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next row excludes February 1999 in addition to March. Again the difference-in

differences estimates change very little. All are insignificant and the only negative 

effect, that for adult women, weakens slightly. 12 The next row also excludes January 

1999 and again the results are similar. The negative effect for adult women weakens 

still further and the estimated effects remain insignificantly different from zero for all 

four demographic groups. 

The next modification considered concerns the definition of employment in the 

construction of the dependent variable. Unpaid family workers and those on 

government employment and training programmes are treated as employed in the 

basic specification. The next row of Table 2 gives the results if these groups are 

instead treated as non-employed. Very little changes as a result. 

A very broad definition of non-employment is used in the basic specification, to 

include all those who are economically inactive (as well as those who are 

unemployed). This includes those who are not seeking work and would not accept it 

if offered. The three largest groups among the economically inactive in the data all 

fall into this latter category. They are those who do not wish to work because they are 

staying at home to look after a family, because they are retired and because they are 

long-term sick or disabled. The next row of the table gives the results when this 

group (economically inactive, not seeking work and do not wish to work) are 

excluded - on the grounds that they left employment for other reasons. There are 

small movements in the difference-in-differences estimates for some demographic 

groups, but all four estimates remain insignificantly different from zero, the negative 

effect for adult women declines slightly and the estimates for the other three groups 

remain positive. 

12 The reduction in the size of the pre-NMW sample produces a technical problem due to 100% 
employment in the control group cell for young women, which prevents estimation of the logit model. 
The linear difference-in-differences estimate from a linear regression (with the same controls) is 
presented for this demographic group and put in square brackets in Table 2 to indicate the different 
estimation method used. 
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The next modification concerns the price deflator used to construct the real wage. The 

all-items RPI is used in the basic specification.13 The alternative specification 

examined deflates the wage using the RPI excluding mortgage interest payments. 14 

The results for the full model are given in the next row of Table 2. Again the 

difference-in-differences estimates of the impact of the introduction of the minimum 

wage alter very little. The largest change in effect is for young women, where the 

positive effect increases further. The estimated effect remains insignificantly different 

from zero for all four demographic groups. 

The next pair of modifications trim the wage distribution. Due to the method of 

construction of the hourly wage rate on the LFS, there are a small number of very 

small or large estimated rates. Symmetric trimming is used in both. cases. In the first 

modification the lower limit is set at 50p per hour. This trims around 0.2% of 

individuals from the lower end of the distribution. The matching point to trim the 

same number from the upper end of the distribution is at £48/hour. The second 

modification trims 0.5% from each of the top and bottom of the distribution (the 

limits in this case are £1.10 and £34.28 per hour). Neither of these modifications 

changes the difference-in-differences estimates by much for any of the four 

demographic groups. 

The ONS recommended construction of the hourly pay variable on the LFS data 

involves dividing gross pay last time paid (converted to a weekly basis) by the number 

of paid hours usually worked (both referring to main job only). There is therefore a 

potential mismatch between the hours measure and the hours worked in the period 

covered by the reported gross pay. Information is also collected in the LFS on hours 

actually worked in the reference week (in the main job). Note that this does not 

necessarily correspond exactly to the pay period either. It should do so for those paid 

weekly at the end of each week, but will not do so for some other individuals. It may 

also be rather umepresentative for some individuals with fluctuating hours, which will 

then cause measurement error when used to divide gross pay for a non-matching pay 

period. Never-the-less it provides a very useful comparison and sensitivity test. 

13 ONS series CHAW. 
14 ONS series CHMK. 
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The difference-in-differences estimates in this case are given in the next row of 

Table 2. They remain insignificantly different from zero for all four demographic 

groups. They are also positive for all four groups. The negative (though insignificant) 

effect for adult women in the basic specification (and all other rows of Table 2) is not 

present when actual hours in the reference week are used to construct the hourly wage 

variable. To put it another way, the negative (though insignificant) effect for this 

group depends entirely on the use of usual hours (in conjunction with latest weekly 

pay) in the construction of the hourly wage rate, rather than hours in the reference 

week. 

The next modification uses weights in the estimation to compensate for differential 

non-response. This is a questionable procedure in the current context due both to the 

potential endogeneity of any non-response and to difficulties associated with the 

construction of the weights in relation to employment status. Nevertheless it is 

reassuring that the weighted estimates are very similar to the corresponding 

unweighted ones for all four demographic groups. 

The final set of modifications examined concerns the use of proxy responses in the 

LFS. This is a well known problem, particularly in relation to the construction of an 

hourly pay measure, and has been highlighted by ONS and the Low Pay Commission 

among others. Of the sample used for estimation in the basic specification here, 

28.5% are proxy responses. The majority of these (23.2%) are responses by the 

individual's spouse or partner. ONS has developed "adjustments" for hourly earnings 

for proxy responses. Its "lower adjustment" increases hourly earnings by I% for 

spouse/partner proxies and by I 0% for other proxies. Its "upper adjustment" increases 

hourly earnings by 3% for spouse/partner proxies and by 13% for other proxies. Four 

modifications to the basic specification are given in Table 2. The ONS "lower" and 

"upper" adjustments are used in the first two of these respectively. Since these 

adjustments are rather large for the "other" proxies, and since these responses are 

viewed as much less reliable, the remaining two modifications exclude "other" proxy 

responses entirely and make the adjustments solely for the spouse/partner proxies. 
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In the first of these modifications the difference-in-differences estimates are very little 

changed for men and adult women. In the case of young women the estimate becomes 

negative, although it remains insignificantly different from zero. However this seems 

to be the result of the rather large adjustments to the "other" proxy response cases. 

When these are excluded, it reverts to being positive (and of course still insignificant). 

The use of the ONS "upper adjustment" produces estimates very similar to those in 

the basic specification. 

In summary, this range of modifications confirms the main findings on the basis of the 

basic specification. The difference-in-differences estimate of the effect of the 

introduction of the minimum wage on the probability of employment is insignificantly 

different from zero for all four demographic groups. It is also positive for both male 

groups and for young women. It is negative (although insignificant) for adult women, 

but this depends on the construction of the hourly wage rate using "usual" hours, and 

is no longer the case if actual hours in the reference week are used. 

5. British Household Panel Survey results 

This section presents the results from estimating the model using data from the BHPS. 

As far as possible the specification adopted is equivalent to that used in the analysis of 

the LFS data in the previous section. The sample is restricted to original sample 

members (and excluding the ECHP sub-sample) who provided full interviews and 

who were aged at least I 8 but below 60 at time t. It is restricted to those who were 

employees at t, but excludes full-time students and those on government training 

schemes. The dependent variable in the model estimated is the individual's 

employment status at time t+ I. It is constructed on the basis of whether or not the 

individual had a job in the last week before the interview. The base group includes 

both the unemployed and those who have become economically inactive. The 

robustness of the results to variation in this and other variable definitions are 

considered below. 
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The wage variable is constructed as usual gross pay, converted to a weekly basis and 

divided by paid hours usually worked "in a normal week". Both pay and hours are for 

the individual's main job only. The wage is converted to real terms (April 1999 

prices) using the Retail Price Index (all items) as in the previous section. The 

robustness of the results to modifications in this construction is also considered 

below. 

Table 3 presents the estimates in a parallel format to that used in Table 1 for the LFS 

estimates. The raw (i.e. without control variables) linear difference-in-differences 

estimates are all insignificantly different from zero for each of the four demographic 

groups, as in those based on the LFS data. They are also positive for both male 

groups and for young women. The estimated effect for adult women is negative 

(although insignificantly different from zero) and of a very similar magnitude to that 

for the LFS data in Table I. 

As in the LFS analysis described in the previous section, a logit form is estimated for 

the full model with control variables. Similar control variables are also used as far as 

possible. Controls are included for age completed full-time education, a set of highest 

educational qualification indicators, labour market experience (a quartic), length of 

time in current job (a quadratic), part-time status, marital status, ethnic status, an 

indicator if the job at time t is not permanent (temporary or seasonal work, etc.), 

public sector, whether the individual's health limits the kind of paid work they can do, 

regional dummies, and year and month dummies. As in the specification used on the 

LFS data, a cubic in the real hourly wage is also included in the x-vector to control for 

the relationship in the absence of a minimum wage as discussed earlier. Separate 

models are estimated for men and women and the main effects (and the intercept) are 

allowed to vary within these across the two age groups. 

As with the LFS analysis, the logit coefficient estimate is converted to a "marginal 

effect" of the dummy variable of interest evaluated at the sample proportion (or 

equivalently the sample means), i.e. a probability difference-in-differences. This can 

therefore be interpreted as the effect of the introduction of the minimum wage on the 
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probability of employment. The absolute value of the "robust" t-ratio of the logit 

coefficient is given in parentheses below the difference-in-differences estimates. 

For both male and female youth groups the samples in the below-minimum group 

and/or the control group are too small to produce logit model estimates once control 

variables are added. The with-controls difference-in-differences estimates are 

therefore given only for the two adult groups. They are positive but insignificantly 

different from zero for both these groups. For women the difference-in-differences 

estimate switches from negative to positive when the control variables are added, in 

contrast to the results for the LFS data, although the estimates are insignificantly 

different from zero in both cases. In summary, there is no evidence of negative 

employment effects in the BHPS data on the basis of the basic specification. 

Modifications to investigate the robustness of these findings are presented next. For 

the same reasons as above, attention is restricted to the two adult groups. As with the 

LFS analysis, the first modification considered concerns the definition of the "slightly 

above the minimum" control group. In the basic specification the range between the 

minimum and the minimum plus I 0% is used as in the earlier LFS analysis. Even 

more in the BHPS than the LFS, tills is a rather narrow range and (particularly for the 

youth samples) leads to quite small cell sizes for the control group. As before there is 

a trade-off between keeping a fairly narrow definition to keep the control group as 

similar to the directly affected group as possible and widening the definition to 

increase the precision of estimation. 

An alternative of the minimum plus 15% was examined as on the LFS. The results 

from the full model (i.e. with control variables) are given in the second row of 

Table 4. (The. corresponding results for the basic specification are repeated in the first 

row to ease comparison.) The difference-in-differences estimates of the impact of the 

introduction of the minimum wage alter very little as a result of this modification. 

The estimated effect is insignificantly different from zero for both men and women 

and the numerical changes are small. 
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The next two modifications considered concern the definition of employment used. 

Both modified definitions are constructed on the basis of the individual's 

classification of their current labour force status from a list of alternatives provided by 

the interviewer. The first alternative definition classifies those in paid employment, 

self-employment or on maternity leave from a job as employed. All other statuses, 

except individuals selecting "something else" and those not responding, are classified 

as non-employed. The second alternative takes a narrower definition of both 

employment and the sample included, with only those responding that they are in paid 

employment, self-employed or unemployed being retained in the sample. Both these 

definitions give similar difference-in-differences estimates to those based on the 

definition in the basic specification. In particular they are insignificantly different 

from zero for both men and women under both definitions. 

Another modification concerns the price deflator used to construct the real wage. The 

all-items RPI is used in the basic specification as for the LFS. The alternative 

specification examined deflates the wage using the RPI excluding mortgage interest 

payments as in the alternative examined on the LFS. The results for the full model are 

given in the next row of Table 4. Again the difference-in-differences estimates of the 

impact of the introduction of the minimum wage alter very little and remain positive 

but insignificantly different from zero for both men and women. 

A further modification considered trims the wage distribution. The method of 

constructing the hourly wage rate on the BHPS, as on the LFS, leads to a number of 

very small and large estimated rates. The modification used symmetrically trims a 

half of one percent from each of the top and bottom of the distribution. This does not 

change the difference-in-differences estimates by much for either men or women and 

both remain positive but insignificantly different from zero. 

The next modification uses weights in the estimation to compensate for differential 

non-response. The potential endogeneity of any non-response and the use of income 

and employment information in the construction of the weights make them of doubtful 

usefulness in the current context. However again it is reassuring that the weighted 
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estimates are very similar to the corresponding unweighted ones for both men and 

women. 

The final modification uses the additional information provided by the consultation of 

respondents' payslips wherever possible. Along similar lines to ONS's development 

of adjustments to hourly rates for proxy responses in the LFS, an adjustment factor 

was developed for the cases where a payslip was not seen by the interviewer. A 

log-linear wage equation was estimated with the same explanatory factors as above 

plus a dummy variable for non-provision of a payslip for the interviewer's inspection. 

This indicated that, holding the control variables constant, individuals who did not 

provide a payslip had, on average, a 7% lower hourly rate of pay than individuals who 

did provide one. 

The modification considered therefore adjusts the hourly wage rates of those cases 

where no payslip was seen upwards by 7%. The results for the full model are given in 

the final row of Table 4. Again the difference-in-differences estimates of the impact 

of the introduction of the minimum wage remain insignificantly different from zero 

for both men and women. For women the effect becomes more positive and the !

ratio rises considerably. 

In summary, this range of modifications confirms the main findings on the basis of the 

basic specification for the BHPS. The difference-in-differences estimate of the effect 

of the introduction of the minimum wage on the probability of employment is 

positive, but insignificantly different from zero, for both adult men and adult women. 

6. New Earnings Survey results 

This section presents the results from estimating the model using data from the NES. 

As far as possible the specification adopted is equivalent to that used in the analysis of 

the LFS and BHPS data in the previous sections. However the NES provides much 

less information on individual characteristics than the other two datasets and hence the 

model is only able to control for far fewer control variables. The sample is restricted 
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to those aged at least 18 but below 60. Multiple records of those who held more than 

one job are excluded. Those who worked less than one hour in total in the reference 

week for year t are also excluded. The dependent variable in the model estimated is 

the individual's employment status at time t+ I. This is inferred indirectly by presence 

as an employee in the survey for year t+ I as explained above. (The potential 

misclassifications as a result of this are also discussed above.) The overall mean 

employment probability is much lower on the NES than the LFS and BHPS due to the 

method of construction and the leakage of individuals inherent therein. 

The wage variable is the basic hourly rate (excluding overtime). It is constructed as 

total gross weekly earnings for the reference week (converted to a weekly basis if 

necessary) less overtime earnings, divided by normal basic hours (defined to be "basic 

hours for the employee in a normal week, excluding meal breaks and overtime"). The 

wage is converted to real terms (April 1999 prices) using the Retail Price Index (all 

items) as for the LFS and BHPS. Those for whom the constructed hourly wage is less 

than 50plhour are excluded from the sample. 

The estimates are presented in Table 5, in an equivalent format to that used in Table I 

for the LFS estimates and Table 3 for the BHPS estimates. Despite the huge 

differences in dataset construction and variable definition, the NES raw (i.e. without 

control variables) linear difference-in-differences estimates are remarkably similar to 

those for the LFS and BHPS. Despite the enormous sample size, they are all 

insignificantly different from zero for each of the four demographic groups, as in 

those based on the LFS and BHPS datasets. The only one that is anywhere near 

statistical significance is that for adult women, with an absolute t-ratio of 1.51, which 

is very low for a sample of over 300,000. 

As in the LFS and BHPS analyses, a logit form is estimated for the full model with 

control variables. More limited control variables are available. Controls are included 

for age (a quartic), an indicator for more than 12 months in the current job (more 

detailed job duration information is not contained in the data), part-time status, 

regional dummies and year dummies. As in the specification used on the LFS and 

BHPS datasets, a cubic in the real hourly wage is also included in the x-vector to 
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control for the relationship in the absence of a minimum wage as discussed earlier. 

Separate models are estimated for men and women and the main effects (and the 

intercept) are allowed to vary within these across the two age groups. 

As with the LFS and BHPS analyses, the logit coefficient estimate is converted to a 

"marginal effect" of the dummy variable of interest evaluated at the sample proportion 

(or equivalently the sample means), i.e. a probability difference-in-differences. This 

can then be interpreted as the effect of the introduction of the minimum wage on the 

probability of employment The absolute value of the robust t-ratio of the logit 

coefficient is given in parentheses below the difference-in-differences estimates. 

The full model difference-in-differences estimates are insignificantly different from 

zero at conventional significance levels for all four demographic groups, although in 

the case of adult women it is marginaL For this group the effect is reduced slightly 

from the raw estimate, but with a slightly increased absolute asymptotic t-ratio (which 

has a p-value of0.09). The significance of the effect is more marginal (judged against 

standard critical values) than with the other datasets. However, as discussed in 

Section 4, in very large samples such as this it is often felt that standard critical values 

are inappropriate and that those used should be an increasing function of the sample 

size. The Schwarz criterion implies using a critical value for the female sample here 

of 3.55. The t-ratio for adult women is less than half this value. The bottom line is 

that in a sample of more than 300,000 observations an absolute t-ratio of 1.71 is not 

very convincing evidence of a non-zero effect 

Modifications to investigate the robustness of these findings are presented next. As 

with the LFS and BHPS analyses, the first modification considered concerns the 

definition of the "slightly above the minimum" control group. In the basic 

specification the range between the minimum and the minimum plus I 0% is used as 

in the earlier LFS and BHPS analyses. As before there is a trade-off between using a 

fairly narrow definition to keep the control group as similar to the directly affected 

group as possible and widening the definition to increase the precision of estimation. 
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An alternative of the minimum plus 15% was examined as on the LFS and the BHPS. 

The results from the full model (i.e. with control variables) are given in the second 

row of Table 6. (Once again the corresponding results for the basic specification are 

repeated in the first row to ease comparison.) The difference-in-differences estimates 

of the impact of the introduction of the minimum wage alter very little as a result of 

this modification. The estimated negative effect for adult women reduces slightly, but 

the t-ratio rises slightly. 

The next modification concerns the price deflator used to construct the real wage. The 

all-items RPI is used in the basic specification as for the LFS and BHPS. The 

alternative specification examined deflates the wage using the RPI excluding 

mortgage interest payments as in the alternative examined on both the LFS and the 

BHPS. The results for the full model are given in the next row of Table 6. Again the 

difference-in-differences estimates of the impact of the introduction of the minimum 

wage alter very little as a result of this modification. This time the t-ratio on the effect 

for adult women falls very slightly. 

The final modification considered trims the wage distribution, as investigated on the 

LFS and BHPS. Once again the modification used symmetrically trims a half of one 

percent from each of the top and bottom of the distribution. This does not change the 

difference-in-differences estimates by much for any group, but causes a further slight 

fall in the t-ratio for adult women. Overall the NES estimates seem fairly robust to 

the modifications examined. 

7. Conclusions 

This paper uses individual-level longitudinal data from the Labour Force Survey, the 

British Household Panel Survey and the New Earnings Survey to estimate the impact 

of the introduction of the UK minimum wage in April I 999 on the probability of 

subsequent employment among those whose wages would have had to be raised to 

comply with the new minimum. A difference-in-differences estimator is employed 

using individuals from slightly higher up the wage distribution as the control group. 
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Results are presented for four demographic groups - male and female adults and 

youths- and for each of these three datasets. 

On the basis of the LFS the estimated impact of the introduction of the minimum 

wage on the probability of remaining in employment is insignificantly different from 

zero for all four demographic groups. This finding is robust to widening the 

comparison group, excluding observations immediately prior to the introduction of the 

minimum wage, modifications to the definition of employment, using a different 

deflator on the wage, trimming the wage distribution, using weights, making various 

adjustments to the wages of proxy respondents and using a different hours variable in 

the construction of the hourly wage rate. 

The estimated effect is also positive (although insignificant) for both male groups and 

for young women. This finding too is robust to the modifications listed above. The 

estimated effect is negative (although insignificant) for adult women, but this depends 

on the construction of the hourly wage rate using "usual" hours, and is no longer the 

case if actual hours in the reference week are used. 

The estimated effect is positive, but insignificantly different from zero for both adult 

men and adult women on the basis of the BHPS data. (The BHPS samples are too 

small to estimate the model for the two youth groups.) These findings are robust to 

those of the modifications listed above that can be examined and to adjusting the 

wages of individuals for whom no payslip was seen. 

On the basis of the NES also the estimated effect is insignificantly different from zero 

for all four demographic groups. In the case of adult women, the absolute !-ratio on 

the coefficient of interest is higher than for the other groups and for this group in the 

other datasets and would be viewed as of marginal significance judged against 

standard critical values. However in a sample of more than 300,000 observations a 

!-ratio of -1.71 is not very convincing evidence of a non-zero effect. The NES results 

are also robust to the various modifications considered. 
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Overall the evidence suggests zero, or if anything small positive, effects for adult men 

and the two youth groups. The conclusion for adult women is slightly less clear cut. 

In the BHPS the effect is clearly insignificant (and positive). In the LFS it is negative 

(although insignificant) when "usual" hours are used to construct the wage variable, 

but positive (and insignificant) when "actual" hours are used. In the NES this effect is 

negative and approaching significance. However the weakness of the t-ratio for such 

a large sample size means that the case for a negative effect even for this group and 

this dataset is not convincing. 

Abowd et a!. (2000) find, on the basis of an equivalent methodology, significant 

negative effects for France, but insignificant effects for the US. The results in this 

paper for the UK are therefore closer to those for the US (although with some slight 

evidence of a negative effect for adult women). This seems likely to partly reflect the 

differing levels at which minimum wages have been set in the three countries. Judged 

relative to median earnings the UK minimum was set slightly above the federal 

minimum in the US, but appreciably below that in France. The results in this paper 

suggest that the estimated employment effects for the UK are also closer to the Abowd 

et al. findings for the US than those for France. 
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Table 1 

Difference-in-differences estimates of the effect of the introduction of the 
minimum wage on the probability of subsequent employment. 

Basic specification: Labour Force Survey data. 

Adult Young Adult Young 
men men women women 

Raw emi!IOYffient 11robabilities: 
Real wage < minimum: 
Period with introduction of minimum wage .892 .870 .882 .855 
Periods without .908 .887 .885 .890 

!;. -.016 -.017 -.003 -.035 
Real wage between min & min + 10%: 
Period with introduction of minimum wage .913 .913 .923 .913 
Periods without .944 .922 .907 .970 

!;. -.031 -.009 .016 -.057 

Raw linear difference-in-differences estimate .015 -.008 -.019 .022 
(Robust absolute t-ratio in regression) (0.43) (0.09) (0.99) (0.25) 

Logit difference-in-differences estimate .010 .054 -.019 .063 
(Coefficient robust absolute asymptotic t-ratio) (0.66) (0.57) (1.49) (0.60) 

Notes: 

I. Based on 11 Quarterly Labour Force Surveys: from 1997, quarter 1 (March
May) to 1999, quarter 3 (September-November). 

2. Sample size= 45,991, made up of22,353 men (920 young) and 23,638 women 
(807 young). 

3. Logit model in final row contains as control variables: age completed full-time 
education, highest educational qualification dummies, labour market 
experience (quartic), length of tenure with current employer (quadratic), 
part-time, marital status, ethnic status, dummy for job at time t not .permanent, 
public sector, health problem or disability limits kind of work can do, real 
hourly wage (cubic), regional dummies, year and month dummies. 

4. Absolute values of "robust" !-ratios on model coefficients in parentheses. 
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Table 2 

Difference-in-differences estimates of the effect of the introduction of the 
minimum wage on the probability of subsequent employment. 

Logit model estimates with full set of control variables. 

Modifications to basic specification: Labour Force Survey data. 

Adult Young Adult Young 
men men women women 

Basic specification .010 .054 -.019 .063 
(0.66) (0.57) (1.49) (0.60) 

Control group includes up to minimum+ 15% .002 .054 -.014 .075 
(0.17) (0.71) (1.24) (0.93) 

Sample excludes March 1999 .014 .060 -.019 .062 
(0.88) (0.63) (1.45) (0.57) 

Sample excludes February & March 1999 .018 .026 -.016 [.045] 
(1.09) (0.28) (1.20) (0.57) 

Sample excludes January- March 1999 .018 .039 -.014 [.050] 
(1.09) (.039) (1.08) (0.63) 

Treat unpaid family workers and those on .008 .069 -.019 .055 
government programmes as non-employed (0.53) (0.73) (1.50) (0.52) 

Exclude those who are inactive, not seeking and .002 .061 -.012 .008 
don't want work (0.16) (0.79) (1.50) (0.09) 

Wage deflated by RPI excl. mortgage interest .019 .059 -.018 .114 
payments (1.24) (0.62) (1.41) (1.12) 

Trim wage distribution at £0.50 & £48.00 .008 .029 -.018 .062 
(0.55) (0.32) (1.46) (0.58) 

Trim wage distribution by 0.5% at top & bottom .008 .021 -.018 .065 
(0.53) (0.23) (1.45) (0.61) 

Use actual hours in reference week to construct .006 .140 .007 .024 
hourly wage (0.56) (1.17) (0.50) (0.26) 

Weighted estimates .008 .039 -.020 .068 
(0.56) (0.42) (1.52) (0.64) 

ONS "lower adjustroent" to wage for proxy .025 .043 -.018 -.026 
responses (1.63) (0.44) (1.41) (0.22) 

O:NS "upper adjustment" to wage for proxy .033 .078 -.020 .035 
responses (2.11) (0.84) (1.52) (0.33) 

ONS "lower adjustment" to wage for spouse .020 .048 -.018 .003 
proxies + exclude "other" proxy responses (1.21) (0.29) (1.40) (0.02) 

ONS "upper adjustment" to wage for spouse .027 .037 -.019 .003 
proxies + exclude "other" proxy responses (1.61) (0.22) (1.47) (0.02) 

Note: Sample and control variables as in Table 1. 
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Table 3 

Difference-in-differences estimates of the effect of the introduction of the 
minimum wage on the probability of subsequent employment. 

Basic specification: British Household Panel Survey data. 

Adult Young Adult Young 
men men women women 

Raw em!!Iowent 11robabilities: 
Real wage < minimum: 
Period with introduction of minimum wage .868 .909 .847 .833 
Periods without .872 .938 .879 .819 

D. -.005 -.028 -.033 .014 
Real wage between min & min + 10%: 
Period with introduction of minimum wage .846 .750 .897 .833 
Periods without .944 .862 .913 .868 

D. -.098 -.112 -.016 -.035 

Raw linear difference-in-differences estimate .093 .084 -.017 .049 
(Robust absolute t-ratio in regression) (0.81) (0.44) (0.38) (0.27) 

Logit difference-in-differences estimate .044 NA .013 NA 
(Coefficient robust absolute asymptotic t-ratio) (1.29) (0.43) 

Notes: 

I. Based on 6 waves of the British Household Panel Survey: 1994 (wave 4) to 
1999 (wave 9) inclusive. 

2. Sample size= 16,796, made up of 7,851 men (561 young) and 8,945 women 
(518 young). 

3. Logit model in final row contains as control variables: age completed full-time 
education, highest educational qualification dummies, labour market 
experience (quartic), length of time in current job (quadratic), part-time, 
marital status, ethnic status, dummy for job at time t not permanent, public 
sector, health limits kind of work can do, real hourly wage (cubic), regional 
dummies, year and month dummies. 

4. Absolute values of "robust" t-ratios on model coefficients in parentheses. 
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Table 4 

Difference-in-differences estimates of the effect of the introduction of the 
minimum wage on the probability of subsequent employment. 

Logit model estimates with full set of control variables. 

Modified specifications: British Household Panel Survey data. 

Adult Adult 
men women 

Basic specification .044 .013 
(1.29) (0.43) 

Control group includes up to minimum + 15% .010 .020 
(0.33) (0.82) 

Alternative employment definition on basis of "current labour .052 .008 
force status" responses (1.36) (0.24) 

Alternative employment definition plus exclusion of .032 .016 
economically inactive (1.38) (1.02) 

Wage deflated by RPI excl. mortgage interest payments .033 .027 
(0.92) (0.95) 

Trim wage distribution by 0.5% at top & bottom .039 .010 
(1.15) (0.34) 

Weighted estimates .060 .033 
(1.66) (1.06) 

Adjustment of+ 7% to wage where no payslip seen .038 .046 
(1.14) (1.58) 

Note: Sample and control variables as in Table 3. 
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Table 5 

Difference-in-differences estimates of the effect of the introduction of the 
minimum wage on the probability of subsequent employment. 

Basic specification: New Earnings Survey data. 

Adult Young Adult Young 
men men women women 

Raw emQiowent Qrobabilities: 
Real wage < minimum: 
Period with introduction of minimum wage .614 .593 .670 .576 
Periods without .626 .638 .682 .588 

Ll -.013 -.045 -.012 -.012 
Real wage between min & min + 10%: 
Period with introduction of minimum wage .676 .608 .748 .538 
Periods without .697 .644 .742 .609 

Ll -.021 -.037 .007 -.071 

Raw linear difference-in-differences estimate .008 -.008 -.019 .059 
(Robust absolute t-ratio in regression) (0.36) (0.14) (1.51) (1.02) 

Logit difference-in-differences estimate .004 -.003 -.017 .052 
(Coefficient robust absolute asymptotic t-ratio) (0.26) (0.05) (1. 71) (1.03) 

Notes: 

1. Based on the New Earnings Surveys for 1994 to 1999 inclusive (April of each 
year). 

2. Sample size= 644,578, made up of 343,790 men (16,482 young) and 300,788 
women (16,472 young). 

3. Logit model in final row contains as control variables: age (quartic), dummy 
for more than 12 months in current job, part-time status, real hourly wage 
(cubic), regional dummies and year dummies. 

4. Absolute values of "robust" t-ratios on model coefficients in parentheses. 
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Table 6 

Difference-in-differences estimates of the effect of the introduction of the 
minimum wage on the probability of subsequent employment. 

Logit model estimates with full set of control variables. 

Modified specifications: New Earnings Survey data. 

Adult Young Adult Young 
men men women women 

Basic specification .004 -.003 -.017 .052 
(0.26) (0.05) (1.71) (1.03) 

Control group includes up to minimum + 15% .019 -.005 -.015 .002 
(1.51) (0.12) (1.74) (0.04) 

Wage deflated by RPI excl. mortgage interest .012 -.009 -.016 .059 
payments (0.79) (0.17) (1.65) (1.17) 

Trim wage distribution 0.5% at top & bottom .004 .002 -.016 .036 
(0.27) (0.04) (1.62) (0.67) 

Note: Sample and control variables as in Table 5. 
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