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Background Economic Outcomes by Disability Status Modelling Disparities in Outcomes

When controlling for state, sex, race, Hispanic origin, marital status,
education level, and non-linear affect of age (using both a quadratic and
cubic term) — disability status D; ¢, has a significant (adverse) impact on
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_ . responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official views of the CDC/NIOSH.
Education level: High school graduates, no college. RR: Relative Risk; * Upper 95% Cl was calculated; A Lower 95% Cl was calculated

Where: y; ¢ ;is employment measure for respondent i in state s at time ¢;
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