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standard errors in

Fixed Cross Random Fixed
variables effects section effects effects

Years of work .024 0.024 0.133 0.018 0.025 O.
O. ) (0.008) 0.035) (0.004 0.009) (O.

Years of experi- -0.296 -0.299 -0.21 -O. -0.334
ence 1000) (0.080 ( . ) 0,1 (O .17 (0.214)

O. •045 .033
(O. 0.005 (0.00 )

O. . 76 O. 0.094
0.098 0.05 ) 0.046 (0.048)

Job 0.023 0.051 0.08 -O. .04
.03 ) (0.023) (0.022) O. ) O. 2

0.303 O. 17 O.

The 's not because the variables are not the
same.
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Table 2 Estimated wage equations for the total
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variables C

Constant 2.920 2.989 2. 3.
(O. O. O 092) O.

Years of work 25 9 l
.004 .003 0.005)

.282 -0.282 -0.292
0.07 0.102)

Years of schoo •047 O• 4 .039 0.027
(O. O. .003) .003 O
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0.098 0.1 3) .181) 0.037 o. (0.059)
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O. o. 52 .307 .203 0.222 0.19

f-statistic
for Chow-test 3.28
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