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work history information, as well as com
pleted modules on education, health, i
come, assets, training, pensions, husban
work experiences, and geographic mobi
Data from the 1995 survey of mature ity.
and young women will soon be release
Included in the data is information gathere
during the 17 interviews of the matur
women and 18 interviews of the youn
women conducted since 1967 and 196

d. Some differences, however, exist be
d tween the 1995 survey and the 1992 sy
e vey of mature women and 1993 survey
j young women. Elimination of the separat
8,household record card is the first major di
respectively. The data will be available on ference. It is now more efficient to collec]
compact disc. all household information within the actua|
The 1995 survey collected information questionnaire because of CAPI.
from 2,711 members of the mature women  Second, the current labor force statu
cohort, or 53.3 percent of the original rg- and work history sections were reviseq
spondents. In the young women cohott, The questions on current labor force stat
3,019 respondents, or 58.5 percent of thewere altered to reflect 1994 changes to tl
original sample, participated in the survey. Current Population Survey and to make th
The retention rate is defined as the percent-women’s surveys more comparable to th
age of original respondents who were in- NLSY79. The respondent’s work history
terviewed in 1995; included in the calculg- and husband’s or partner’s work histor
tions are data from deceased and instifu-sections were modeled after the NLSY7
tionalized respondents. In 1995, 13.1 per-to take advantage of CAPI’s ability to as
cent of the original mature women sample sist in creating a more complete work hig
and 2.4 percent of the original young tory.
women sample were deceased. The employer supplement sections a
Two important changes for the ministered to both cohorts in 1995 include
women’s cohorts were introduced by the a number of pension questions that we
1995 survey. This survey was the first to new for young women. These question
be administered using a computer-assistedvere based on those asked of the maty
personal interview (CAPI). Second, the women in 1992.
two cohort groups were surveyed durin The health section continued the co
the same period with the same instrument.questions on disabilities, health condition
This change increases the efficiency of syr-and health insurance from previous year
veying and makes it easier for researchersin addition, new questions on menopaus
to compare the cohorts. The young andstatus and activities in daily living werg
mature women of the NLS will continue to addressed to both cohorts. The mature a

be surveyed at the same time and with theyoung women also answered questions

same instrument on a biennial schedule.about their automobile driving habits in th
As now, the CD-ROM will contain sepaj last 12 months.
rate data for the two cohorts. Finally, the family background section

L

last year of his life and about her financial
- situation after his death. Additionally, all
(’anature women were asked about their eth-
I- nic background; young women who did

not answer this question in 1993 were also
- asked about their ethnicity.
r-  One major question module, the trans-
f fers section from the 1993 young women
e survey, was not included in 1995. The next
- data release will include transfer questions
[ asked of both cohorts in the 1997 survey.
| This module, similar to the one in the 1993

young women's survey, collected informa-
stion from respondents about transfers of
. time and money to and from their parents.
s The NLS of Mature Women Users’
neGuideand theNLS of Young Women Us-
eers’ Guideare now available. These co-
e hort-specific guides replace the previous

NLS Users’ Guidewhich included all co-
y horts. The new guides update information
9 on the mature and young women found in
- the previous guide and include several new
- sections.

Mature and young women data are re-

j- leased on a CD-ROM that also contains
d documentation and search and retrieval
esoftware. Supplemental documents are
s distributed with each data set. Research-
reers interested in purchasing these data

should contact NLS User Services (see
e back page for contact information).
B,
S.
al NLSY97 on Youths’
Relationships with Parents
nd
The National Longitudinal Survey of
e Youth 1997 (NLSY97) contains many
guestions involving the relationship be-
tween the youth and his or her parents or

The 1995 survey generally collected the contained a number of new questions. Wi
same core information as in previous years.ows in both cohorts were asked about t

i- parent-figures. The characteristics and
etenor of this relationship may have a pro-

Respondents provided labor force and health and needs of her spouse during thefound effect on the future experiences of
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the youth. This article discusses questio
that describe the youth’s custodial and li
ing arrangements, characteristics of the
lationship between youths and their pa
ents, and between the youth’s parents.
also compares the NLSY97 data to tho
available for other NLS cohorts.

Three different survey instruments co
lected details about the relationships b
tween the youth and his or her parents
the first round of the NLSY97. During thg
Screener, Household Roster, and Non-re
dent Roster Questionnaire portion of th
survey, a household member provided in
tial information about each parent of
NLSY97 youth, including age and exact re
lationship to the youth. The questionnair
administered to the youth, collected da
about topics such as any absent parent
parent-figure, the respondent’s opinion
each parent, and his or her perceptions
parental control. For the first survey roun
one parent was asked to respond to the p
ent questionnaire, which gathers inform
tion about the parent’s background and t
youth'’s early life. This questionnaire als
permits comparison to parallel data in th
youth questionnairen relationship topics.

Youth’s living and custodial
arrangements

The first aspect of the parent and you
relationship that the NLSY97 examined i
the youth’s current and past living situa
tions. The survey initially defined the ex
act relationship between the parent and t
youth. The responding parent then pr
vided information concerning the youth’
history of living situations, spells living
apart from parents, legal custodian, a

d
home environment. The parent often a}- two sets of questions about their typica

swered questions about the youth’s ea
childhood that the youth would not b
likely to remember.

A household member provided the in
tial information about the parents of th
NLSY97 youth. The “Screener” question
naire collected this information, first gath
ering a list of all household residents ar
their birth dates. It then established the 1
lationship of each person in the househqg
to the youth and to each other. Follow-y
questions verified the exact relationshi
The following parental relationships wer
established by the survey: Biological, ste
adoptive, and foster. Round two of the sy

ns however, the parent questionnaire will ng
- be repeated in subsequent rounds.
e-  Animportant factor in the youth’s early
r- life involves his or her living situations.
It Respondents to the parent questionna
se first reported whether the youth lived with
anyone else before living with the re
- sponding parent. The survey recorded t
e- relationship of each adult the youth live
in with or the type of institution where the
youth lived during that time, and the date
si-when each situation changed.
e  All parents then reported whether th
i- youth had ever lived apart from them fo
g 3 months or more (since the youth firg
lived with them). For each spell apart, th
P, parent named the institution or place whe
a or the person with whom the youth lived
owhether the arrangement was still in effeg
f and the year the arrangement change
of Additional questions recorded the tota
d, number of different addresses at which t
aryouth lived before his or her Tdirthday
a- and after his or her ¥irthday.
he  For each NLSY97 youth not living
0 with both biological parents, the surve
e asked whether the responding parent he
legal responsibility or legal custody for th
youth. If only the youth’s biological

low-up questions asked whether the bi
h logical father had ever been legally ident
s fied (e.g., blood test, court ruling, signe
- legal document). For adopted youths, da
were collected on whether the youth ev
helived with his or her biological mother of
p- father.

Youths provided information about
their home environment. Responden
born in 1982, 1983, or 1984 were aske

D

ly household conditions. First, they state
whether their home usually had electricit]
and heat, a computer, a quiet place

D

e

Youths living with a parent or guardian a
the time of the survey were asked abo
the household environment in a typica
d week. The youth reported the number
e- days in a typical week his or her family
Id participates in a religious activity togethe

D. eats dinner together.

)

P,
r

Characteristics of relationship
with parents

mother is listed on the birth certificate, folf

study, or a dictionary in the past month.

t about the characteristics and tenor of the
youth'’s relationship with his or her parents.
This information is collected from both the
youth and the responding parent. Ques-

retions investigate the respondent’s contact
with an absent parent, parents’ behavior

- toward the youth, and parents’ rule setting

he and discipline regarding the youth’s activi-

0 ties.

The self-administered portion of the

s youth questionnaire asked NLSY97 re-
spondents a number of questions about any

e absent parent or parent-figure (e.g., bio-

r logical or adoptive mother or father). Af-

t ter determining the month and year the

e NLSY97 respondent last lived with that

re parent, the respondent was asked about

, contact with the absent parent during the

t, past 12 months. For each absent parent,

d.the respondent was asked the following

| questions:

e
« Number of times youth contacted or
tried to contact the absent parent either

by mail or phone

Number of times youth received a card,

letter, or phone call from the absent par-

ent

Number of times youth visited the ab-

sent parent without spending the night

Number of times youth stayed over-

night at the absent parent’'s home

L

ta  Additional related information collected
or in the non-resident roster section of the
“Screener,"questionnaire includes the dis-
tance the youth lives from his or her ab-
sent biological parents (if they are alive) or
ts the date that the youth’s biological parents
d died.
Al The self-administered section of the
d round one youth survey further investi-
y gated the relationship between all respon-
to dents and their parents, whether present or
absent (if the respondent had contact in the
t past 12 months). The survey asked respon-
ut dents about the emotional and moral sup-
1l port provided by each parent or parent fig-
of ure. A second question gathered informa-
tion on whether the parent was permissive
, or strict about making sure the respondent

p does something enjoyable together, anddid what he or she was supposed to do.

If the respondent was born in 1982,
1983, or 1984, additional data were col-
lected on the respondent’s opinion of each
parent. Youths stated whether they think

vey will update relationship information

The NLSY97 also obtains informatior

highly of the parent, want to be like him or
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r above, this section of the parent questig
mnaire first surveyed the responding pare
on who makes that particular rule. Follo
D- up questions asked about the number

times that the youth broke rules in the Ig
, 30 days. The parent was also asked to s
entthe person who would most likely hand
n the rule violation.
s  The round two survey will include
5 many of the same questions on the yout

her, and enjoy spending time with him @
her. These youths were also asked wh
they would first turn to for help if they had
an emotional or personal relationship pro
lem.

Youths born in 1982, 1983, or 1984
also answered questions about their par
or parent-figure’s behavior toward thern
and the parents’ knowledge of the youth
activities. Information about the parent’
behavior includes:
first-year interview.
how often the parent praises the youth
for doing well
criticizes his or her ideas
helps the respondent do important

Parents’ relationship
with each other
In round 1 of the NLSY97, both the

things youth and the responding parent provid
« blames the respondent for his or her information about the relationship th
problems youth’s parents have with each other. T

d information allows researchers to inves
gate characteristics of the youth’'s home ¢
vironment. It also points to similarities o

In addition, the survey gathered data on differences in the perceptions youths a

makes plans with the respondent a
cancels for no good reason

the youth’s opinion of how well the parent their parents have about this relationship.

knows his or her close friends and thejir If the respondent was born in 1981
parents, the people the respondent is wjth1983, or 1984, the self-administered pa3
when not at home, his or her teachers, andof the youth questionnaire asked two s¢
what the respondent is doing in school.

Finally, NLSY97 respondents born in respondent’s parents or parent-figure
1983 and 1984 and their responding par- Respondents living with one or both bia
ents were asked about the level of ay- logical parents answered the first set. T
tonomy or parental control that determings questions addressed the behavior of eit
the rules, if any, regarding the youth’s a¢- the respondents’ biological parents, if the
tivities. The youth questionnaire asked lived with both, or of the biological paren
about the person or persons who make de-the respondent lived with and the paren
cisions concerning the youths’ activities, spouse or partner. This series asked ab
including how late they may stay out at the frequency with which each parent di
night, the kinds of TV shows or movies plays the following behavior:
they may watch, and who they are allowed
to “hang out” with. For each rule that w
reportedly made only by the respondent’s e
parents, or jointly by the parents and the
respondent, a follow-up question asked e
about the number of times the respondent
broke the rules in the last 30 days. Infg
mation was also collected on what actign
the youth’s parent(s) would take if the
found out that rules had been violated and
about which person would be most likel
to handle the discipline.

To provide an opportunity for compari
son of youth and parent perceptions abqut  Youths who do not live with either bio
rule setting and discipline, responding par- logical parent or who live with only thei
ents of youths born in 1983 or 1984 were biological father answered the second s
asked a set of autonomy and control ques-of questions. This series sought to det

« Blames the partner for problems
Criticizes the partner or the partner
ideas

Encourages the partner to do things th
the partner considers important
- e

ner

the partner disagrees
Screams and yells at the partner wh

angry

n- level of friendliness or hostility in their re-
nt lationship. Respondents first reported how
- often their biological parents spoke to each
ofother, either face-to-face or on the phone
st (i.e., never, 3-6 times, about once a month,
ateseveral times a week). The respondent then
e characterized the overall behavior of each
biological parent toward the other, with
choices ranging from ‘very friendly’ to ‘as
ns’ hostile as you can imagine.” Similar ques-

relationship with their parents as during the tions about parent relationships are asked

in round 2, for youths born in 1983 or
1984.

The round one NLSY97 survey also
asked these two series of questions in the
self-administered section of the parent
ed questionnaire. First, if the youth was born
e in 1982, 1983, or 1984, the responding par-
is ent described the frequency with which the
i- spouse or partner displays any of the be-
n- havior listed above. If the responding par-
r ent was one of the youth’s biological par-
nd ents and the other biological parent did not
reside in the household, the responding
P, parent also answered the second set of
irt questions about the frequency of contact
bts with the other parent and the friendliness

h

of questions about the relationship of the or hostility of their relationship.

S.
- Comparison to other NLS surveys
he Information on respondents’ household
nercomposition is available for all cohorts for
2y most survey years. This includes whether
t respondents’ parents live in the same
s’ household. However, relationships such as
oukdoptive, step-, and foster parents are not
5- distinguished for all cohorts or in all sur-
vey years.
The 1988 round of the NLSY79 col-
lected retrospective data on the residential
s history of each respondent from birth to
age 18. This Childhood Residence Calen-
atdar asked respondents to report their rela-
tionship to the primary adults with whom

Expresses affection or love for the part- they lived during each year of their child-

hood and included options for children’s

Is fair and willing to compromise when homes, detention centers, and other insti-

tutions. In addition, data on the Children
en of the NLSY79 include the child’s usual
living arrangements at each interview date.
The Children of the NLSY79 age 10
and older (including the young adults) have
answered questions similar to those used in
etthe NLSY97 about their relationship with
er- their parents and about their parents’ rela-
he tionship with each other. These questions

tions similar to those found in the youth mine the frequency of contact between t
guestionnaire.

For each rule detailgd respondent’s biological parents and the have been asked in each interview
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beginning in 1994. The wording of thes
questions is not identical to the NLSY97
however. Additionally, the Children of the
NLSY79 who are age 10 to 14 have pr
vided information in each survey sinc
1988 about who makes rules regardi
their behavior.

NLS Benefits Data

BLS data show that benefits comprise|
large and growing share of an employer
cost for employee compensation. The a
erage civilian worker in the United State
received total compensation of $19.76 p
hour. Of that, $14.30, or 72 percent, we
to wages or salaries and $5.47, or 28 p
cent, went to cover the cost of benefi
(BLS news release: Employer Costs f
Employee Compensation - March 199
USDL-98-285.) To help researchers u
derstand who receives these benefits, ma
NLS surveys collect extensive informatio
on this subject. This article provides real
ers with an overview of the benefits que
tions found in the various NLS surveys ar
directs interested users to sources of ad
tional information.

NLSY79

Depending on the year of the surve
the NLSY79 benefits information can b
found in the Current Population Surve
(CPS) section and the employer suppl
ment sections of the NLSY79 question
naire. In every year except 1981, NLSY7
respondents provided information o
whether their current or most recent jo
provided health insurance, life insuranc
or paid vacation time or all three. Begin

ning in 1985, the benefits section also in

cluded questions about the availability ¢

D- (median) respondent received between L0

=Y

;

e NLSY79 also recorded the number of va- Hence, in 1994 and 1996, the same ben-

, cation days to which they were entitled. efits information is available for both the
While the raw data show that the typical young adults and NLSY79 respondents.
Relatively few young adults answered
and 14 vacation days each year, a small hutthe benefits questions. For example, in
g significant number receive more than 50 1994 only 68 young adults had an em-
vacation days yearly. In 1991, the survey ployer who provided medical insurance
began asking how many sick days a re- and only 44 were provided with life insur-
spondent could receive. The raw data ance. Because of the young age of these
show fewer firms offer sick leave benefits respondents, small sample sizes are to be
than vacation time. For example, in 1991 expected; however, users should anticipate
a approximately one third of respondents a certain degree of imprecision when using
s (2,352 out of 6,035) were entitled to np these data.
V- sick days, compared to one fifth of respon-
s dents (1,301) who received no vacatign Original cohorts
er days. The collection of data about employee
nt  Researchers should be aware of two rie- benefits began in the mid 1970s for the
or-lated issues when using these questions.original cohorts. Because many of the
s First, the questions ask respondents if their older men had left the labor force by that
r jobs provide a particular benefit; respon- time, benefits information is not available
, dents are not asked if they actually choose for this group. Young men first answered
- or make use of the benefit. For example, benefits questions in 1976, mature women
nywhile many firms make health benefits in 1977, and young women in 1978. The
n available to all employees, many twor original benefits questions for all three co-
- worker couples will choose coverage from horts were the same. Respondents reported
5- only one employer and refuse coverage whether their current job provided them
d with the other. Additionally, some firms with health insurance, life insurance, a re-
di-offer cafeteria-style plans that enable tirement program, training opportunities,
workers to choose among a variety of bep- profit sharing, stock options, free or dis-
efits. Therefore, even if an extensive list counted meals, free or discounted merchan-
of benefits is available, some respondentsdise, paid sick leave, and paid vacations.
, may be limited in how many choices they Additionally, the young women'’s survey
e may actually select. included paid and unpaid maternity leave
y The other issue requiring caution is that in its list of benefits questions. The ben-
e- the sample universe changes depending|orefits section was initially asked with regard
- the particular survey. For example, from to the main job only; in 1995, the women'’s
9 1980 to 1992 only respondents whp surveys began asking about benefits avail-
n worked more than 20 hours a week wefe able at all jobs.
b asked the benefits questions. Beginning  The mature women surveys asked about
e, in 1993, individuals working less than 20 benefits in 1977, 1982, 1987, 1989, and
- hours a week first stated whether any ben-1995. The 1982 and 1987 surveys were
efits were made available. If these respon- expanded by questions on flexible work
e hours; in 1989, the survey added questions

f dents reported that benefits were ma

sick time, dental insurance, and materni
and paternity leave. In 1988, the benefi
section was expanded again to cover pr
sharing, retirement plans other than Soc
Security, and subsidized child care. Begi
ning in 1994, the benefits section no long
focused on only the CPS job (or “main” jo
since the last interview), but asked abo
benefits received from all of th
respondent’s jobs.

Besides these yes or no questions,
benefits section probes deeper in a few
eas. Starting in 1990, on top of the qu
tion about the receipt of paid vacations, t

ts on paid and unpaid maternity leave, child
s day care, paid personal time, time off for
child care, time off for elder care, and a
flexible menu of possible benefits. Begin-
ning in 1995, the survey dropped questions
on free or discounted meals or merchan-
dise, paid personal time, time off for child
or elder care, or a flexible menu of benefits.
children age 15 and older. These surveys Over time, questionnaire designers also
asked the children of NLSY79 mothers g increased the amount of information for the
hevariety of questions about their work life, young women cohort. The benefits ques-
r- Each working young adult completed a set tion asked in 1983 and 1985 included the
s- of employer supplements very similar tp choice of flexible work hours and child day
e the ones administered to their motherg. care. The 1987 and 1988 surveys added

y available, then they completed the benef
s section; otherwise, the section wa
fit skipped.
al
NLSY79 Young Adults
Benefits information is also availablg
from the 1994 and 1996 NLSY79 Youn
t Adult surveys, which are administered t

r
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paid personal time and time off for child cohort of interest. These sections conta
care as options. Respondents were alsodetailed tables showing the survey yea
asked to rank their most important and in which each question was asked and hg
most desired benefits in 1987. New cat- many respondents reported availability g
egories in 1991 and 1993 included time off a particular type of benefit. Readers ca
for elder care and a flexible menu of ben- also explore these questions by directl
efits. These later surveys also asked abgutsearching the relevant CD-ROM for word
the number of days available for paid va- like “vacation,” “benefit,” or “insurance.”
cation, personal time, and sick leave (1993
only). As with the mature women, th
number of benefits choices was decreased Frequently Asked Questions
in the 1995 and 1997 young women suf-
veys. NLS User Services encourages re
In addition to the standard availability searchers to contact them with questio
questions asked each year, the 1991 surveyand problems they have encountered wh
of young women included a greatly ext accessing and using NLS data or doc
panded benefits section. These questignsmentation or both. Every effort is made
provide researchers with a wealth of detail to answer these questions. Below a
about the health insurance plans offered by some examples of questions asked by NL
employers. Researchers should note thgt ausers along with the answers.
special health module was also inserted fin
the same survey. Hence, in 1991 researc¢h-Q1: Why are there so few responses to t
ers have details on both the health status“Highest Grade Completed” variables for
and health insurance availability of a large the NLSY79, especially for recent surveys
number of women.
The 1991 benefits section asked if the Al: In the first survey year, 1979, all re
employer provided health insurance and |if spondents were asked to report the hig

n cluded in these response categories. On the
s other hand, because there is no explicit
wmention of literacy programs in the re-
f sponse categories, respondents may not re-
n port them at all. As a result, it will be dif-
y ficult to obtain accurate information on this
5 topic.
Q3: Are the family poverty status variables
in the NLSY79 (e.g., R51661 in 1996) ad-
justed for different regions of the country?
Do they take varying economic conditions
- into account?
s

?Le A3: Three Federal poverty standards are

- calculated each year: One for the contigu-
> ous 48 states, and one each for Alaska and
e one for Hawaii because the cost of living
Sis significantly higher in these two States.
The poverty status variables use the stan-
dard appropriate to the respondent’s State
neof residence. For example, the 1996 vari-
ables (for calendar year 1995 income) use
?the standard of $7,470 for a 1-person
household in the lower 48 states, $9,340 in
Alaska, and $8,610 in Hawaii. Each addi-
n-tional person in the family adds $2,560,

the respondent selected this benefit. Theest grade they had completed. In each sur-$3,200, and $2,940 to those values, respec-

section then asked for the plan’s name andvey since 1979, only those responden

whether the plan paid for hospital expenseswho have attended school since the last i

and doctor bills. Information is also availt terview are asked about the highest gra

able on how much of the insurance pre- they have completed. This information i

mium was paid by the employer and the also combined into a single created var|

amount of the plan’s deductible. Next thge able reporting the highest grade completg

section asked about dental insurance plgnsfor all interviewed respondents as of Ma

and determined what dental services werel of the particular survey year (e.g.

covered by the plan. Information about vi- R51668. in 1996).

sion insurance and prescription drugs fol-

lowed. The special expanded sectign Q2: Is enrollmentin literacy programs in-

ended with questions that determined cluded in training or education variables

whether the respondent was covered by ain the NLSY797?

health maintenance organization (HMO) gr

another type of medical plan. A2: For the 1979-94 NLSY79 surveys

the training section contains a questio|
For More Information about the type of training program in

Researchers have used NLS benefitswhich the respondent is or was enrolle
data in a number of articles.
readers can peruse references and abstr
on the NLS on-line bibliographyhttp://
www.chrr.ohio-state.edu/nls-bib) by
choosing “fringe benefits” from the de-
scriptor list.

Readers who are planning to use th
benefits data to perform their own researc
or who want to learn more about benefif
information, should investigate the topica

ct®ne of the possible responses is “clas
room training-basic skills.” This category
includes instruction for a GED and basi
instruction in English or mathematics. Fo
the 1996 survey, a similar question ask

h, (R54607.00-R54607.15) One response
s improved or upgraded reading and writin
| skills. Although literacy programs are no

Interestgd (e.g., R47859.00—-R47859.05 in 1994).

e what skills were learned in the programf

s tively.
n_
He

D

Completed NLS Research

d The following is a listing of recent re-
search based on data from the various NLS
cohorts that has not appeared in its current
form in a previous issue of tidLS News
For a comprehensive listing, see the on-line
NLS Annotated Bibliographyhttp://

www.chrr.ohio-state.edu/nls-bibj.

Averett, Susan L.; Peters, H. Elizabeth; and
Waldman, Donald M. “Tax Credits, La-
bor Supply, and Child Care.The Review
of Economics and Statistic¥ol. 79, No.

1, pp. 125-135, February 1997. [NLSY79]

n
d

5- Bratsberg, Bernt and Ragan, James F. Jr.
“Have Unions Impeded Growing Wage

c Dispersion among Young Workers?”

r Journal of Labor Research/ol. 18, No.

s 4, pp. 593-612, Fall 1997. [NLSY79]

P

isBrooks-Gunn, Jeanne and Duncan, Greg J.

y “The Effects of Poverty on ChildrenThe

Future of ChildrenVol. 7, No. 1, pp. 55-

guide sections in thdsers’ Guidefor each | asked about specifically, they may be in

- 71, Summer/Fall 1997. Center for the
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Future of Children, The David and Lucilg

Packard Foundation, Los Angeles, CA.

[NLSY79 Children]

Ewing, Bradley T. “Athletes and Work.”
Economics LettersVol. 59, No. 1, pp.
113-117, April 1998. [NLSY79, NLSY79
Children]

Greene, Angela Dungee and Emig, Carg
Conference on Father Involvement: A
Summary Report Bethesda, Maryland,
October 10-11, 1996. Summary prepare
for the NICHD Family and Child Well-
Being Research Network by Child Trends
Inc. July 1997. [NLSY79]

Heckman, James J.; Lochner, Lance; a
Taber, Christopher. “Explaining Rising
Wage Inequality: Explorations with a Dy
namic General Equilibrium Model of La-
bor Earnings with Heterogeneous Agents|
Working Paper No. 6384, National Burea
of Economic Research, January 199
[NLSY79]

Hiedemann, Bridget; Suhomlinova, Olga;

and O’'Rand, Angela M. “Economic In-
dependence, Economic Status, and Em
Nest in Midlife Marital Disruption.’Jour-
nal of Marriage and the Fami)yol. 60,
pp. 219-231, February 1998. [Matur
Women]

Hirsch, Barry T. and Schumacher, Edwa
J. “Unions, Wages, and SkillsThe Jour-
nal of Human Resourcg¥ol. 33, No. 1,
pp. 201-219, Winter 1998. [NLSY79]

Kenkel, Don and Wang, Ping. “Are Al-

coholics in Bad Jobs?” Working Pape

d

nd “Job Change Patterns and the Wages

ty

No. 6401, National Bureau of Economi¢
Research, February 1998. [NLSY79]

Kletzer, Lori G. “Job Displacement.”
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NLS N ews

Are You Working With NLS Data?

If you are, we are interested in your work!

e Have you received funding to sponsor a project using NLS data?
e Are you working on a paper that uses NLS data?
e Have you published a recent paper using NLS data?

If you have received funding on a project, are working on a paper, or
published a recent paper that uses NLS data, please contact: NLS Usqr
Services, Center for Human Resource Research, 921 Chatham Lane, Suite
200, Columbus, OH 43221; (614) 442-7300; e-mail:
usersvc@postoffice.chrr.ohio-state.edu
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NLS Contact Information
NLS News is published quarterly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. It is distributed both nationwide and abroadl
without charge to researchers using NLS data, as well as to other interested persons.
NLS User Services: Center for Human Resource Research NLS documentation, mcclaskie@postoffice.chrr.ghio-
The Ohio State University data, and data updates: state.edu
921 Chatham Lane, Suite 200
Columbus, Ohio 43221-2418 NLS web site: http://stats.bls.gov/nlshome.htm
usersvc@pewter.chrr.ohio-state.edu
(614) 442-7300 BLS-NLS publications: Jain_Rita@bls.gov
(614) 442-7329 (Fax) (202) 606-7405
NLS Program Office: National Longitudinal Surveys NLS New<Editors: Mary Joyce and Donna S. Rothstein
2 Massachusetts Avenue, NE Joyce_M@bls.gov
Room 4945 Rothstein_D@bls.gov
Washington, DC 20212-0001
Attention: Rita Jain NLS Program Director Michael W. Horrigan
NLS_INFO@bils.gov and Media Contact: Horrigan_M@bls.gov
(202) 606-7405 (202) 606-7386
(202) 606-4602 (Fax)




