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INTRODUCTION

Thisresearchprovides an analysi®f the labor market outcomes of youngeteransin the twenty-four months

after their exit from the military.The researchextendsour earlierwork in whichwe examined theutcomes of

20-24 year old veterani the nine monthsafter they exiedthe miIitaryl. Thatresearchfound that employment

rates ircrease and unemployment rates decrease over time, which provides some evidence that the high reported
levels of unemployrant result from job search. It alsofound that dscharged veterans are more likely to be
employed than their civilianounterparts hatthey are also less likely be out of the labor force

Thisresearchbuilds on our previous workeyond simply extending the period of observatittrexamines the
appropriateness of different datasets for studying the transitions of labor marketraegelt compares the
differences between veterans and civilians in their use of unemployment insurance, their enroliment in college,
and their experience with government training programs. Because the sample size is substantially larger than
before, theresearchalso examines differences in labor market outcomes by branch of service.

The key findings in thigaperare:

3 Discharged veterans are more likely to be employed, less likely to be out of the labor force than are their

civilian counterparts

3 They aranitially more likely to receive unemployment insurance benefits, but this difference does not

persist 6 months after their discharge

3 They are more likely to be enrolled in two year colleges, across both comparison groups. They are more
likely to be enrdkd in a four year college relative to group 1, but less likely relative to group 2. They are
also more likely to be enrolled in government training programs.

3 The earnings differential for military veterans is significant and quite large when they apaoednwith
group 2, but not significant when they are compared with group 1.

3 There are no strongly significant differences in any outcomes when veterans are compared with the
comparison group most like the CPS, comparison group 3.

3 Veterans are more likely be employed in large firms, and are more likely to work in jobs that offer
benefits, such as pensions and health care than are comparable civilians.

'""The Labor Marke¥ TVraj e ot ds. DepartmeniohlAlifbveterans Employment
and Training 8rvice,http://www.dol.gov/vets/research/trajectories_rev.pdf
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3 Veterans are more likely to be employed in public administration, professional services, construction an
retail trade, and less likely to be employed in education and health services and the entertainment and

accommodation industries.
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BACKGROUND

Determining the impact of military service on the labor market outcomes of veterans subsequent to their exit from
the military is a complex task (Camacho and Atwood, 2007). One of the critical challenges is finding an appropriate
comparison group both because, as Angrist (1998) points out, the military selects recruits and because recruits

selfselect into the miliary.

A variety of different empirical approaches have been used to examine the question. Mehay and Hirsch (1996) and
Hirsch and Mehay (2003) used matched comparison group designs. Probably the best known study of the impact
of voluntary military services by Angrist (1998). He used administrative Social Security Administration (SSA) data
to examine the impact of military service on employment and earnings by comparing the outcomes of individuals
who applied and were selected against those who appliedvaeiet not selected. He also exploited a misnorming

in the screening test (the ASVAB) to estimate the impact of military service on those who were inadvertently
admitted. In another wetknown study of the Vietnarera draft, Angrist (1990) used variationmilitary

conscription probability to identify the effects of military service on labor market outcomes. Black, Hasan and Lane

(2007) used propensity score matching techniques in their study of labor market outcomes of young veterans.

The empirical eviderecon the effect of military service on labor market outcomes has been quite mixed. The
majority of studies that focus on the piéietham War era found that male veterans earn more than their
counterparts in the civilian sector. In more recent years, redeéias shown that differences in earnings and other
outcomes vary based on gender, race, length of service and type of military service. Angrist (1998) found that
military service increased employment rates for individuals subsequent to their leavingiliterynalthough the
earnings of whites in particular were lower than their civilian counterparts. More recent work on the longer term
effects of Vietnam era military service indicate that post service earnings losses for whites had become close to
zeroin 2000 (Angrist and Chen 2007).

Hirsch and Mehay (2003) used 1986 and 1992 survey data on reservists to firdae&®en earnings due to

active military service; zero for enlisted personnel, and 10% for officers. Klerman et al. (2005) used atemmbin
of SSA and Defense Department administrative records to estimate the impact of activation on reservists and
found a 10% negative impact on earnings. Loughran (2002) also found that military retirees earn less than their

civilian counterparts, primasi due to supply side factors.

Much of the research has found a significant and positive effect of military service for African Americans (e.g.
Browning et al 1973; Cohen, Warner, and Segal 1995; Cooney et. al 2003). In a study that examined the outcomes
for female veterans, Mehay and Hirsch (1996) used the 1986 version of the dataset and estimated that while white
female veterans earned more than nonveterans, this advantage turned into a disadvantage once controls were

included for measured and unmeasdrskills.
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In a recent study using data from the NLSY79, King, Krishnamurty and Lane (2007) found that the long term impact
of military service varied greatly based on the length of military service. Those who served in the military for four
years or lesslo worse in the labor market than their civilian counterparts. Veterans with longer tenure in the

military work more hours, and in some cases more weeks than comparable civilians.

In earlier work leading up to this paper, Black, Hasan and Lane (200&}llabthe outcomes of 2@4 year olds

from the NLSY97 nine months after their exit from the military and found that discharged veterans are more likely
to be employed than comparable civilians, they are also less likely to be out of the labor force erAimatimg

was that employment rates increase and unemployment rates decrease over time, which suggests that the high
reported levels of unemployment could be due to job search. This opens up the possibility that there may be

differences in the use of unguioyment insurance between veterans and nonveterans.

The military provides opportunities for education while in the service as well as education benefits for veterans,

the most notable of which is the Montgomery Gl Bill. The Gl Bill provides 36 monttisa#t®n assistance to

participants, up to approximately $1,000 a month (CBO report, 2004). Military training is provided to active duty
LISNE2YY St YR @SGiSNIryad ¢KS YAfAGINEQAa / SNIAFAOLIGAZY t |

in the civilian sector.

Most of the research on differences between veterans and civilians in educational outcomes has focused on
educational benefits such as the Gl Bill. Bound and Turner (2002) analyzed Census data to compare the
educational attainment bWorld War Il veterans and nereterans and found that the net effect of military service
and Gl benefits was a substantial gain in post secondary educational attainment of veterans above non veterans,
with particularly large effects on college completidrhey estimated that war service increased college completion
rates by 50%. Using the 1987 Survey of Veterans, Angrist (1993) estimated that veteran benefits increased
schooling by approximately 1.4 years resulting in annual earnings about 6% highar tharabsence of benefits.

The gains primarily accrued to the 77% of users of educational benefits who attended college or graduate school.
In a recent paper, Angrist and Chen (2007) found that there was a marked increase in schooling among veterans
that appears to be attributable to the Gl Bill in the pddetnam era. Recent findings on educational attainment

and training (King, Krishnamurty and Lane, 2007) indicate that being in the military has a strong positive effect on

additional investments inrining and longer term military personnel tend to be more educated.
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DATA

The United States statistical system provides a number of different datasets that could potentially be used to
compare the labor market transitions of young veterans with thoséeirtcivilian counterparts. In this section
we provide an analysis of the advantages of each. We do not discuss administrative data since, despite their
multiple important uses (see Lane, 260&hey do not permit a comparison of military and civil@rtcomes.

THE NLSY DATA

The data used in thiesearchis the1997 cohort of the National Longiinal Survey of Youth (NLSY97), wiéch
random sample of 8,984 youths who were 12 to 16 years old as of December 31, 1996. Of these, 6,748 youths
were froma representative sample of youths resident in the United States and another 2,236 were from an over
sample of blacks and Hispanics. As a result of the over sample of blacks and Hispanics, the NLSY97 has 2,335
blacks and 1,901 Hispanic youths.

The samp@ has been interviewed annually since 1997, largely with computer assisted personal interviews. The
sample is clustered with 147 primary sampling units and 1,748 segments. Households were asked about all age
eligible youth. 4,957 households had one atjigible respondent and another 1,862 resulted in another 4,027
NBaLR2YyRSyGao LY FRRAGAZ2YS GKSNB IINB Fo62dzi yZnnn LI NBy
surveys that account for over 70 percent of the high schools that the youdmdéd, and high school transcripts

for about 6,250 of the youth. From the summer of 1997 to the spring of 1998, 7,127 of the youth were given
computer adaptive form of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery-,Q(SM\I?) The NLS staff

normalized hese test scores by grouping respondeint 3 month birth cohorts and using scores from the
mathematical knowledge, arithmetic reasoning, word knowledge, and paragraph comprehension based on the
weighted number of respondents scoring below each scorehiwgach group NLS staff computed a percentile
score, using the weights, on this aggregate score, yielding a final value between zero and 99.

¢KS RFEGE O2ydFAYy |y AYYSyaSte NAOK aSid 2F O20FWAIFGSa 2
structure in which they grew up, detailed characteristics of their parents and grandparents, and their educational
KAadG2NRSao Ly FRRAGAZ2YS GKS RFEGF O2ydlFAy NAROK S@Syild K.
labor market status, @habitation and marriage, and program participation. The employment event history is of

critical importance for thisesearchd SOl dza S Al +Fft 2648 dzda (G2 SEF YABSvice 2 1K (K¢

2 Administrative and Survey Data in Thef@d Handbook of Survey Research in Peter Marsden and Jim Wright (eds), Oxford
University Press, in draft form

®The ASVAB was given mostly at testing centers that required the respondents to actually go to the centers; this resulted in a
relatively highnon-response rate. Although the respondents were offered $75 for the testing, this was less than that offered to
the 1979 cohort, which was offered about $90 in comparable dollars
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and their employment experience after their ekiom the military. Indeed the primary problem in dealing with

these data is that their complexity makes it difficult to determine precisely what exit we wish to focurs on.
particularwSa SNIA &aGa yR bl A2yl Ddz MiRsetigelbéogusekheywhse ofies & S NI €
called up for training or brief periods of services in times of emergencies. Thus, we face a question of which exit
event to analyze. Our approach is to focus on the exit that follows longest single period of militacg $er each
respondent.

Thisresearchuses data from Rounds9.of the survey, which means that the respondents are aged®ih the

last round (2006). There were a total4t4individuals identified who had any type of military service. Of these,
360 were in the regular service, irbthe Reservegnd 42in the National Guard231 of these individuals had
exited the military in 2005and 200 of those have sufficient information on their characteristics to permit a
controlled comparison of theiexperiences with those of their civilian counterpartssithese individuals whose
outcomes we describé.

CPS DATA

The Current Population Survey (CPS) provides an excellent source for representative monthly estimates of
employment and unemployment stas of the civilian, noiinstitutionalized population as a whole, and is designed

to represent a random sample of the US population. It also potentially can be used to examine the transitions of
individuals across labor market states. In this report wemgéra the quality of labor market information for young
veterans based on two criteria representativeness of the sample and response quality. We also examine the ability
of the CPS to track the transitions of young veterans over time.

We examine the represtativeness of the sample from two angles: one is sample size; the second is the sampling
strategy. In the former case, the CPS contacts only approximately 50,000 households ?melﬂmdye is likely to

be substantial sampling error for small populatigroups such as young veterans. The second is the CPS sampling
strategy, which is both to survey housing structures rather than individuals and to use a rotating sample structure:
households are in for four consecutive months, then out for eight, and thdor a final four consecutive months.

*In our analysis of labor forces stat&n{ployed, Unemployed or Out dfe Labor Force theoutcomes are for months since

discharge from the militaryFood stamp and Unemployment Insurance usage are similarly defimedliment in college and

receipt of government training is examined in the year immediately following®@#t.S 2 dzi 02 YS al ye Ozttt $3S8¢
enrollment in either a tweyear or a fouyear college2 veterans reported no degree and 12 reported a GED. These 14 cases

were dropped. The ABT percentile refers to the Armed Forces Qualification Test (ARKEN) byNLSY97 respondents as part

of the survey. It does not refer to AFQT scores at intake into the military. The poverty status and family income measures ar

from the National Academy of Sciences definition as describ#tkiprevious report.

®The CPS sargis a multistage stratified sample of approximately 72,000 assigned housing units from 824 sample areas
designed to measure demographic and labor force characteristics of the civilian noninstitutionalized population 16 ygers of a
and older.
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Since respondents of this age are initially much more likely to reside with their parents, but are subsequently more
mobile, this may result in a loss of sample in subsequent months. We compare the resultdmwitlis&rative
data fromthe Defense Manpower Data Center.

We also examine the response quality, which may be negatively affected by the sampling design. Since the
household is surveyed, rather than the individual, it is likely that individuals of thialsgdave high rates of
proxy responses, which has greater measurement error.

Finally, we examine the potential for the CPS to follow youths as they transition across labor market states.

REPRESENTATIVENESS

There are two reasons to be concerned aboutresmgntativeness: sample size and sample design. We examine
each of these in turn.

SAMPLE SIZE

The CPS sample size for young discharged veterans is quite small, as evidenced from an examination of Table 1.
The samples range from a high of 122 in Januarg,low of 80 in April. Other years have similar sample sizes:

when we calculated the sample sizes for each month since 2003, it is clear that the sample size never exceeded
150 (see Figure 1).

SAMPLE DESIGN

The sample design is the second reason forceon. To limit the costs of sample introduction, the CPS does not
draw a new sample each month but rather divides housing units into eight rotation groups. The group of housing
units entering for the first month are placed in a rotation group 1 (or iImegears montkin-sample one). In the

first month, the Census Bureau attempts to do the interview in person, and then, if possible, does subsequent
interviews by phone. In the next three months, the housing unit moves up a rotation group each motiiis At
point, the housing unit is rotated out of the sample for 8 months, with new units brought in to replace it. At the
end of the 8 months, the housing unit is brought into the sample again and assigned to rotation group five. In the
next three monthsthe housing unit again progresses up the rotation group until it reaches the rotation group 8
when it is rotated out of the sample.

This 48-4 rotation scheme has some nice features for following housing units and some features that are
troublesome for fdlbowing individuals. If a housing unit enters into the sample in March of 2006, it remains for
April, May, and June, and then subsequenthergers March through June of 2007. The CPS file allows one to
easily identify the housing unit, but, as it is rosample of individuals, does not assign a means of identifying
individuals across months in the sample. So, for example, if 7247 Wakefield Drive, in Fayetteville, NY has been
selected into the sample, residents of that structure will be contacted d tift8 times. Should the residents

change while the structure is in the sample, the new residents will be interviewed and no attempt will be made to
follow the initial residents of that address. In addition, to minimize respondent burden, the CensaaBililow

THE LABOR MARKET OUTCOMES OF YOUNG VETERANS Page7



one member to answer questions for everyone in the household. Hence, it is usual for one member of the
household to provide responses for all those residing at this location. One other feature of the data warrants
mentioning: to conserve on theost of the surveys, the sample is stratified and clustered so that small groups of
housing units so that the effective sample size is reduced somewhat.

The final issue is representativeness of the flows of veterans into civilian status. The CP$nhyvedegits the

veteram €dunts using data from the Veterans Administration, so the weighted sample totals exactly match
administrative records of the stock of veterans in the labor fohdée present the results in Table 2. A brief
comparison suggesthat while the CP3®y construction provides the net number of veterans in the workfotise,

@S S Waigyftsigilate the counts by some 25% more thanth& @ A vieightsy siggesting substantial

undercounting for the reasons suggested above. In additiee veterans weights. In addition, the focus of our
analysis is to examine the trajectories of veterans when they separate from military service and there is substantial
churning into and out of the military. The DMDC provided us with total flowsprations from the military by

age for 2007, and a comparison of the DMDC totals (reflecting flows) with the veterigkted CPS totals

(reflecting stocks) suggests that there are substantially more flows than the CPS captures. We therefore conclude
thh & GKS /t{ A& y2G GKS FLLINRBLNAFIGS adNWSe (2 &addzReé GKS

PROXY RESPONSES

The second reason that the CPS might not be appropriate to study young veterans is the likelihood that the survey
does not interview the indidual directly. About 50% of the responses in the CPS are proxy res?)onmb'em

means others in the household are answering the survey on their behalf and hence the response is more subject to
error than a seleported respondents. Of course, respondemnf this age are likely to have high rates of proxy
responses: an examination of Table 3 reveals that the rate of proxy reporting is substantially higher than 50%. In
addition, we note that veterans are much less likely to be resident with parentsatenonveterans, which

possibly resulting in a greater proxy error.

LABOR FORCE DYNAMICS

If people are relatively unlikely to change addresses, the CPS could be a valuable tool for evaluating some labor
market and education dynamics. Unfortunately farr @urposes, Americans are a mobile group. Between 2005
and 2006, about 14 percent of Americans changed residences, according to fhal(ﬂbﬂgh the mobility rates

®U.S. Censs Bureau, Current Population Survey Design and Methodology, Technical paper 66, October 2006.

"U. S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Accessed March 20, 2008. at
http://www.census.gov/population/socdemo/migration/cps2006/tab821.xls
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are very heterogeneous across demographic groups. In fiable provide our best estiates of the montkto-
month transition rates and then annual transitions for people in the age range 20 to 24.

Only about 35 percent of the new entrants as of January 2007 could be identified in the January 2008 survey.
Indeed, the drop of between Janya2007 and February 2007 is nearly as large as the annual migration rate for
the population as whole! Moreover, we strongly suspect that migration in the age grtke most age groups

that are workingg is highly correlated with changes in employmetaitss, changes in jobs, and enrollment in
schools. The high rates of attrition from the sample and the presumed correlation of attrition with both
employment and schooling transitions make the CPS inadequate for the study of labor market transitiomhf yo
this age.

NEW DATA: THE AMERNCCOMMUNITY SURVEY

Another useful dataset for analysis of military outcomes is the new American Community SMB&yable5)

This survey, which is intended to replace the long form of the decennial census, isgtb&t laousehold survey in

the world, with an impressive response rajexceeding 90%The dataset has the disadvantage of being primarily
fielded as a mail survey, so the quality of the item responses is likely to be lower than the interviewer fielded CPS
The demographic information that is collected is also much less rich than that of the CPS, and the data are strictly
cross sectional, which means that transitions are difficult to capture.

The ACS howevéiasseveral important advantages. The most @ is thatof sample size, particularly for
veterans, as summarized in the following figure using data from 2006

An additional advantage is the sampling design, whkafot limited to a relatively small subset of counties, and

does not reinterview % ok S LINBE @A 2 dza Y 2 y (i K (Hdwedel, td study d&SigrSNcEoss ¥etibrinK

in nature, has a very limited number of the very important control variables such as labor market history and AFQT
scores. As a result, while of great interested in pimg snapshot information about the labor market outcomes

of young veterans, it does not permit an analysis of either the transitions of veterans into employment, or the
policy relevant reasons for those transitionSiven these drawbacks for the studywetteran transitions, we did

not evaluate the quality of the proxy responses in the ACS data.
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LABOR MIRKET OTCOMES OFETERANS AND THHREE I ILIANCOMPARISON
GROUPS

In order to determine whether the experiences of discharged veterans are similaiiltars, it is necessary to

create anappropriate comparisogroup. We provide only a brief description about the construction here, since
the previous reports provided considerable detail about the creatibthese groupsWhile none of these
comparisongroups is ideal, collectively we believe that comparisons with each different group will help us better
understand the labor market experiences of young veterans.

COMPARISON GROUP 1

This comparison group attempts to control for the disruption associatitld iwaving the military by looking at
respondents who have recentheen dischargedAs such, it consists oivilians who have completed their longest
spell of continuous employmentin assigning individuals to this group, we treated spells of employfoethe

civilians in the sample the same way as we treated military service for the veterans. We examined the outcomes
of civilians after they had completed their longest spell of continuous employment, with the restriction that the
spell had to lastideast 13 weeks.

Of course, alisadvantage of this comparison group is that everyone in the group must be ungsdpdd time
zero to be included, whileeparated service memberby contrast could fave returned to a previous job. Thus
veterans coulde employed, or could have decided not to immediately participate in the labor maakdthus
be out of the labor force.

Table6 describesthe labor market activities of this group of individuals, compared with those of discharged
veteran$. Briefly,as expectedthe proportion which is employed is quitew andthe proportion which is
unemployed is quitdnigh in the initial months after separatiotdowever, the discharged veterans are more likely
to be employed and less likely to be unemployed inheaeriod than the comparison group. In addition, they are
less likely to be out of the labor forc&hese patterns are graphically shown as stacked percentages in Ejgure
together with a line graph of the associated unemployment rate.

8 employment status was unclear, we coded the response as missing. In addition, the groups are matched to the discharged
veteran sample based on propensity score matching; hémeesample size for the veterans varies slightly between comparison
groups one and two.

°The unemployment rate is the proportion of the unemployed in the labor force (the number of employed plus the number of
unemployed workers)
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COMPARISON GRODPP

The second group consists dfitans who have completed their longest spdlemployment with any employer,

but who left a job that they had held for a substantial period of time. This group does not necessarily have a spell
of unemploymentg they ould have gone immediately to another job or could have chosen to drop out of the

labor force. Thus they might have unemployment rates and other labor market outcomes more in line with the
military sample.

A disadvantage of this comparison group is tité much easier for people residing in the United States to find a
new job than it is for military personnel who had been stationed abroad. | market outcome$or the
comparison groug@nd the veterans matched to theia described ifmable7 andthe associated Figur@

The discharged veterarare still more likely to be employed and less likely to be unemployed in each period than
this group of civilian counterpartin addition, they are less likely to be out of the labor force

COMPARISON GROBP

The third comparison grougonsists of aandom sample of civilians taken at a particular ddtaus this group is

most like a Current Population Survey sample, the source for national unemployment statistics, which surveys
households in a given week.ilapproach has the advantage that it describes the labor market outcomes of both
groups as they face common macroeconomic conditions. However, the approach has a major disadvantage.
Unlike the military exiters, many of the civilians in the comparis@ugmwill have had no recent disruption in
employment. Furthermore, the labor market experiences of the military exiters are now described at different
distances from theirei = & A y O Sis sefata caldddagtidé, éather than at the time of thexit from the
military™.

Another challenge in implementing this approach is that there is a tension in the data between having enough
recently discharged veterans to constitute a sufficiently large sample and also having sufficient weeks of data to
track their outcomes subsequent to their discharde.order to maintain consistency with our priggsearch we
choseJuly2004 as the starting point for the analysi$he labor market outcomes ftite two different groups are
reportedin Table8 and the a&sociated Figurd.

The first point to note is that the sample size of the veteran group drops by about half. This is primarily due to the
fact that many of the veterans exit subsequentlaly2004, and hence cannot be included in the sample.

19 Also note that the grop of civilians includes both employed and unemployed individuals at time zero, in contrast to Group 1.
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NON LBOR MARKETOGNIVITIE®F VETERANS AND TFHHIREE COMPARISOR@UPS

RECEIPT OAMNEMPLOYMENT INSURAN

Discharged veterans are much more likely to qualify for unemployment insurance than civilians separating from
their employers. There are two reasons foisthOne is that veteramaight qualify for UCX, in order to provide

them with some financial protection as they search for new jobs. The second is that civilians only qualify for Ul if
they lose their job through no fault of their owgithey cannot havejuit or been fired.

Not surprisingly, then, the use of unemployment insurance is much higher for discharged veétetiamsnonths
immediately subsequent to their discharge (see comparison groups 1 and 2 in bjigoue that the usage of Ul is
no different from civilians one year out.

ENROLLMENT IN EDUCANIOR TRAINING

Young veterans have several reasons to attend college subsequent to their discharge. One is thighhbg
eligible for subsidized tuition payments, through the Montgomery Gl Bilbtl#er is that they have had more
training than their civilian counterparts, which is typically a predictor of increased college attendance.

Our analysis of the data, presented in Figarsuggests that young veterans are indeed more likely to attend two
year colleges than civilians in comparison group 1, but have about the same propensity to attend four year
colleges, culminating in an overall higher likelihood of attending any college. When the comparison group is
civilians who have simply left theirgvious employer (comparison group 2), they are still more likely to attend two
year colleges, but much less likely to attend four year colleges, and on balance, less likely to attend any college.
Similar patterns hold when they are compared to civiliaoug 3 (the one most like the CPS).

The NLS survey is naswell suited to capturing information on theeceipt of government training as it is to
capturing information on education and employment outcométowever, thdimited evidence that is available
suggests that veterans are much more likely to receive government training (broadly d&fitneoh are their
civilian counterparts.

" The training includes DOL funded adult, summer and youth programs, Job Corps, JOBS, Youth Build, Even Start, Upward
Bound, Talent Search, Veteranswidistration, Vocational Rehabilitation and ROTC training.
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EARNINGS DIFFERENCES

Earnings subsequent to leaving the military are also an important outcome. We compared the eafnings o
discharged veterans in the first full year subsequent to their discharge withdahgngs of the two civilian
comparison groups and report the results in Figure 7. Interestingly, the earnings outcomes of veterans are
substantially higher than those bbth civilian groupg, particularly so relative to civilian group 2.

We now turn from this set of descriptive results to the results derived from a multivariate regression analysis,
which controls for as many individual and family characteristics astpessi
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ANALYSIS

The most appropriate way to compare the labor market outcomes of discharged veterans with those of the
different comparison groups is to use straightforward regression techniques, but give more weight to those civilian
respondents that are st similar to the veterans to whom they are being compared. Conceptually, the approach
involves controlling for factors that might affect both employability and military status, suagesace, ethnicity,

sex, residence (both county and urban/rurajlity (as measured by AFQT scores), parental education, household
structure, and income levél In addition, we do the analysis by branch of service, with the caveat that the sample
sizes are quite small for the Reserves and the National Guard.

The compexity of the analysis means that there are at least two different ways of looking at the results. The first

of these is to compare labor market outcomes for each comparison group over time. This approach provides an
AYyairakid Ayidz2 K2laborkarReffeSpldentes ard @latiGeNd theid dyilian counterparts, as well the
relationship across outcomes. The second is to examine the differences in each set of outcomes across comparison
groups over time. This approach demonstrates the importasfdae choice of the comparison group in

describing the relative experience of veterans. We use the former approach in what follows.

The results that are discussed are only for comparison groups 1 and 2. There are almost no significant differences
in ary of the outcomes when the veterans are compared with comparison group 3, as can be seen from an
examination of the appropriate section of the appendix.

COMPARISON GROUP 1

LABOR FORCE STATUS

The impact of military service, compared with civilian experiencethe likelihood of being employed,

unemployed or out of the labor force, is described in the left hand panel of Figlyréh® impact by branch of

service on the likelihood of being employed in the right hand panel. Clearly, discharged veteranshanaaone

likely to be employed, and much less likely to be out of the labor force than their civilian counterparts. While the
employment probabilities are substantially higher for veterans drawn from the reserve and national guard, those
who served in theegular service are still 10% more likely to be employed than civili@msilar patterns hold for

the likelihood of being unemployed or out of the labor force.

2The technical details are provided in the appendix, as well as the full set of regression results.
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RECEIPT QOMNEMPLOYMENT INSURAN

The analysis of the receipt ahemployment insurancehowed that discharged veterans are much more likely to
receive unemployment insurance in the period subsequent to discharge than their civilian counterparts. We would
expect this outcome to be primarily duo differences in eligibility

ENROLLMENT BEDUCATN ORTRAINING
We then turned to examining the propensity of veterans to enroll in education or government provided training
The results which are graphically depicted in Figure 10 show that, when other characteristics are accounted for,

veterans havesignificantly higher propensities to enroll in college, and slightly higher propensities to participate in
government training programs.

COMPARISON GROUP 2

LABOR FORCE STATUS

A similar picture emerges when the outcomes of veterans are compared to th@déli@n group 2. As Figude2
shows, although the veterans are initially less likely to be employed than the comparison group, by month 6 they
are equally likely, and after a year more than 10% more likely to be employed than civilians. Similarly, the
propensity to be unemployed drops sharply by month 6, as does their propensity to be out of the labor force.

RECEIPT OMNEMPLOYMENT INSURAN

The pattern of the likelihood of unemployment insurance receipt relative to this comparison group ismiay s

to that of comparison group 1. Veterans are initially much more likely to receive unemployment insurance, but the
likelihood drops sharply to be indistinguishable from that of civilians after six months.

ENROLLMENT BEDUCATION OR TRAIGIN

The resllts from analysing the enroliment and training patterns of veterans relative to comparison group 2 are
graphically displayed in Figuge Just like the comparison with group 1, veterans are (albeith only slightly) more
likely to be enrolled in two yeartleges and government training; in contrast with the group 1 comparison, they
are much less likely to be enrolled in four year colleges.
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EARNINGAND JOB®IFFERENCES RELATMUECOMPARISON GROUPS$E AND TWO

EARNINGS DIFFERENCES

We also investigated thdifferences in earningsf veterans in the year after their exit from the militarglative to

the different comparison groupd he detailed results of the estimates are provided in the Appermikare

summarized irFigure 10 We found that, controllid  F2 NJ | £ f 2 G KSNJ OKI NI OGSNAR&AGAOax
not significantly different from those workers in civilian group 1 who found jobs. However, the earnings were
substantiallyg about $3,600- higher than those in civilian group 2. This firglis quite remarkable, given the

much higher propensity of veterans to be employed than civilians in both Groups 1 and 2.

These differences appear to be at least partially due to the greater ability of veterans to get higher quality jobs, in
multiple dimensions. An examination of Figur&shows that veterans are more likely to work in larger firms,
relative to both comparison groups one and two, and it is well known that larger firms tend to pay higher salaries
than smaller firms.

We then turned to exaime the types of employeprovided benefits that veterans received compared with the
benefits received by their civilian counterparts. As Figitehows, veterans are more likely to have jobs that

offer medical, life and dental insurance, as well as panbenefits. This is true regardless of whether the
comparison group is groups one, two or three. Interestingly, veterans are also more likely to have jobs that offer
stock ownership than the most general group of civilians, Group 3.

Finally, there appar to be differences between veterans and civilians in the industry in which theyasmsken in
Figurel3. Veterans are more likely to be employed in public administration, professional services, construction
and retail trade, and less likely to be eropéd in education and health services and the entertainment and
accommodation industries.
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SUMMARY

Thisresearchset out to extend our earlieresearchby examining the labor market outcomes of young veterans

over a longer period of time. In addition,@eE I YAY SR @GSGSNI y&aQ dzaS 2F GNI yaFSN L
and government training programs, as well as the impact of military service on their earnings outcomes. In order

to make appropriate comparisons we ensured, as far as possible, thaetbeuas were being compared to a

similar group of civilians. Since there is no exact analog to military sarvicthe discharge from the militaig

the civilian arenawe chose three different types of comparison groups for the analysis. Our keygSreatie

3 Discharged veterans are more likely to be employed, less likely to be out of the labor force than are their

civilian counterparts

3 They are initially more likely to receive unemployment insurance benefits, but this difference does not
persist 6 morihs after their discharge

3 They are more likely to be enrolled in two year colleges, across both comparison groups. They are more
likely to be enrolled in a four year college relative to group 1, but less likely relative to group 2. They are
also more likel to be enrolled in government training programs.

3 The earnings differential for military veterans is significant and quite large when they are compared with
group 2, but not significant when they are compared with group 1.

3 There are no strongly significadifferences in any outcomes when veterans are compared with the

comparison group most like the CPS, comparison group 3.

3 Veterans are more likely to be employed in large firms, and are more likely to work in jobs that offer

benefits, such as pensions anddfth care than are comparable civilians.

3 Veterans are more likely to be employed in public administration, professional services, construction and
retail trade, and less likely to be employed in education and health services and the entertainment and

accanmodation industries.
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APPENDIX: TABLES BK5BRES

Table 1

Current Population Survey Counts of Veterans by Month and Age Category: 2007

Age Category NET)

7 4 5 4 7 9 6 7 6 8 8 9
20-24 122 95 81 80 81 97 94 97 110 95 109 117
25-29 241 235 230 217 244 242 231 260 244 250 277 241
30-34 331 314 336 331 327 318 313 289 302 305 320 303
35-39 510 480 492 463 495 506 517 503 510 494 495 480
40-44 690 629 631 634 635 638 613 630 620 615 627 605
45-49 709 754 776 813 797 805 787 712 745 692 729 736
50-54 871 891 841 871 885 844 855 843 838 839 837 840
55-59 1,496 1,505 1,454 1,483 1,499 1,471 1,418 1,396 1,345 1,327 1,355 1,308
60-64 1,425 1,393 1,423 1,445 1,484 1,500 1,528 1,540 1,542 1,474 1,544 1,503
>64 4,336 4,298 4,331 4,340 4,397 4,444 4,441 4,489 4,449 4,418 4,375 4,332

{2dz2NOSY ! dziK2NBRQ OFf Odzf  i1A2ya FNBY (GKS / dzZNNByd t2LJdz A2y { dzNBSe
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APPENDIX: TABLES BK5BRES

Figure 1  CPS Sample Sizes for24 Year Old Vetens by Month
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APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Table2  The Number of Discharged Young Veterans in Civilian Population in 2007: Comparison of Administrative Data with
Current Population Survey

CPS Veterans Weight§ CPS civilian Weight§’ : :
Ratio of countsusing
As proportion of As proportion of civilian weights to
Administrative Administrative Administrative counts using veterans
total® Counts Total Counts Total weights
18 4,769 3,341 70% 2,408 50.5% 72%
19 12,664 11,135 88% 8,467 66.9% 76%
20 26,391 20,708 78% 15,231 57.7% 74%
21 42,619 42,056 99% 31,904 74.9% 76%
22 67,484 58,081 86% 43,500 64.5% 75%
23 97,247 92,576 95% 70,503 72.5% 76%
24 138,956 100,681 72% 76,069 54.7% 76%

'Source: DMDC administrative data (separations in 2607zl K 2 NBE Q O f OdafSIRi NV XyNNBH/NER ¥ 24 S I A 2y { dzNBBSe R
average for 20071 dzi K2 NBA Q O f Odzf F 1A2y & FTNBY 6SAIKGESR / dzNNByd t 2Lz I dA2y { dNBSe
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APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Table 3  ProxyResponses, andProportion Resiént with ParentsRespondents Aged 224

Overall Veterans Nonveterans

Proxy respondents (January 2007)

Number of Proxy Responses 5,313 70 5,243

Total Responses 8,092 122 7,970

Proportion of proxy responses 65.66% 57.38% 65.78%
Coresident with pareh (January 2007)

Number coresident with parent 3,608 27 3,581

Total respondents 8,092 122 7,970

Percentage coresident with parent 44.59% 22.13% 44.93%
Proxy respondents (July 2007)

Number of Proxy Responses 5,367 45 5,322

Total Responses 8,232 94 8,138

Proportion of proxy responses 65.20% 47.87% 65.40%
Coresident with parent (July 2007)

Number coresident with parent 3,810 23 3,787

Total respondents 8,232 94 8,138

Percentage coresident with parent 46.28% 24.47% 46.53%

{ 2dzNDOSY [lubaiioKsFrdECPS O I
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APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Table 4  Proportion ofIndividuals Age20-24 Interviewed by the CPRecontactedn Subsequent Interviews-irst Interviews
January 2007 and July 2007

Initial Month One month later Two months later Three months later Twelve months laér
Jan 2007 Feb 2007 Mar 2007 Apr 2007 Jan 2008
Count | 1071 944 848 809 376
Proportion Remaining 100% 88.14% 79.18% 75.54% 35.11%
Jul 2007 Aug 2007 Sep 2007 Oct 2007
Count | 1049 906 809 742
Proportion Remaining| 100% 86.37% 77.12% 70.73%
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APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Table5  American Community Sample Size

Yes, on active duty now 9,249
Yes, on active duty in past 12 months 7,222
Yes, on active duty more than 12 months 256,957
No, training only 37,255
No, never served 1,997,759
Veterans period of service

Not in universe missing 2,035,067
Gulf War 44,973
Gulf War and Vietnam Era 5,215
Vietnam Era 82,653
Vietnam Era and Korean War 3,428
Vietnam Era, Korean War, and WWII 952
Korean War 32,330
Korean War and WWII 2,597
Wwil 36,278
PostVietnam Era only 30,018
Between Vetnam and Korean War only 31,828
Between Korean War and World War Il only 2,482
PreWWII only 621

{2dzNOSY ! dziK2NEQ OF £t Odzf F A2y & FNRBY wHnanc ! YSN&AC
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APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Table 6

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Summary Statistics Comparison Group 1

Employed

Unemployed

Out of the Labor Force

Summary Statistics
Comparison Group 1

Veterans Civilians

Mean SD N Mean SD N

54.58% 0.499 200 20.51% 0.404 5,003
76.77% 0.424 171 50.94% 0.500 4,494
77.95% 0.416 136 51.46% 0.500 3,903
79.22% 0.408 113 50.72% 0.500 3,318
76.62% 0.426 94 49.83% 0.500 2,849
24.98% 0.434 202 27.12% 0.445 5,177
8.79% 0.284 172 12.48% 0.331 4,606
9.23% 0.291 136 11.29% 0.316 3,992
8.18% 0.275 113 11.20% 0.315 3,378
6.89% 0.255 94 11.53% 0.319 2,894
20.10% 0.402 202 49.65% 0.500 5,177
14.36% 0.352 172 35.32% 0.478 4,606
12.82% 0.336 136 36.17% 0.481 3,992
12.60% 0.333 113 37.23% 0.483 3,378
16.49% 0.373 94 37.88% 0.485 2,894
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Figure2.1 + SGSNI yaQ [tusg@rolpsAami2S { 4
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APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Figure2.2 /| A@AT Al yaQ
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APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Table 7

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Employed

Unemployed

Out of the Labor Force

Summary Statistics Comparison Group 2

Summary Statistics

Comparison Group 2

Veterans Civilians

Mean SD N Mean SD N
54.58% 0.499 200 57.31% 0.495 5,379
76.77% 0.424 171 64.22% 0.479 4,759
77.95% 0.416 136 60.71% 0.488 4,066
79.22% 0.408 113 56.43% 0.496 3,396
76.62% 0.426 94 55.23% 0.497 2,879
24.98% 0.434 202 13.48% 0.342 5,454
8.79% 0.284 172 9.07% 0.287 4,843
9.23% 0.291 136 9.61% 0.295 4,144
8.18% 0.275 113 9.59% 0.294 3,450

6.89% 0.255 94 10.53% 0.307 2,915
20.10% 0.402 202 28.63% 0.452 5,454
14.36% 0.352 172 26.09% 0.439 4,843
12.82% 0.336 136 28.93% 0.453 4,144
12.60% 0.333 113 33.32% 0.471 3,450
16.49% 0.373 94 33.75% 0.473 2,915
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Figure3: / AQ@AT AL YyAaQ [¢G@aapNd C2NOS { (I (dza

Civilians' Labor Force Status

{Group 2)
100% 20%
0
80% 15%
604%
10%
A05%%
20% 5%
0% 0%

Monthl Month6 Month12 Month 18 Month 24

s Emnployed s Unemployed

s OLF — . Rate

THE LABOR MARKET OUTCOMES OF YOUNG VETERANS Page29



APPENDIX: TABLES B5BRES

Table8

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Month 1
Month 6
Month 12
Month 18
Month 24

Summary Statistics Comparison Group 3

Employed

Unemployed

Out of the Labor Force

Summary Statistics
Comparison Group 3
Veterans Civilians

Mean SD N Mean SD N
69.71% 0.462 106 56.16% 0.496 3,050
71.82% 0.452 105 52.30% 0.500 3,025
85.56% 0.353 97 5711% 0.495 2,819
72.73% 0.449 61 60.40% 0.489 1,395
100.00% 1 45.30% 0.505 37
12.64% 0.334 106 12.16% 0.327 3,106

9.71% 0.297 105 10.48% 0.306 3,069

1.83% 0.135 97 12.23% 0.328 2,854

3.19% 0177 61 5.00% 0.218 1,411

0.00% 1 8.90% 0.289 38
17.64% 0.383 106 31.03% 0.463 3,106
18.47% 0.390 105 36.64% 0.482 3,069
12.61% 0.334 97 3027% 0.459 2,854
24.08% 0.431 61 3427% 0.475 1,411

0.00% 1 44 90% 0.504 38
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Figure4.1: + S (i S NI Yy Bo@e Status @rodlip 3
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Figure4.2 /| A@AT AL yAaQ [¢G@aaN3 C2NOS { (I (dza
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Figure5.1: Use of Unemployment InsuranceGroup 1
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Figure5.2 Use of Unemployment Insurance Group 2
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Figure 5.3  Use of Unemployment InsuranageGroup 3
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Figure 6.1 Enrollment | College Group 1
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Figure 6.2 Enrollment in CollegeGroup 2
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