information
on a birth cohort of individuals as they move through their teenage years and their twenties
rather than on a cross-section of individuals at one point in time.

By 2011, 53 percent of women and 41 percent of men in the NLSY97 cohort had reported
giving birth to, or fathering, at least one child. Among this group, 59 percent of first births
had occurred outside of marriage for both women and men. The percentage of NLSY97
respondents who had ever married by 2011 was lower — 48 percent of women and 38 percent
of men — a difference that is consistent with data showing that since 1991 the median age at
marriage has been higher than the median age at first birth (Arroyo et al. 2012). Relatively
few of the cohort members who had attained bachelor's degrees had borne or fathered a first
child: 34 percent of women and 23 percent of men. First births were much more common
among the non-college-educated: 65 percent of women and 48 percent of men. As a result,
college graduates were underrepresented among parents in the NLSY97 through 2011, as is
the case nationally among births to young adults under age 30. For instance, in the
2006-2010 NSFG, the mean age at first birth among women with a high-school degree was
22, compared to 28 for women with a four-year college degree; and a comparable difference
by educational attainment existed among men (U.S. National Center for Health Statistics
2012). The analyses we present should be thought of as a study of the marital context of first
births in a largely non-college-graduate young adult population. They are, of course, the
group that has been more negatively affected by rising economic inequality.

Statistical Model

For each respondent, we began with the first observation at which she or he had reached age
16 because, by the design of the survey, 16 was the youngest age at which every respondent
was observed. We excluded 75 respondents who had given birth prior to the first interview in
1997 because information on their circumstances at the time of the birth is incomplete and
an additional 87 who had given birth after 1997 but prior to age 16, as well as 6 who had
married prior to age 16. From information obtained at the annual interviews, the NLSY97
staff constructed a monthly history of birth, cohabitation, and marriages. Using these
monthly histories, we were able to classify the respondents to be in one of three relationship
categories, married, cohabiting, or unpartnered; and in one of two fertility categories, no first
birth versus first birth, in each month. Combining this information, we coded each
respondent as in one of four states each month: (1) gave birth to or fathered a first child and
not cohabiting with, or married to, the other parent, which we will call a single-parent birth;
(2) gave hirth to or fathered a first child and cohabiting with the other parent, which we will
call a cohabiting-parent birth; (3) married but no first birth, which we will call marrying
prior to having a first child; or (4) remained unmarried and childless.” A respondent who
had transitioned to states one, two, or three since the previous interview was removed from
the risk set after that year's interview. Respondents who remained in state four remained in
the risk set and were observed at the next interview. These annual observations continued

A respondent who reported both a birth and the start of a marriage in the same month was considered to have married prior to the
birth. We also replicated the analysis using the contemporaneous information collected at the time of the annual interview and only
referring to the monthly histories when annual information was incomplete; the results, which are available from the authors, were
very similar. In particular, the pattern of associations between income inequality and marriage was nearly identical.
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until either the respondent left the sample or the last observation point, 2011, was reached.
The result is 42,427 person-year observations for men and 33,625 person-year observations
for women of individuals at risk of a nonmarital first birth. Missing values were imputed
using the chained equation method to generate 20 imputation data sets, on which the
analyses were conducted.

We include cohabiting-parent births as a separate state because much of the increase in
nonmarital childbearing in recent decades has been due to the growth in births to unmarried
couples who were cohabiting at birth rather than living apart. Between 1980 and 2010, for
instance, the increase in mothers who were cohabiting at birth accounted for 64 percent of
the total increase in the proportion of mothers who were unmarried at birth (Stykes and
Williams 2013). Nevertheless, because our focus is on nonmarital first births, we treat
cohabitation and marriage differently. An individual who has married is no longer eligible to
have a nonmarital first birth, and is therefore removed from the risk-set whether or not a first
birth has occurred. In other words, an individual needed only to marry and not necessarily to
have had a first birth to be removed. Marriage is therefore considered an absorbing state
from which one cannot exit. But an individual who is cohabiting and childless is still at risk
of a nonmarital first birth and is not removed from the risk-set until either a first birth (while
still cohabiting or while single) or a marriage occurs.®

We estimate the parameters of our four-state model with a multinomial logistic, discrete-
time hazard model (Allison 1982), based on person-year observations, with standard errors
corrected for the clustering of observations within individuals:

i
log <i> = Ti+ BT+ zi+0;wit
Diat

Where j= 1 to 4 with the reference category being state 4; 7indicates the respondent /, f/isa
measure of time such that £= 1 if the respondent is age 16, #= 2 if the respondent is age 17,
and so forth through the last interview at which the respondent is observed to be at risk of a
nonmarital first birth; 7, is a vector of duration variables for the unmarried, childless spell
(based on ), xj¢is a vector of time-varying characteristics of individual 7at time £ z;jis a
vector of time-invariant characteristics of individual /7, and wj;is a vector of county- or
county-group-level indicators for individual 7at age £ The model was estimated separately
for women and men.

The time-varying individual characteristics are:

. Region of residence: Binary variables for North Central, South, and West, with
East as the reference category.

Bltis possible that a small number of respondents had their marriages end prior to having a first birth. In addition, one could expand
the state-space in ways we have chosen not to pursue. For instance, one could distinguish between cohabiting unions and marriages
that were established prior to conception versus those that were established after conceptions, as some descriptive studies have done
(Gibson-Davis and Rackin 2014). In this paper, we will not attempt to model a state-space this complex in part because we believe that
such as model would make more demands on our data than it can support.
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Year of observation: Binary variables for 2000 to 2004, 2005 to 2007, and 2008
to 2011, with 1997 to 1999 as the reference variable. The Great Recession began
in December 2007 (National Bureau of Economic Research 2010).

Age/duration: a set of dummy variables for each individual age from 16 to 28 or
more; by construction, these also account for the baseline duration dependence
pattern.

The time invariant individual characteristics are:

Race/ethnicity: Binary variables for African American, Hispanic, and other, with
non-Hispanic white as the reference category. Hispanics and African Americans
have substantially higher nonmarital birth rates than do non-Hispanic whites
(Sweeney and Raley 2014, U.S. National Center for Health Statistics 2015)

Structure of respondent's family at the start of the study in 1997: Binary variables
for (a) biological parent and stepparent present; and (b) single parent or no parent
present; with two-biological-or-adoptive parents as the reference category.
Studies suggest that men and women raised by single parents make the transition
to parenthood at earlier ages (Hofferth and Goldscheider 2010) and that they are
more likely to have children outside of marriage (Carlson, VanOrman and
Pilkauskas 2013).

Parental education: Binary variables for high-school graduate, some college, and
college graduate, with no high-school degree as the reference category. We used
mother's education if available and, if not, father's education. We take parental
education as an indicator of social class background during childhood and
adolescence.

We also included key time-varying indicators of the labor market and the sex ratio measured
at the county or county-group level. The variables in our analyses include, first, several
measures of the labor market:

Household income inequality: Two ratios comparing incomes at the ninetieth,
fiftieth, and tenth percentiles in the distribution of household incomes in the
county or county-group of residence: the ratio of the fiftieth percentile to the
tenth percentile (50/10 ratio) and the ratio of the ninetieth to the fiftieth
percentile (90/50 ratio). Both ratios have been used in the literature on income
inequality. Since the mid-1980s, the 90/50 hourly earnings ratio has increased
substantially, as earnings of workers at the top of the labor market have pulled
away from earnings of workers in the middle and at the bottom. Over the same
period, the 50/10 earnings ratio has decreased somewhat for male workers, as the
earnings of workers in the middle of the labor market have moved moderately
downward toward the earnings of workers at the bottom (Autor, Katz and
Kearney 2008). These trends in individual earnings inequality contribute to
income inequality at the household level, which we use as the basis for our
measures because of our interest in the marital context of first births.

It is not clear which of the two ratios is the most relevant for women and men in their
twenties. In their study of adolescent births, Kearney and Levine (2014a) used the 50/10
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ratio. During the early years of the NLSY97 panel, when the educational attainment of the
respondents was low, the 50/10 ratio may better reflect the opportunities they perceived. But
by 2011, the vast majority of the NLSY97 respondents had graduated from high school and
substantial numbers had taken some college courses. They could be thought of as situated in
the broad middle of the labor market, and they may look toward individuals in the ninetieth
percentile in developing their norms about standards of living. Consequently, both the spread
of opportunities in the lower half of the market, as measured by the 50/10 ratio, and the
spread of opportunities between the top and middle of the market, as indexed by the 90/50
ratio, could be relevant. Moreover, both ratios could be markers of underlying processes with
which they may be correlated. We will present models that use each of the ratios.®

The ratios are calculated from the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) versions
of the 2000 Decennial Census and the American Community Surveys for 2005 to 2011
(Ruggles et al. 2010). These datasets provide information for “super” public use microdata
areas (super-PUMAS). Super-PUMA s are the smallest geographic areas that are consistently
identified across the 2000 IPUMS Census file and the 2005-2011 IPUMS American
Community Survey files (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2013). Super-PUMAs are areas with at
least 400,000 residents. At the start of the NLSY97 study, 33 percent of the respondents
resided in large- or medium-sized counties that were identical in size to one super-PUMA or
that could be constructed by combining super-PUMASs. For respondents who resided in these
locations, our measure of the local area in 1997 is at the county level. For the remaining 67
percent of respondents, who tended to live in smaller counties, our measure of the local area
in 1997 is at the county-group level because the relevant super-PUMA included more than
one county. The 2000 values of the income inequality ratios for the super-PUMA were
assigned to the years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002. The 2005 values were
assigned to years 2003, 2004, and 2005. From 2006 through 2011, the annual values were
assigned.

. Middle-skilled jobs: We used the same IPUMS data to construct gender-specific
local area measures of the percentage of employment that is in occupations that
tend to be accessible to people who have completed high school or its equivalent
but not more than one year of college (whom we refer to as high school
graduates) and that tend to pay high proportions of people with those educational
credentials above-poverty wages. We define “above poverty” as at least 1.3 times
the poverty threshold for a household with two members. That amount was
$19,054 in 2011, which was the annual equivalent of the gross-income threshold
for eligibility in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP),
formerly known as the Food Stamp program. Thus, we are defining above-
poverty pay as annual, full-time earnings that are sufficient to support the worker
and either a spouse or a child without having to receive SNAP benefits.

More specifically, we first pooled the IPUMS data across years to estimate the percentage of
civilian wage and salary workers who completed high school but not more than a year of

91 fact, the two ratios are highly correlated. In 2000, according to the estimates we used, the correlation between the 50/10 and 90/50
ratios was 0.74. When both were entered into our estimating equations at the same time, neither dominated; rather most of the
coefficients were not statistically significant, which probably reflected the high degree of collinearity between the ratios.
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college (52.2 percent) and the percentage of full-time (35 hours per week or more), full-year
(50 weeks or more) workers with these educational credentials who earned at least 1.3 times
the poverty threshold for a household with two members (86.5 percent). Second, we
estimated similar cross-year averages of these percentages for each of the three-digit
occupations in the IPUMS data and flagged occupations that had above-average proportions
of high-school graduates (that is, above 52.2 percent) and also above-average proportions of
full-time, full-year high school graduates who were receiving above-poverty pay, as we have
defined it (above 86.5 percent).10 The flagged occupations conformed to our expectations
for middle-skilled jobs: they were mainly in the broad areas of sales, office and clerical
work, protective services, production workers, and operatives. Third, we estimated the
proportion of workers in the flagged occupations in each year in the counties and county-
groups that could be identified using super-PUMA data. Fourth, we produced gender-
specific versions of this measure by identifying occupations in which half or more of the
employees were men and occupations in which half or more of the employees were women.
We then constructed separate measures for the majority-male and majority-female sets of
occupations. We did this because of the well-known gender segregation of the work force.
Moreover, men's opportunities have been concentrated in the sectors of the economy (e.g.,
manufacturing) that have been affected more by the automation and globalization of
production. Nevertheless, this is a rough distinction because there is an overlap between the
occupations women and men typically do. We will refer to these gender-specific variables as
the index of middle-skilled jobs for men and the index of middle-skilled jobs for women.
Finally, we linked the annual observations of respondents in the NLSY97 to these annual,
local-area measures of the proportion of workers in the flagged occupations, using county
identifiers from the NLSY97 geocode file.

The result is two gender-specific indicators of the share of employment in the local area that
is accessible to high-school graduates and that pays above-poverty wages. The average
proportion of employment in all above-poverty-paying, high-school accessible occupations
in the IPUMS data is 36.9 percent, with 24.5 percent being jobs in which a majority of the
workers were men and 12.4 percent being jobs in which a majority of the workers were
women.

. Unemployment: The unemployment rate in the county in each year, which is
included at the county-level in the NLSY97 public-release dataset. It is the most
widely-used measure of overall local labor market conditions.

. Sex ratio: The IPUMS data were insufficient to calculate local sex ratios for
small age groups. We therefore constructed a ratio of the number of men age 15
to 34 in the county divided by the number of women age 15 to 34 in the county,
using annual county population estimates data from the U.S. Census Bureau.
Recent studies have found substantial rates of intermarriage among Hispanic and
Asian young adults, most often to non-Hispanic white partners; and studies have
also found increasing but much lower rates of intermarriage among African
Americans. For instance Qian and Lichter (2011) reported that among all

10The 2000-2011 IPUMS data include consistent occupational coding that is based on a modified version of the Census Bureau's 1990
occupational classification.
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marriages in 2008, 48 percent of U.S.-born Asian women married non-Asians;
and 41 percent of U.S.-born Hispanic women married non-Hispanics. In contrast,
only 9 percent of U.S.-born black women married non-blacks. Consequently, we
created separate sex ratios for non-blacks and for blacks and assigned them to
individuals accordingly.

Identification

The main threat to the identification of the causal effects of labor market characteristics such
as employment opportunities in our models is the non-random assignment of NLSY
respondents to local labor markets. Respondents who were more (or less) likely to marry
prior to a first birth due to unmeasured characteristics may have been more likely during the
study to move to new labor markets that provided better employment opportunities. Such
movement would create a spurious correlation between labor market opportunities and the
marital context of first birth. We cannot eliminate this source of bias, but in order to
minimize it, we estimated a counterfactual set of models in which we constrained all
respondents to remain in the super-PUMA they resided in at the start of the panel in 1997.
We updated the labor market characteristics of an individual's original super-PUMA
annually, but we did not allow the individual to move to a new one. Thus, the income
inequality and job availability indicators were measured contemporaneously with the
outcome measures, but with the counterfactual assumption that the respondent remained in
the same region as in 1997. The logic of this counterfactual analysis is that the location of
the respondents in 1997, at which time nearly all were living with their parents, could
reasonably be taken as exogenous to their subsequent migration decisions. Thus, we are
using 1997 location as a type of instrumental variable to predict the labor market conditions
an individual is subject to later in the life of the panel. To be sure, this is an imperfect
instrument. It is increasingly inaccurate as the panel ages; by 2003 about one-fourth had
moved from their original super-PUMA and by 2011 52 percent had moved.11 Moreover,
the respondents’ parents were not randomly assigned to counties, either. We therefore
present equivalent models in which county of residence is unconstrained, which is the usual
way in which the data would be analyzed in sociological research; and we compare the two
sets of models.

We also limited the individual-level characteristics in our statistical models to those that are
plausibly exogenous to the event of conceiving a child: the year in which the observation
took place; the respondent's age and race/ethnicity; his or her residence in one of four
regions of the nation (which is constrained to the 1997 region in our counterfactual models);
the educational attainment of her or his parent; and the family structure he or she
experienced at the start of the study in 1997. We did not include the respondent's own
enrollment status or educational attainment because these measures are often endogenous to
childbearing; for example, young women may drop out of school because they have had a
child. Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations of the variables by gender, based

llAccording to a Census Bureau report, migration (defined as moving to a new household) peaks among 20-to-24-year olds and
remains high for 25-to-29-year-olds (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2015).
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on the person-year observations of individuals at risk of a nonmarital first birth, with county
of residence unconstrained.

Table 3 presents the subset of parameters for the labor-market variables and the sex-ratio
variable in the models with area of residence constrained to the 1997 location. (The full sets
of parameters, which include the individual-level variables that largely serve as controls in
our analysis, are presented in Appendix Table 1 for men and Appendix Table 2 for women.
12y We present the results separately for the 50/10 and 90/50 ratios. For each ratio, we
present the parameters from two models, first (Model 1) without the indices of middle-
skilled jobs for men and women, and second (Model 2) with these indices included. In
Model 1 the following pattern can be seen across both inequality ratios for women and men:
Inequality is significantly and negatively related to the log-odds of marriage prior to a first
birth. That is to say, childless and unmarried men and women who reside in counties or
county-groups with greater household income inequality have a lower likelihood of moving
directly into marriage without having a birth beforehand. These results support the salience
of levels of local-area economic inequality for marriage.

In addition, women's outcomes are associated with the sex ratio, which is measured in our
models as the ratio of men to women in the local area. It is positively associated with
transitions to marriage prior to a first birth across both income ratios for women; and it
positively associated cohabiting births for women using the 50/10 ratio. The greater the
supply of men relative to women, the more likely a woman is to marry before having a first
child or to have a birth while cohabiting (as opposed to transitioning to a single-parent birth
or remaining childless), a result consistent with the idea that when women are in short
supply, they can bargain more effectively for marriage or a partnership prior to childbirth.
There are no significant associations with the sex ratio for men. Finally, the county
unemployment rate, the most widely-used measure of labor market conditions, is
significantly and positively associated with a higher likelihood of transitioning to a single-
parent birth for men.

The indices of the availability of middle-skilled jobs with above-poverty earnings in the
local area for men and for women allow us to assess the association between conditions in
the middle of the labor market and birth and marital transitions. These indices are introduced
in Model 2. For both women and men, we find that the greater the availability of middle-
skilled jobs, the greater is the likelihood of marrying prior to having a first birth. Moreover,
the indicators of both women's and men's jobs are significantly associated with marrying for
women and men. Once these indices are in the model, the parameters for the association
between household income inequality and marriage prior to a first birth are reduced in

12The significant parameters for the individual-level variables follow expected and well-known patterns. For instance, the log-odds of
both a first birth while cohabiting and of marrying prior to a first birth were greater for members of the NLSY97 cohort who were
older (recall that all were born between 1981 and 1985), undoubtedly because they had lived further into young adulthood. In addition,
the odds of a single-parent birth were higher for blacks and Hispanics, for individuals who were living in single-parent families or
stepfamilies at the start of the study, and whose parents had less education. The log-odds of marrying prior to a first birth were lower
in the East than in other regions. These results suggest that the basic relationships among individual characteristics and the
demographic outcomes in the NLSY97 cohort were working as expected from previous studies.
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magnitude and no longer statistically significant. It appears, then, that the negative
association between local-area income inequality and marriage prior to a first birth is
partially accounted for by the availability of jobs that are accessible to high-school graduates
and that pay above-poverty wages to both men and women.

In Table 4 we present the parallel results from the same models with geographical location
unconstrained — we use the actual location of the respondents in each year to update labor
market characteristics. (The full results are presented in Appendix Table 3 for men and
Appendix Table 4 for women.) With respect to the income inequality ratios, and before job
availability is entered into the equations (Model 1), greater inequality is negatively
associated with marriage prior to a first birth for women and men regardless of which
income ratio is included, as was the case in Table 3. In addition, however, greater inequality
is also negatively associated with cohabiting-parent births for women and men, using either
income ratio. Thus, greater income inequality has a more generalized negative association
with transitions out of the initial state of unmarried and childless than in the geographically-
constrained models.

Once the job indices are added to the equations (Model 2), inequality is no longer
significantly associated with the likelihood of marriage prior to a first birth for men; and it is
no longer significantly associated with the likelihood of a cohabiting-parent birth for
women. But inequality does remain a significant negative predictor of marriage for women.
As for the parameters for the job indices, they show a pattern of broad, positive association
with all possible transitions out of the initial state of being childless and never married for
women: a greater likelihood of a single-parent birth, a cohabiting-parent birth, and of
marrying prior to a birth. For men, greater availability of men's jobs is now associated with a
greater likelihood of a single-parent birth, regardless of which ratio is used. The significant
associations involving the availability of jobs, then, are less closely restricted to marriage
than in the geographically-constrained models.

We can use the estimated parameters in Tables 3 and 4 and the standard deviations in Table 2
to obtain a sense of the relative size of the associations between income inequality, middle-
skilled jobs, and the odds of marrying prior to a first birth. Using models that do not include
the job indices, we can calculate that a one standard deviation increase in local area income
inequality is associated with a mean 10.3 percent decrease in the odds of marrying prior to
having a first child, across the income ratios and the geographically constrained and
unconstrained models.13 This is the reduction in odds for one person-year; a person who
remained childless and unmarried through several years of the study, and who continued to
live in the same local area, would accumulate similar decreases in odds each year for the
entire period that he or she was at risk of a nonmarital first child. In comparison, the
reduction in the odds of marriage that would be expected for living with a single parent or
with no parents in 1997 versus living with two biological parents averaged 19.1 percent for
men and 10.7 percent for women. Thus, the size of the association with income inequality

13For instance, from Table 2, the standard deviation of the 50/10 ratio for men is 0.57. From Table 4, the coefficient for income
inequality on marriage for men using the 50/10 ratio is -0.161. The odds of marriage for men are therefore exp[(0.57)*(-0.161)] = .
912, which is a 8.8 percent reduction ([1 —.912] * 100 = 8.8). The range for men across all models in Tables 3 and 4 was 8.8 to 11.2
percent for men, and 8.6 to 14.7 percent for women.
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was about half of the size of the family structure association for men and about as large as
the family structure association for women. When middle-skilled jobs indices are entered
into the model, we find that a one standard deviation increase in the availability of such jobs
for men increases men's odds of marrying prior to having a first child by an average of 16.5
percent. For women, a one standard deviation increase in the availability of middle-skilled
jobs for women increases women's odds of marrying prior to a birth by an average of 10.1
percent.

Discussion

In much of the growing literature on inequality, social and health scientists have drawn
conclusions about its consequences based solely on correlations among aggregate-level
indicators (e.g., Pickett and Wilkinson 2009). This article provides individual-level evidence
on the association between income inequality and events in the life course. Our analyses of
the NLSY97 cohort through 2011 demonstrate an association between local-area household
income inequality and the marital context of a first birth: whether a young adult has a first
child as a single parent or as a cohabiting parent or whether she or he marries prior to having
a first birth. In all of the analyses we reported — whether we constrained geographical
mobility for a clearer causal interpretation or allowed mobility to be unconstrained, and
whether we used a measure of the distribution of household incomes that compared the
middle to the bottom or one that compared the top to the middle — our models demonstrated
that men and women living in areas with greater income inequality were less likely to marry
prior to having a first birth. These are our most robust results.

We also have presented evidence that suggests the relevance of job opportunities for
individuals with a moderate level of education. We constructed gender-specific indices of the
availability in the local area of jobs that are open to high school graduates and that pay
above-poverty wages, which we called middle-skilled jobs. For men and women, the most
consistent results across all models were that the greater the availability of men's and
women's middle-skilled jobs, the greater was the likelihood of marrying prior to having a
first birth. Once the job opportunity indices were in the models, inequality was no longer
significantly associated with the transition to marriage in most models. This pattern of
findings suggests that the availability of middle-skill jobs that pay above poverty-level
wages may account at least part of the seeming effect of income inequality on the marital
context of first births. The opposite-direction findings (greater inequality appears to reduce
the probability of marrying prior to a first birth, whereas greater job opportunities appear to
increase it) were connected for men: The index of jobs for men was negatively correlated
with the inequality ratios.14 The more unequal the household income distribution was in a
local area, the fewer middle-skilled jobs were available for men, and the less likely a man
was to marry prior to a birth.

In the models without constraints on residential location (Table 4), the associations with job
availability were more diffused across the various transitions, with better job opportunities

14Across all local areas and years, the correlations between the index of middle-skilled men's jobs and the household inequality ratios
are -0.50 for the 90/50 ratio and -0.35 for the 50/10 ratio.

Am Sociol Rev. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2017 November 22.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Cherlin et al.

Page 17

associated with a higher likelihood of transitioning not only to marriage but also to
cohabiting-parent first births. (And in one model to single-parent births as well.) Thus, the
greater availability of mid-level jobs tended to accelerate transitions to marriage prior to a
birth and to cohabiting-parent births. For women, the availability of mid-level jobs was less
closely linked to local-area inequality: the job index for women was uncorrelated with local
area inequality.15 Moreover, in some models for women, the associations with inequality
persisted even after the job indices were taken into account, that is to say, women who
resided in areas with greater inequality remained less likely to marry directly. Perhaps the
more persistent association between income inequality and marriage prior to a birth among
women, compared to men, reflects the greater search costs of finding a husband in local
areas with greater income inequality (Gould and Paserman 2003, Loughran 2002,
Oppenheimer 1988). Alternatively, it could reflect the perceived need to continue one's
education in order raise one's earning potential.

We would caution that our findings apply mainly to young adults who do not attain
bachelor's degrees. They constitute the vast majority of people who have nonmarital first
births, and they tend to have most of their children in their twenties (Cherlin, Talbert and
Yasutake 2014). As the NLSY97 cohort ages into their thirties, the men and women with
bachelor's degrees will marry and have first births in larger numbers. We can predict from
other studies that most will marry prior to having a first birth. They will predominantly be
employed in the professional, managerial, and technical sectors of the labor market that have
not been hit hard by computerization and offshoring. It is therefore not clear that local-area
income inequality will be relevant to their decisions about marriage and fertility.

But for the non-college-graduates who tend to initiate family formation in their twenties,
income inequality and the polarization of the labor market appear to have marked
associations with first childbearing and marriage. The greater the local level of income
inequality, the less likely men and women are to marry before having a first child — an
association that appears driven in part by the lesser availability of middle-skilled jobs that
pay above-poverty wages. These associations held whether we used the 50/10 and 90/50
income inequality ratios. Perhaps it is the perception of inequality throughout the
distribution of income that matters for young adults; or perhaps both income inequality
ratios are, in part, measuring constructs that are not in our models. We have made some
progress in showing that income inequality is related to first births, cohabitation, and
marriage on an individual level and that job opportunities are relevant to explaining this
relationship. But we still do not fully understand the meaning of economic inequality for
family formation among young adults.
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hazard models with area of residence fixed as of 1997:
MEN: 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in parentheses)

Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
OUTCOME 1: SINGLE
PARENT BIRTH
Age
6 -1305 7 1308 Y 1304 Y 1305
17 -0627 Y 0627 " 0629 " 0631
19 0.102 0.105 0.101 0.108
20 0.312 0.319 0.311 0.327
21 0.216 0.227 0.216 0.240
22 0542 0557 ¥ 0543 ¥ 0.576
23 0.287 0.306 0.287 0.327
24 0.174 0.197 0.169 0.210
25 0.203 0.224 0.202 0.247
26 -0.074 -0.050 -0.074 -0.021
27 0.280 0.309 0.283 0.345
28andolder 0722 0688 * 0719 * -0.641
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 1254 121 Y 1238 Y 122
Hispanic 0378 ¥ 0370 0329 ~ 0.314
Other race/ethnicities 0.057 0.057 0.032 0.041
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0487 ** o485 7 0494 T 0492
Single-parent 0430 ' 0433 " 0428 " 0433
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0326 7 0328 T 0310 Y 0300
Some college 0598 L0597 " L0592 " 0582
College degree -1285 Y 1083 Y 1285 Y 1272
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0319 * 0319 ~ 0390 ¥ 0.365
South 0238 ~ 0.248 0281 * 0.235
West 0.099 0.116 0.147 0.161
(East)
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Household economic inequality ratio:
50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 0317 ¥ 0316 ¥ 0316 ¢ 0314 *
2005 to 2007 0385 * -0.374 0392 -0.380
2008 to 2011 0595 * 0585 ¥ 0573 ¢ -0.521
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0042 * 0045 * 0.030 0.025
Sex ratio -0.554 -0.533 -0.333 -0.322
Household income -0.080 -0.067 0.150 0.327
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 3.009 5.001
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 0.551 2.053
jobs - men
Constant 3588 Y 423 " 4m05 % 6000 Y
OUTCOME 2: COHABITING BIRTH
Age
16 -2493 2401 T 2493 % 2401 M
17 0953 -0.954 ** 0952 ¢ 0953 *
19 0.417 0.423 0.419 0.422
20 0937 ™ 0950 0940 T 0949
21 0919 0939 0922 o907
22 1053 7 1083 1058 T 1080 7
23 1182 Y 1215 Y 1188 Y 1212
24 1433 7 1465 Y 1442 T 1462
25 1517 7 1886 Y 1524 T B2
26 1579 7 1627 Y 1se7r Y 1e21
27 1263 7 1320 Y 12713 Y 1313
28 and older 1234 % 1306 Y 1245 T 12098
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black -0.053 -0.060 -0.055 -0.052
Hispanic 0.217 0.246 0.251 0.256
Other race/ethnicities -0.504 -0.476 -0.494 -0.469
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0672 " 0663 o664 7 o662
Single-parent 0567 ** o570 7 0567 * 0569 **
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0370 7 0377 Y 0379 Y 0380
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Household economic inequality ratio:
50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Some college 0730 Y o722 Y 0734 Y o728 F
College degree 1494 7 1413 Y 1498 Y 14715
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0295 ~ 0.207 0.272 0.198
South 0.174 0.073 0.184 0.070
West 0.171 0.169 0.172 0.155
(East)
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 -0.021 -0.014 -0.022 -0.015
2005 to 2007 -0.106 -0.096 -0.100 -0.098
2008 to 2011 -0.340 -0.270 -0.345 -0.284
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.018 0.008 0.024 0.011
Sex ratio 1.105 0.956 0.961 0.897
Household income -0.022 0.057 -0.203 0.001
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 0.467 0.198
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 2814 * 2543
jobs - men
Constant 6161 Y e045 " 5604 7 e567 T
OUTCOME 3:
MARRIAGE PRIOR TO
BIRTH
Age
16  -2804 ** 2801 ** 2892 ** 2890 **
17 -1556 *F -1556 ** -1555 ** -1556 **
19 0766 0775 ¥ 0766 ¥ 0775
20 1403 7 1425 " 1403 T 1425
21 1988 2020 Y 1086 T 2019
22 2204 % 2343 " 20204 Y 2342
23 2363 7 2426 " 2365 7 2425 7
24 2581 7 2646 " 2586 7 2645
25 2939 Y 3012 Y 2044 " 3013
26 2960 T 3045 Y 2070 7 3047
27 2870 7 2074 Y 2885 T 2978
28 and older 2988 7 3115 Y 3003 Y 3119 7
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 0727 Y 0743 " 0742 % 071 MF
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Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Hispanic -0.096 -0.080 -0.061 -0.079
Other racefethnicities 0776 Y o738 " o781 Y 0742 F
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent -0.135 -0.150 -0.142 -0.151
Single-parent 0209 0202 0209 0201
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0.014 -0.001 0.003 0.000
Some college -0.083 -0.073 -0.094 -0.075
College degree 0247 * 0219 ~ 0253~ 0220 *
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0433 7 033 Y o435 " o341
South 0379 ™ 0283 ¥ 0442 7 o301 **
West 0221 ~ 0240 * 0260 * 0256
(East)
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 -0.146 -0.135 -0.144 -0.133
2005 to 2007 -0.327 -0.301 -0.315 -0.298
2008 to 2011 -0.617 -0.523 -0.607 0514
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.018 0.010 0.021 0.009
Sex ratio -0.034 -0.137 -0.085 -0.106
Household income 0195 ** -0.086 0416 ** -0.097
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 553 5600
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 3843 F 3924
jobs - men
Constant -4504 ' e401 " 4210 % 6563 T
=
p<.05;
ok
p<.01;

*:

HA
p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Appendix Table 2
Full parameter estimates from multinomial logistic

hazard models with area of residence fixed as of 1997:
WOMEN. 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in
parentheses)

Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
OUTCOME 1: SINGLE
PARENT BIRTH
Age
16  -0535 7 053 053 Y 0536
17 -0.260 -0.262 -0.261 -0.262
19 0.176 0.184 0.178 0.184
20 0.247 0.265 0.253 0.265 *
21 0.221 0.246 0.226 0.245
22 -0.037 -0.003 -0.028 -0.002
23 -0.147 -0.104 -0.133 -0.102
24 -0.269 -0.228 -0.252 -0.225
25 0424 -0.377 -0.408 -0.376
26 0657 0597 * 0637 ~ 0595
27 -0.316 -0.244 -0.293 -0.242
28andolder  -1.317 7 1231 Y 1200 Y 1228
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 0.955 *** 0951 *** 0953 0.949 ***
Hispanic 0684 *** o706 Y 0704 T o711 7
Other race/ethnicities 0.104 0.110 0.098 0.106
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0543 7 0533 Y o541 Y 0534 F
Single-parent 0.603 *** 0599 ¥ 0603 7 0599 ***
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0392 ' 0393 ' 0400 ' 0396
Some college 0703 ' 0691 T 0708 ' 0694
College degree 1340 Y as20 Y 341 Y 323 M
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0.192 0.143 0.179 0.146
South 0.183 0.133 0197 * 0.146
West -0.163 -0.147 -0.144 -0.138
(East)
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Household economic inequality ratio:
50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 -0.047 -0.046 -0.047 -0.046
2005 to 2007 -0.019 -0.009 -0.011 -0.007
2008 to 2011 0.093 0.138 0.092 0.133
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.009 0.002 0.012 0.004
Sex ratio -0.394 -0.469 -0.449 -0.475
Household income -0.072 -0.029 -0.236 -0.098
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 2.786 2.522
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 1.947 1.731
jobs - men
Constant 3029 ' 3909 * 2684 Y 3699
OUTCOME 2:
COHABITING BIRTH
Age
16  -153 7 -as37 Y s Y 537 M
17 -0524 0526 0524 * 0525
19 0456 ¥ 0467 ¥ 0458 ** 0467 ¥
20 0441 0464 0446 0464
21 049 * 0530 ¥ 0500 0529 ¥
22 0.168 0.215 0.176 0.214
23 0675 0732 ™ oes7 ** 0732
24 -0.038 0.015 -0.022 0.017
25 0.038 0.099 0.052 0.099
26 -0.049 0.029 -0.032 0.028
27 -0.380 -0.285 -0.356 -0.284
28 and older -0.096 0.018 -0.068 0.018
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black -0.163 -0.168 -0.164 -0.167
Hispanic 0303 * 0331 * 0331 ~ 0340 ~
Other race/ethnicities -0.124 -0.116 -0.133 -0.121
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0743 o731 7 0740 T o731 ***
Single-parent 0582 *** o576 * o580 T o576 F
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0425 Y 0430 T 0439 ' 0436
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Household economic inequality ratio:
50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Some college 0744 ' 0729 " o752 " 0734 MF
College degree -1663 7 1635 Y 1666 7 1640
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0.058 -0.018 0.043 -0.015
South 0.002 -0.073 0.030 -0.052
West 0.017 0.038 0.049 0.049
(East)
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 0.018 0.021 0.016 0.020
2005 to 2007 0.211 0.229 0.218 0.231
2008 to 2011 0.444 0.513 0.444 0.506
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate -0.018 -0.027 -0.015 -0.024
Sex ratio 1273 * 1.211 1.186 1.186
Household income -0.103 -0.031 -0.345 -0.140
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 4.225 3.969
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 2927 % 2.605
jobs - men
Constant 4747 7 155 Y 4216 Y s8I0
OUTCOME 3:
MARRIAGE PRIOR TO
BIRTH
Age
16 2624 T 2623 Y 2623 Y 262 7
17 -0966 7 0967 T -0967 Y 0967
19 0.734 *** 0.745 *** 0735 0.745 ***
20 0992 ™ 1018 0995 ™ 1018
21 1382 1420 1384 1420
22 1242 1203 1246 1203
23 1577 1639 **F 1584 ' 1639 **
24 1466 1525 1474 7 1526
25 1.809 * 1870 1817 1872
26 1687 Y 1786 ** 1699 ' 1789 **
27 1814 1909 1830 1913
28 and older 1919 2028 *** 1938 2032
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 1081 Y 1096 Y 1084 Y 1101 F
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Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Hispanic -0.186 -0.165 -0.166 -0.163
Other racefethnicities 0655 Y 0644 " 0659 7 0647 F
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0.042 0.031 0.045 0.035
Single-parent -0.118 -0.127 -0.118 -0.126
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree -0.148 -0.162 -0.161 -0.164
Some college 0261 0251 % 0269 0253
College degree 0355 ' 0335 T 0380 ' 033
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0359 7 o301 ** 0362 ™ o314 **
South 0573 ™ o530 Y o618 * osm57 7
West 0219 * 0243 * 0256 0266 **
(East)
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 -0.195 -0.189 -0.196 -0.189
2005 to 2007 -0.154 -0.125 -0.149 -0.124
2008 to 2011 -0.329 -0.254 -0.324 -0.250
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.012 0.008 0.013 0.007
Sex ratio 1416 7 1376 ** 1420 *F 1411 7
Household income 0133 ¥ -0.082 0309 -0.129
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 6.965 6.864 7
jobs - women
_ blndex of middle-skilled 2519 2506 "
jobs - men
Constant -4910 7 6583 " 4686 7 601 T
=
p<.05;
ok
p<.01;

*:

HA
p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Appendix Table 3
Full parameter estimates from multinomial logistic

hazard models with area of residence unconstrained:
MEN. 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in parentheses)

Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
OUTCOME 1: SINGLE
PARENT BIRTH
Age
6  -1.318 Y 318 Y 316 Y 1315
17 -0620 0631 T 0631 7 .0635
19 0.100 0.108 0.099 0.111
20 0.304 0323 *~ 0.302 0329 ~
21 0.200 0.230 0.197 0.243
22 0526 0567 0522 ** 0585
23 0.275 0.325 0.270 0.346
24 0.173 0.222 0.166 0.236
25 0.193 0.245 0.191 0.273
26 -0.092 -0.028 -0.092 0.007
27 0.263 0.339 0.258 0.374
28andolder 0754 -0.667 0753 ¢ -0.615
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 1234 % 1220 Y 1229 Y 1212
Hispanic 0362 0385 0322 ~ 0330
Other race/ethnicities 0.050 0.063 0.036 0.057
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0494 *** 0489 " 0503 T o504
Single-parent 0430 7 0432 Y o431 " 0438
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0315 ' 0310 T 0310 7 .0209 ***
Some college 0582 ' 0566 * 0582 ' .oB53
College degree 1273 Y 245 Y L1280 Y 1239 F
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0359 0307 * 0417 ¥ 0343 ~
South 0272 ~ 0.212 0201 * 0.153
West 0.057 0.070 0.082 0.085
(East)
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Household economic inequality ratio:
50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 0325 * 0320 0326 0320 *
2005 to 2007 -0.368 -0.351 -0.384 -0.372
2008 to 2011 0670 * -0.604 ¥ -0.665 * 0553 *
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0069 ' 0064 ¥ 0059 ¥ 0.042
Sex ratio -0.342 -0.430 -0.185 -0.264
Household income -0.004 0.046 0.240 0576
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 3.484 6001 *
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 2204 ¥ 4180 7
jobs - men
Constant -4267 Y 5346 Y 5029 Y 7AiM
OUTCOME 2:
COHABITING BIRTH
Age
16 -2495 2404 " 2494 " 2493 **
17 -0952 0953 ¥ 0951 ¥ 0953 ¥
19 0.420 0.423 0.420 0.423
20 0942 0951 T o945 T o951 *
21 0926 ™ 0940 0930 T 0939
22 1060 Y 1079 Y 1067 " 1080 7
23 1193 Y 1215 Y 1202 Y 1217
24 1446 7 1465 Y 1457 7 1488
25 1528 1555 Y 1838 T q1ms5
26 1584 1619 Y 101 7 1623
27 1271 Y 1310 Y 1203 Y 317
28 and older 1236 7 1282 Y 1250 F 1289
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black -0.080 -0.080 -0.104 -0.100
Hispanic 0269 ¥ 0302 0305 032 ~
Other race/ethnicities -0.471 -0.447 -0.485 -0.464
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0.664 ** o657 7 0654 7 0652 ***
Single-parent 0562 *** o564 * o559 T o561 F
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0395 ' 0396 T 0305 ' 0394
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Some college
College degree
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central
South
West
(East)
Year of observation
2000 to 2004
2005 to 2007
2008 to 2011
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate
Sex ratio

Household income
inequality ratio

Index of middle-skilled

jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled
jobs - men
Constant
OUTCOME 3:
MARRIAGE PRIOR TO
BIRTH
Age
16
17
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28 and older
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black

Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio

Model 1
-0.731
-1.502

0.272
0.109
0.077

-0.026
-0.106
-0.376

0.033
0.265
-0.266

-4.335

-2.892
-1.556
0.766
1.407
1.997
2.307
2.377
2.595
2.960
2.985
2.904
3.030

-0.706

kA

HAA

*k

Model 2
-0.719
-1.478

0.203
0.039
0.072

-0.023
-0.105
-0.328

0.023
0.116
-0.218

-1.552

1.983

-4.551

-2.891
-1.558
0.771
1.420
2.017
2.336
2.415
2.630
3.003
3.038
2.967
3.103

-0.719

Hokk

Aok

Aok

Hok

Hok

Hokk

HokA

Hokk

HoAA

Hokk

HoAA
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90/50 ratio

Model 1
-0.729
-1.493

0.282
0.194
0.144

-0.025
-0.089
-0.357

0.036
0.236
-0.549

-4.032

-2.891
-1.556
0.766
1.408
1.998
2.310
2.383
2.603
2.967
2.997
2.921
3.046

-0.716

kA

HAA

ok

ok

ok

*ok

kA

kA

kA

kA

kA

kA

Model 2
-0.719
-1.476

0.228
0.118
0.127

-0.022
-0.093
-0.319

0.026
0.139
-0.421

-1.758

1.606

-4.311

-2.891
-1.558
0.770
1.420
2.016
2.335
2.415
2.631
3.004
3.040
2971
3.106

-0.724

kA

ok

ok

*ok

kA

HAA

kA

HAA

kA

HAA

HAA
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Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Hispanic -0.122 -0.094 -0.092 -0.083
Other race/ethnicities 0784 " o786 " 0788 ' 0760 T
(Whites)

Family composition in 1997
Stepparent -0.131 -0.143 -0.137 -0.144
Single-parent 0215 0211 0217 7 0212
(Other compositions)

Parental education
High school degree 0.012 0.008 0.007 0.006
Some college -0.085 -0.068 -0.089 -0.071
College degree 0225 * -0.191 0222 * -0.193
(Less than high school)

Region
North Central 049 0418 " 0495 T o427
South 0570 " 0504 0627 " o539 *
West 0317 ** 0322 ** 0353 7 0343 ¥
(East)

Year of observation
2000 to 2004 -0.140 -0.135 -0.140 -0.135
2005 to 2007 -0.344 -0.336 -0.333 -0.330
2008 to 2011 -0.592 -0.531 -0.587 -0.530
(1997 to 1999)

Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.003 -0.006 0.007 -0.005
Sex ratio 0.608 0.454 0.566 0.461
Household income 0161 * -0.092 0389 0192

inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled -0.055 -0.089

jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 2684 ** 2515 **

jobs - men

Constant 5343 ' 006 " 4905 Y g4

*
p<.05;
"
p<.01;

*:

HA
p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Appendix Table 4
Full parameter estimates from multinomial logistic

hazard models with area of residence unconstrained:
WOMEN. 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in
parentheses)

Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
OUTCOME 1: SINGLE
PARENT BIRTH
Age
16  -0535 7 0538 053 ' .0538
17 -0.260 -0.264 -0.261 -0.264
19 0.176 0.189 0.179 0.189
20 0.245 0274 * 0.252 0274 *
21 0.216 0.258 0.222 0.257
22 -0.041 0.015 -0.031 0.014
23 -0.149 -0.077 -0.134 -0.078
24 -0.266 -0.192 -0.249 -0.193
25 -0.422 -0.337 -0.404 -0.338
26 0654 -0.551 0634 ~ -0.552
27 -0.322 -0.199 -0.295 -0.201
28andolder  -1.319 7 1175 Y 1200 Y 1178
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 1.006 1001 1006 1.002
Hispanic 0682 *** o713 Y o704 T o716
Other race/ethnicities 0.109 0.132 0.110 0.131
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0555 0538 M os51 Y o538
Single-parent 0.609 *** o606 ¥ 0609 * 0606 ***
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0394 7 0389 ' 0401 ' 0301
Some college 0704 ' 0683 T 0710 Y 0686
College degree 1320 % a7 Y 327 Y 1288 Y
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0.177 0.096 0.155 0.094
South 0.155 0.067 0.167 0.070
West -0.198 -0.174 -0.180 -0.175
(East)
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Household economic inequality ratio:
50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 -0.050 -0.049 -0.051 -0.049
2005 to 2007 -0.019 -0.004 -0.009 -0.003
2008 to 2011 0.077 0.154 0.076 0.150
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.015 0.004 0.020 0.005
Sex ratio 0.042 -0.075 -0.033 -0.085
Household income -0.078 -0.004 0203 * -0.045
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 3.967 3.806
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled 3256 ¥ 3121
jobs - men
Constant 3469 Y 4861 Y 2085 Y 4707 F
OUTCOME 2:
COHABITING BIRTH
Age
16 -1531 7 533 Y a3 Y a3 7
17 0516 0518 ~ 0519 ~ 0520 *
19 0454 ** 0468 ** 0457 0469 ¥
20 0434 0464 0440 0467 ¥
21 0480 0525 048 0530 **
22 0.153 0.211 0.163 0.218
23 0662 ¥ 0739 ™ os78 ** 0748 *
24 -0.042 0.034 -0.027 0.042
25 0.023 0.110 0.042 0.121
26 -0.070 0.036 -0.047 0.051
27 0412 -0.284 -0.374 -0.262
28and older  -0.139 0.007 -0.101 0.030
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black -0.148 -0.155 -0.162 -0.169
Hispanic 0333 0352 0343 ~ 0345 ¥
Other race/ethnicities -0.111 -0.094 -0.115 -0.098
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0732 *** o718 7 0731 T o721 ***
Single-parent 0588 *** 0584 *  os87 T o584 F
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree 0437 7 0436 T 0441 T 0433 7
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Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio
Model 1
Some college 0744 *
College degree 1635
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0.023
South -0.098
West -0.089
(East)
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 0.018
2005 to 2007 0.234
2008 to 2011 0.412
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.009
Sex ratio 1.012
Household income -0.266 **
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled
jobs - women
Index of middle-skilled
jobs - men
Constant -3.904 ***
OUTCOME 3:
MARRIAGE PRIOR TO
BIRTH
Age
16 -2628
17 -0968
19 o073
20 0998 *
21 1393
22 1257
23 158 %
24 1491
25 1841
26 1724
27 1849
28andolder 1975 ¥
(18)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 1068

Model 2
-0.724
-1.595

-0.042
-0.163
-0.058

0.020
0.261
0.493

0.003
1.024
-0.186

6.597

3.383

-5.870

-2.627
-0.968
0.744
1.020
1.427
1.300
1.656
1.551
1.907
1.806
1.943
2.081

-1.084

Hokk

Aok

Hok
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Model 1
-0.746
-1.633

0.050
-0.021
-0.005

0.016
0.244
0.430

0.007
1.054
-0.504

-3.758

-2.626
-0.969
0.737
1.004
1.398
1.263
1.609
1.504
1.856
1.742
1.878
2.003

-1.077

kA

ok

kA

H kA

kA

kA

kA

kA

kA

kA

Model 2
-0.722
-1.593

-0.007
-0.114
0.003

0.019
0.263
0.510

-0.003
1.113
-0.237

6.549

3.438

-6.114

-2.626
-0.969
0.745
1.023
1.429
1.301
1.659
1.555
1.911
1.812
1.956
2.090

-1.092

kA

A A

kA

HAA

kA

HAA

kA

HAA

HAA

kA

HAA

HAA
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Household economic inequality ratio:

50/10 ratio 90/50 ratio
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Hispanic -0.172 -0.164 -0.152 -0.157
Other racefethnicities 0631 ' 0617 " 063 7 .0623
(Whites)
Family composition in 1997
Stepparent 0.047 0.035 0.048 0.038
Single-parent -0.108 -0.115 -0.110 -0.114
(Other compositions)
Parental education
High school degree -0.144 -0.145 -0.156 -0.151
Some college 0249 * 0235 * 0256 0241 *
College degree 0313 0281 0318 0288
(Less than high school)
Region
North Central 0327 0289 0345 ™ 0320 **
South o707 ™ o678 Y o788 * o747
West 0254 0278 0319 0332 **
(East)
Year of observation
2000 to 2004 -0.204 -0.199 -0.206 -0.200
2005 to 2007 0171 -0.145 -0.160 -0.140
2008 to 2011 -0.370 -0.305 -0.360 -0.301
(1997 to 1999)
Contextual variables:
Unemployment rate 0.021 0.017 0.022 0.016
Sex ratio 1634 7 1636 1693 7 1718 7
Household income 0260 Y 0204 0509 * 0350 *
inequality ratio
Index of middle-skilled 5952 % 5872 7
jobs - women
_ blndex of middle-skilled 2258 2021 *
jobs - men
Constant 4757 Y 6203 Y 4602 7 .28 T
=
p<.05;
ok
p<.01;

H kA

p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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	AppendixAppendix Table 1Full parameter estimates from multinomial logistic hazard models with area of residence fixed as of 1997: MEN: 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in parentheses)Household economic inequality ratio:50/10 ratio90/50 ratioModel 1Model 2Model 1Model 2OUTCOME 1: SINGLE PARENT BIRTHAge16-1.305***-1.306***-1.304***-1.305***17-0.627***-0.627***-0.629***-0.631***190.1020.1050.1010.108200.3120.3190.3110.327*210.2160.2270.2160.240220.542**0.557**0.543**0.576***230.2870.3060.2870.327240.1740.1970.1690.210250.2030.2240.2020.24726-0.074-0.050-0.074-0.021270.2800.3090.2830.34528 and older-0.722*-0.688*-0.719*-0.641 (18)Race/Ethnicity Black1.254***1.241***1.238***1.222*** Hispanic0.378**0.370*0.329*0.314* Other race/ethnicities0.0570.0570.0320.041  (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.487***0.485***0.494***0.492*** Single-parent0.430***0.433***0.428***0.433***  (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.326***-0.328***-0.310***-0.309*** Some college-0.598***-0.597***-0.592***-0.582*** College degree-1.285***-1.283***-1.285***-1.272***  (Less than high school)Region North Central0.319*0.319*0.390**0.365** South0.238*0.2480.281*0.235 West0.0990.1160.1470.161  (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.317*-0.316*-0.316*-0.314* 2005 to 2007-0.385*-0.374-0.392*-0.380 2008 to 2011-0.595*-0.585*-0.573*-0.521  (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.042*0.045*0.0300.025 Sex ratio-0.554-0.533-0.333-0.322 Household income inequality ratio-0.080-0.0670.1500.327 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women3.0095.001 Index of middle-skilled jobs - men0.5512.053Constant-3.588***-4.223***-4.505***-6.090***OUTCOME 2: COHABITING BIRTHAge16-2.493***-2.491***-2.493***-2.491***17-0.953*-0.954**-0.952*-0.953*190.4170.4230.4190.422200.937***0.950***0.940***0.949***210.919***0.939***0.922***0.937***221.053***1.083***1.058***1.080***231.182***1.215***1.188***1.212***241.433***1.465***1.442***1.462***251.517***1.556***1.524***1.552***261.579***1.627***1.587***1.621***271.263***1.320***1.273***1.313***28 and older1.234***1.306***1.245***1.298*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-0.053-0.060-0.055-0.052 Hispanic0.2170.2460.2510.256 Other race/ethnicities-0.504-0.476-0.494-0.469  (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.672***0.663***0.664***0.662*** Single-parent0.567***0.570***0.567***0.569***  (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.370***-0.377***-0.379***-0.380*** Some college-0.730***-0.722***-0.734***-0.723*** College degree-1.494***-1.473***-1.496***-1.475***  (Less than high school)Region North Central0.295*0.2070.2720.198 South0.1740.0730.1840.070 West0.1710.1690.1720.155  (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.021-0.014-0.022-0.015 2005 to 2007-0.106-0.096-0.100-0.098 2008 to 2011-0.340-0.270-0.345-0.284  (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0180.0080.0240.011 Sex ratio1.1050.9560.9610.897 Household income inequality ratio-0.0220.057-0.2030.001 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women0.4670.198 Index of middle-skilled jobs - men2.814*2.543Constant-6.161***-6.945***-5.604***-6.567***OUTCOME 3 : MARRIAGE PRIOR TO BIRTHAge16-2.894**-2.891**-2.892**-2.890**17-1.556**-1.556**-1.555**-1.556**190.766**0.775**0.766**0.775**201.403***1.425***1.403***1.425***211.988***2.020***1.986***2.019***222.294***2.343***2.294***2.342***232.363***2.426***2.365***2.425***242.581***2.646***2.586***2.645***252.939***3.012***2.944***3.013***262.960***3.045***2.970***3.047***272.870***2.974***2.885***2.978***28 and older2.988***3.115***3.003***3.119*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-0.727***-0.743***-0.742***-0.751*** Hispanic-0.096-0.080-0.061-0.079 Other race/ethnicities-0.776***-0.738***-0.781***-0.742***  (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent-0.135-0.150-0.142-0.151 Single-parent-0.209**-0.202**-0.209**-0.201**  (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree0.014-0.0010.0030.000 Some college-0.083-0.073-0.094-0.075 College degree-0.247*-0.219*-0.253*-0.220*  (Less than high school)Region North Central0.433***0.334***0.435***0.341*** South0.379***0.283**0.442***0.301** West0.221*0.240*0.260*0.256*  (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.146-0.135-0.144-0.133 2005 to 2007-0.327-0.301-0.315-0.298 2008 to 2011-0.617-0.523-0.607-0.514  (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0180.0100.0210.009 Sex ratio-0.034-0.137-0.085-0.106 Household income inequality ratio-0.195**-0.086-0.416**-0.097 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women5.530*5.600* Index of middle-skilled jobs - men3.843***3.924***Constant-4.504***-6.401***-4.210***-6.563****p<.05;**p<.01;***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)Appendix Table 2Full parameter estimates from multinomial logistic hazard models with area of residence fixed as of 1997: WOMEN. 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in parentheses)Household economic inequality ratio:50/10 ratio90/50 ratioModel 1Model 2Model 1Model 2OUTCOME 1: SINGLE PARENT BIRTHAge16-0.535***-0.536***-0.535***-0.536***17-0.260-0.262-0.261-0.262190.1760.1840.1780.184200.2470.265*0.2530.265*210.2210.2460.2260.24522-0.037-0.003-0.028-0.00223-0.147-0.104-0.133-0.10224-0.269-0.228-0.252-0.22525-0.424-0.377-0.408-0.37626-0.657*-0.597*-0.637*-0.595*27-0.316-0.244-0.293-0.24228 and older-1.317***-1.231***-1.290***-1.228*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black0.955***0.951***0.953***0.949*** Hispanic0.684***0.706***0.704***0.711*** Other race/ethnicities0.1040.1100.0980.106 (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.543***0.533***0.541***0.534*** Single-parent0.603***0.599***0.603***0.599*** (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.392***-0.393***-0.400***-0.396*** Some college-0.703***-0.691***-0.708***-0.694*** College degree-1.340***-1.321***-1.341***-1.323*** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.1920.1430.1790.146 South0.1830.1330.197*0.146 West-0.163-0.147-0.144-0.138 (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.047-0.046-0.047-0.046 2005 to 2007-0.019-0.009-0.011-0.007 2008 to 20110.0930.1380.0920.133 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0090.0020.0120.004 Sex ratio-0.394-0.469-0.449-0.475 Household income inequality ratio-0.072-0.029-0.236-0.098 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women2.7862.522 Index of middle-skilled jobs - men1.9471.731Constant-3.029***-3.909***-2.684***-3.699***OUTCOME 2: COHABITING BIRTHAge16-1.536***-1.537***-1.536***-1.537***17-0.524*-0.526*-0.524*-0.525*190.456**0.467**0.458**0.467**200.441*0.464*0.446*0.464*210.496*0.530**0.500*0.529**220.1680.2150.1760.214230.675**0.732***0.687**0.732***24-0.0380.015-0.0220.017250.0380.0990.0520.09926-0.0490.029-0.0320.02827-0.380-0.285-0.356-0.28428 and older-0.0960.018-0.0680.018 (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-0.163-0.168-0.164-0.167 Hispanic0.303*0.331*0.331*0.340* Other race/ethnicities-0.124-0.116-0.133-0.121 (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.743***0.731***0.740***0.731*** Single-parent0.582***0.576***0.580***0.576*** (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.425***-0.430***-0.439***-0.436*** Some college-0.744***-0.729***-0.752***-0.734*** College degree-1.663***-1.635***-1.666***-1.640*** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.058-0.0180.043-0.015 South0.002-0.0730.030-0.052 West0.0170.0380.0490.049 (East)Year of observation 2000 to 20040.0180.0210.0160.020 2005 to 20070.2110.2290.2180.231 2008 to 20110.4440.5130.4440.506 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate-0.018-0.027-0.015-0.024 Sex ratio1.273*1.2111.1861.186 Household income inequality ratio-0.103-0.031-0.345-0.140 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women4.2253.969 Index of middle-skilled jobs - men2.927*2.605Constant-4.747***-6.155***-4.216***-5.810***OUTCOME 3 : MARRIAGE PRIOR TO BIRTHAge16-2.624***-2.623***-2.623***-2.622***17-0.966***-0.967***-0.967***-0.967***190.734***0.745***0.735***0.745***200.992***1.018***0.995***1.018***211.382***1.420***1.384***1.420***221.242***1.293***1.246***1.293***231.577***1.639***1.584***1.639***241.466***1.525***1.474***1.526***251.809***1.870***1.817***1.872***261.687***1.766***1.699***1.769***271.814***1.909***1.830***1.913***28 and older1.919***2.028***1.938***2.032*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-1.081***-1.096***-1.084***-1.101*** Hispanic-0.186-0.165-0.166-0.163 Other race/ethnicities-0.655***-0.644***-0.659***-0.647*** (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.0420.0310.0450.035 Single-parent-0.118-0.127-0.118-0.126 (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.148-0.162-0.161-0.164 Some college-0.261**-0.251*-0.269**-0.253* College degree-0.355***-0.335***-0.360***-0.336*** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.359***0.301**0.362***0.314** South0.573***0.530***0.618***0.557*** West0.219*0.243*0.256**0.266** (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.195-0.189-0.196-0.189 2005 to 2007-0.154-0.125-0.149-0.124 2008 to 2011-0.329-0.254-0.324-0.250 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0120.0080.0130.007 Sex ratio1.416**1.376**1.420**1.411** Household income inequality ratio-0.133*-0.082-0.309*-0.129 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women6.965**6.864** Index of middle-skilled jobs - men2.579***2.506**Constant-4.910***-6.583***-4.686***-6.601****p<.05;**p<.01;***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)Appendix Table 3Full parameter estimates from multinomial logistic hazard models with area of residence unconstrained: MEN. 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in parentheses)Household economic inequality ratio:50/10 ratio90/50 ratioModel 1Model 2Model 1Model 2OUTCOME 1: SINGLE PARENT BIRTHAge16-1.318***-1.318***-1.316***-1.315***17-0.629***-0.631***-0.631***-0.635***190.1000.1080.0990.111200.3040.323*0.3020.329*210.2000.2300.1970.243220.526**0.567**0.522**0.585***230.2750.3250.2700.346240.1730.2220.1660.236250.1930.2450.1910.27326-0.092-0.028-0.0920.007270.2630.3390.2580.37428 and older-0.754*-0.667-0.753*-0.615 (18)Race/Ethnicity Black1.234***1.222***1.229***1.212*** Hispanic0.362*0.385**0.322*0.330* Other race/ethnicities0.0500.0630.0360.057 (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.494***0.489***0.503***0.504*** Single-parent0.430***0.432***0.431***0.438*** (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.315***-0.310***-0.310***-0.299*** Some college-0.582***-0.566***-0.582***-0.553*** College degree-1.273***-1.245***-1.280***-1.239*** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.359**0.307*0.417**0.343* South0.272*0.2120.291*0.153 West0.0570.0700.0820.085 (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.325*-0.320*-0.326*-0.320* 2005 to 2007-0.368-0.351-0.384-0.372 2008 to 2011-0.670*-0.604*-0.665*-0.553* (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.069***0.064**0.059**0.042 Sex ratio-0.342-0.430-0.185-0.264 Household income inequality ratio-0.0040.0460.2400.576** Index of middle-skilled jobs - women3.4846.001* Index of middle-skilled jobs - men2.294*4.180**Constant-4.267***-5.346***-5.029***-7.471***OUTCOME 2: COHABITING BIRTHAge16-2.495***-2.494***-2.494***-2.493***17-0.952*-0.953*-0.951*-0.953*190.4200.4230.4200.423200.942***0.951***0.945***0.951***210.926***0.940***0.930***0.939***221.060***1.079***1.067***1.080***231.193***1.215***1.202***1.217***241.446***1.465***1.457***1.468***251.528***1.555***1.538***1.555***261.584***1.619***1.601***1.623***271.271***1.310***1.293***1.317***28 and older1.236***1.282***1.259***1.289*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-0.080-0.080-0.104-0.100 Hispanic0.269*0.302*0.305*0.322* Other race/ethnicities-0.471-0.447-0.485-0.464 (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.664***0.657***0.654***0.652*** Single-parent0.562***0.564***0.559***0.561*** (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.395***-0.396***-0.395***-0.394*** Some college-0.731***-0.719***-0.729***-0.719*** College degree-1.502***-1.478***-1.493***-1.476*** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.2720.2030.2820.228 South0.1090.0390.1940.118 West0.0770.0720.1440.127 (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.026-0.023-0.025-0.022 2005 to 2007-0.106-0.105-0.089-0.093 2008 to 2011-0.376-0.328-0.357-0.319 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0330.0230.0360.026 Sex ratio0.2650.1160.2360.139 Household income inequality ratio-0.266**-0.218*-0.549**-0.421 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women-1.552-1.758 Index of middle-skilled jobs - men1.9831.606Constant-4.335***-4.551***-4.032***-4.311***OUTCOME 3 : MARRIAGE PRIOR TO BIRTHAge16-2.892**-2.891**-2.891**-2.891**17-1.556**-1.558**-1.556**-1.558**190.766**0.771**0.766**0.770**201.407***1.420***1.408***1.420***211.997***2.017***1.998***2.016***222.307***2.336***2.310***2.335***232.377***2.415***2.383***2.415***242.595***2.630***2.603***2.631***252.960***3.003***2.967***3.004***262.985***3.038***2.997***3.040***272.904***2.967***2.921***2.971***28 and older3.030***3.103***3.046***3.106*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-0.706***-0.719***-0.716***-0.724*** Hispanic-0.122-0.094-0.092-0.083 Other race/ethnicities-0.784***-0.756***-0.788***-0.761*** (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent-0.131-0.143-0.137-0.144 Single-parent-0.215**-0.211**-0.217**-0.212** (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree0.0120.0080.0070.006 Some college-0.085-0.068-0.089-0.071 College degree-0.225*-0.191-0.222*-0.193 (Less than high school)Region North Central0.496***0.418***0.495***0.427*** South0.570***0.504***0.627***0.539*** West0.317**0.322**0.353***0.343** (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.140-0.135-0.140-0.135 2005 to 2007-0.344-0.336-0.333-0.330 2008 to 2011-0.592-0.531-0.587-0.530 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.003-0.0060.007-0.005 Sex ratio0.6080.4540.5660.461 Household income inequality ratio-0.161*-0.092-0.389**-0.192 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women-0.055-0.089 Index of middle-skilled jobs - men2.684**2.515**Constant-5.343***-6.006***-4.995***-5.874****p<.05;**p<.01;***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)Appendix Table 4Full parameter estimates from multinomial logistic hazard models with area of residence unconstrained: WOMEN. 50/10 90/50 (Reference categories in parentheses)Household economic inequality ratio:50/10 ratio90/50 ratioModel 1Model 2Model 1Model 2OUTCOME 1: SINGLE PARENT BIRTHAge16-0.535***-0.538***-0.536***-0.538***17-0.260-0.264-0.261-0.264190.1760.1890.1790.189200.2450.274*0.2520.274*210.2160.2580.2220.25722-0.0410.015-0.0310.01423-0.149-0.077-0.134-0.07824-0.266-0.192-0.249-0.19325-0.422-0.337-0.404-0.33826-0.654*-0.551-0.634*-0.55227-0.322-0.199-0.295-0.20128 and older-1.319***-1.175***-1.290***-1.178*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black1.006***1.001***1.006***1.002*** Hispanic0.682***0.713***0.704***0.716*** Other race/ethnicities0.1090.1320.1100.131 (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.555***0.538***0.551***0.538*** Single-parent0.609***0.606***0.609***0.606*** (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.394***-0.389***-0.401***-0.391*** Some college-0.704***-0.683***-0.710***-0.686*** College degree-1.329***-1.287***-1.327***-1.288*** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.1770.0960.1550.094 South0.1550.0670.1670.070 West-0.198-0.174-0.180-0.175 (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.050-0.049-0.051-0.049 2005 to 2007-0.019-0.004-0.009-0.003 2008 to 20110.0770.1540.0760.150 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0150.0040.0200.005 Sex ratio0.042-0.075-0.033-0.085 Household income inequality ratio-0.078-0.004-0.293*-0.045 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women3.9673.806 Index of middle-skilled jobs - men3.256**3.121**Constant-3.469***-4.861***-2.985***-4.707***OUTCOME 2: COHABITING BIRTHAge16-1.531***-1.533***-1.531***-1.534***17-0.516*-0.518*-0.519*-0.520*190.454**0.468**0.457**0.469**200.434*0.464*0.440*0.467*210.480*0.525**0.486*0.530**220.1530.2110.1630.218230.662**0.739***0.678**0.748***24-0.0420.034-0.0270.042250.0230.1100.0420.12126-0.0700.036-0.0470.05127-0.412-0.284-0.374-0.26228 and older-0.1390.007-0.1010.030 (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-0.148-0.155-0.162-0.169 Hispanic0.333*0.352*0.343*0.345* Other race/ethnicities-0.111-0.094-0.115-0.098 (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.732***0.718***0.731***0.721*** Single-parent0.588***0.584***0.587***0.584*** (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.437***-0.436***-0.441***-0.433*** Some college-0.744***-0.724***-0.746***-0.722*** College degree-1.635***-1.595***-1.633***-1.593*** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.023-0.0420.050-0.007 South-0.098-0.163-0.021-0.114 West-0.089-0.058-0.0050.003 (East)Year of observation 2000 to 20040.0180.0200.0160.019 2005 to 20070.2340.2610.2440.263 2008 to 20110.4120.4930.4300.510 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0090.0030.007-0.003 Sex ratio1.0121.0241.0541.113 Household income inequality ratio-0.266**-0.186-0.504**-0.237 Index of middle-skilled jobs - women6.597*6.549* Index of middle-skilled jobs - men3.383**3.438*Constant-3.904***-5.870***-3.758***-6.114***OUTCOME 3 : MARRIAGE PRIOR TO BIRTHAge16-2.628***-2.627***-2.626***-2.626***17-0.968***-0.968***-0.969***-0.969***190.734***0.744***0.737***0.745***200.998***1.020***1.004***1.023***211.393***1.427***1.398***1.429***221.257***1.300***1.263***1.301***231.598***1.656***1.609***1.659***241.491***1.551***1.504***1.555***251.841***1.907***1.856***1.911***261.724***1.806***1.742***1.812***271.849***1.943***1.878***1.956***28 and older1.975***2.081***2.003***2.090*** (18)Race/Ethnicity Black-1.068***-1.084***-1.077***-1.092*** Hispanic-0.172-0.164-0.152-0.157 Other race/ethnicities-0.631***-0.617***-0.636***-0.623*** (Whites)Family composition in 1997 Stepparent0.0470.0350.0480.038 Single-parent-0.108-0.115-0.110-0.114 (Other compositions)Parental education High school degree-0.144-0.145-0.156-0.151 Some college-0.249*-0.235*-0.256**-0.241* College degree-0.313**-0.281**-0.318**-0.288** (Less than high school)Region North Central0.327**0.289**0.345***0.320** South0.707***0.678***0.788***0.747*** West0.254*0.278**0.319**0.332** (East)Year of observation 2000 to 2004-0.204-0.199-0.206-0.200 2005 to 2007-0.171-0.145-0.160-0.140 2008 to 2011-0.370-0.305-0.360-0.301 (1997 to 1999)Contextual variables: Unemployment rate0.0210.0170.0220.016 Sex ratio1.634**1.636**1.693***1.718*** Household income inequality ratio-0.260***-0.204**-0.509***-0.350* Index of middle-skilled jobs - women5.952**5.872** Index of middle-skilled jobs - men2.258**2.021*Constant-4.757***-6.293***-4.602***-6.268****p<.05;**p<.01;***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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