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Appendix Table 1: States that raised minimum wages during our sample timeframe.   
	[bookmark: _Hlk152761613]Years
	States that raised the minimum wage during these years

	2005-2007
	Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, DC, Florida, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Hawaii (27)

	2007-2009
	All states except for New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, Wisconsin, Alaska, Hawaii (45)

	2009 – 2011
	All states except for Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Rhode Island, West Virginia, Hawaii (44)

	2011 – 2013
	Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont, Washington (11)

	2013 – 2015
	Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, DC, Florida, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Alaska, Hawaii, (26)

	2015 – 2017
	Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, DC, Florida, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Alaska, Hawaii (26)

	2017-  2019
	Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, DC, Florida, Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, Alaska, Hawaii (27)

	States that always defaulted to the $5.15 and $7.25 federal minimum from 2005 to 2019 
	Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Wyoming (18)


Note: the number in the parenthesis indicates the number of states that increase the nominal minimum wage between the two years. 
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Appendix Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for samples age 18-64 used in two-way-fixed-effects models. Women and men combined.  Means and (standard deviations)
	Variables
	< high school
	<= high school


	<= 1.5 Minimum Wage

	
	Mean (std dev)
	Mean (std dev) 
	Mean (std dev)

	Key variables
	
	
	

	Minimum wages ($)
	7.472 (1.546)
	7.386 (1.518) 
	8.028 (1.542) 

	Heavy drinker 
	0.135 (0.342)
	0.142 (0.348) 
	0.120 (0.325) 

	Binge drinker 
	0.303 (0.459)
	0.296 (0.456) 
	0.265 (0.441) 

	Binge drinker days 
	8.846 (44.102)
	7.257 (36.934)
	5.057 (29.753) 

	Abstinence
	0.451 (0.498)
	0.416 (0.493) 
	0.456 (0.498) 

	Wages-per-hour (for those with positive wages)
	15.689 (23. 849)
	18.44 (18.85)
	10.313 (2.546) 

	
	
	
	

	Covariates (measured at t-2)
	
	
	

	Age
	39.101 (11.282)
	40.004 (11.275)
	37.72 (12.01)

	Male
	0.591 (0.492)
	0.557 (0.497)
	0.341 (0.474)

	Black Non-Hispanic
	0.459 (0.498)
	0.429 (0.495)
	0.505 (0.500)

	Hispanic 
	0.232 (0.422)
	0.131 (0.4337)
	0.149 (0.356)

	Other race
	0.032 (0.176)
	0.026 (0.158)
	0.035 (0.184)

	White Non-Hispanic
	0.277 (0.448)
	0.414 (0.492)
	0.310 (0.463)

	Married
	0.498 (0.500)
	0.571 (0.495)
	0.446 (0.497)

	Unemployment rate (%)
	6.456 (2.094)
	6.450 (2.124)
	6.530 (2.289)

	SNAP benefits ($)
	696.941 (50.798)
	697.224 (53.283)
	700.618 (58.218)

	TANF benefits ($)
	652.381 (290.795)
	616.120 (262.002)
	609.742 (252.407)

	EITC rates 
	0.049 (0.086)
	0.056 (0.094)
	0.059 (0.099)

	Beer tax ($)
	0.350 (0.292)
	0.354 (0.312)
	0.396 (0.303)

	Sample size
	4,412
	14,707
	5,693


Notes: the sample is from the PSID 2005 – 2019. 
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Appendix Table 3.   Minimum wage lagged one year.  TWFE. < high school, <= high school, and wages < 1.5 times relevant minimum wage. Ages 18-64. Must have positive wages, hourly paid workers, excluding agriculture and private households and self-employed. 
	Dependent variables
	< high school. Coefficient (std err) [sample size]
	< = high school.  Coefficient (std err) [sample size]
	< = 1.5 times minimum wage at t-1. Coefficient (std err) [sample size]

	Heavy drinker 
	-0.146 (0.141) [4400]
	-0.037 (0.071) [14,684]
	-0.186** (0.075) [5691]

	Binge drinker 
	-0.007 (0.110) [4307]
	-0.050 (0.057) [14,415]
	-0.201** (0.093) [5606]

	Binge drinker days
	-30.480** (11.661) [4307]
	-2.320 (5.191) [14,415]
	-10.905 (9.116) [5606]

	Abstinence
	-0.052 (0.123) [4412]
	-0.079 (0.085) [14,707]
	0.106 (0.108) [5693]

	Log wages-per-hour
	-0.015 (0.094) [3261]
	0.051 (0.042) [11,885]
	0.283*** (0.058) [5693]



Table footnotes:  1.  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.  2. Covariates included: age, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates, and beer tax (for only drinking variables) and fixed effects for individuals and years.   Results largely mirrored those of text table 1.  Minimum wages were not significantly correlated with wages for either the < high school or <= high school groups; they were strongly significantly correlated with the wage-defined group (column 3). Only 1 drinking variable (binge days for < high school) was significant within the 8 high school regressions.  Both the binge drinker and heavy drinker dummies were significantly and negatively correlated with minimum wages within the wage-defined column.  In 9 of 12 regressions we found insignificance for drinking variables. We found 2 insignificant correlations for education-defined samples and 1 significant correlation for the wage variable.  
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Appendix Table 4. Women and Men. TWFE.  <= high school.  Treatment effects using two-way-fixed-effects models, ages 18-64. Excluding those not-in-the-labor-force and self-employed.
	Dependent variables
	Women. Coefficient (std err)
[sample size] 
	Men. Coefficient (std err) [sample size]

	Heavy drinker 
	-0.086 (0.061) [6501]
	0.062 (0.072) [8183]

	Binge drinker 
	-0.000 (0.086) [6430]
	-0.046 (0.076) [7985]

	Binge drinker days
	-0.270 (3.731) [6430]
	0.108 (6.555) [7985]

	Abstinence
	-0.104 (0.112) [6506] 
	-0.062 (0.065) [8201] 

	Log wages-per-hour
	-0.027 (0.046) [5345]
	-0.010 (0.053) [6540]


Table footnotes:  1.  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.  2. Covariates included: age, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates, and beer tax (for only drinking variables) and fixed effects for individuals and years.    In 8 of 8 regressions, we found statistical insignificance among the drinking variables and in 2 of 2 regressions we found insignificance for wages.. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk181371246]Appendix Table 5. Race and Ethnicity. TWFE.  <= high school, ages 18-64. Excluding those not-in-the-labor-force and self-employed.
	Dependent variables
	Black non-Hispanic. Coefficient (std err)
[sample size] 
	Hispanic     Coefficient (std err) [sample size]
	White non-Hispanic   Coefficient (std err) [sample size] 

	Heavy drinker 
	0.037 (0.068) [6275]
	0.145 (0.098) [1707]
	-0.122 (0.074) [6053]

	Binge drinker 
	0.014 (0.099) [6140]
	0.207 (0.235) [1668]
	-0.115 (0.069) [5968]

	Binge drinker days
	-0.141 (9.509) [6140]
	-4.196 (8.981) [1668]
	-1.363 (6.651) [5968]

	Abstinence
	-0.097 (0.076) [6298] 
	-0.585* (0.299) [1713]
	0.062 (0.095) [6055]

	Log wages-per-hour
	0.034 (0.078) [4649]
	0.065 [0.151) [1411]
	-0.061 (0.057) [5278]


[bookmark: _Hlk181365119]
Table footnotes:  1.  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.  2. Covariates included: age, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates, and beer tax (for only drinking variables) and fixed effects for individuals and years.   Only one significant drinking variable (abstinence for Hispanics).  In 11 of 12 regressions, we found statistical insignificance among the drinking variables and in 3 of 3 regressions we found insignificance for wages. 



[bookmark: _Hlk181276115][bookmark: _Hlk181182763]Appendix Table 6. Race and Ethnicity. TWFE.  Wages <= 1.5 times relevant minimum wage.  Treatment effects using two-way-fixed-effects models, ages 18-64, Black, Hispanic, White.  
	Dependent variables
	Black non-Hispanic Coefficient (std err)
[sample size] 
	Hispanic     Coefficient (std err) 
[sample size]
	White non-Hispanic   Coefficient (std err) [sample size] 

	Heavy drinker 
	-0.232** (0.090) [2896]
	-.142 (0.336) 
[734]
	0.096 (0.119) 
[1761]

	Binge drinker 
	-.0319** (0.117) [2857]
	0.143 (0.306) 
[720]
	0.110 (0.150) 
[1735]

	Binge drinker days
	-15.045 (18.788) [2867]
	-11.700*** (3.947) [720] 
	-5.914 (15.631) [1735]

	Abstinence
	0.161 (0.141) 
[2897]
	-0.304 (0.394) [735]
	-0.072 (0.170) 
[1761]

	Log wages-per-hour
	0.334*** (0.070) [2897]
	0.602*** (0.123) [735]
	0.372*** (0.080) [1761]



Table footnotes:  1.  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.  2. Covariates included: age, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates, and beer tax (for only drinking variables) and fixed effects for individuals and years.  Must have positive wages, hourly paid workers, excluding agriculture and private households, and self-employed.  In 3 of 3 regressions, wages are positive and significant. In 9 of 12 regressions, drinking variables are insignificant.





[bookmark: _Hlk181276225][bookmark: _Hlk184383792]Appendix Table 7. Race and Ethnicity. Stacked DD.  With covariates. (see footnotes for without covariates).  Wages <= 1.5 times relevant minimum wage.  
	Dependent variables
	Black non-Hispanic. Coefficient (std err)[sample size] 
	Hispanic     Coefficient (std err) [sample size]
	White non-Hispanic   Coefficient (std err) [sample size] 

	Heavy drinker 
	-0.176 (0.341) [3547]
	1.218* (0.655) [768]
	0.768* (0.389) [1841] 

	Binge drinker 
	-0.546 (0.401) [3467]
	0.411 (0.896) 
[749]
	-0.020 (0.539) [1800]

	Binge drinker days
	-42.747* (24.835) [3467]
	-6.608 (40.470) [749]
	-20.480 (33.578)
[1800]

	Abstinence
	-0.127 (0.442) [3547]
	0.962 (1.048) [769]
	-0.637(0.545) 
[1841]

	Log wages-per-hour
	0.441*** (0.019) [1962] 
	0.577* (0.300) [284]
	0.174 (0.200) 
[1136]


[bookmark: _Hlk184386384]
Table footnotes:  1.  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.  2. Covariates included: age, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates, and beer tax (for only drinking variables) and fixed effects for individuals and years.   Must have positive wages, hourly paid workers, excluding agriculture and private households, and self-employed.  Without covariates:  For Blacks, same pattern, insignificant for heavy drinker, binge drinker and abstinence but significant and negative for binge days and significant and positive for wages. For Hispanics and Whites, there is positive effect on heavy drinking, but not other drinking variables.  Therefore in 3 of 6 analyses, wages are significant and positive and in 3 of 6, insignificant (but still positive).  In 19 of 24 analyses, drinking variables are insignificant and in 2 of 24, binge days is significant and negative (Blacks) and in 3 of 24, heavy drinker is significant and positive (whites and Hispanics).  . 




[bookmark: _Hlk181430840]Appendix Table 8. Two age groups: 18-24 and 25-64. Stacked DD.  With covariates. (see footnotes for without covariates).  Wages <= 1.5 times relevant minimum wage.  
	Dependent variables
	Ages 25-64. Coefficient (std err)
[sample size] 
	Ages 18-24. Coefficient (std err) [sample size]

	Heavy drinker 
	0.330 (0.232) [6216]
	-0.283 (0.571) [159]

	Binge drinker 
	-0.050 (0.289) [6066]
	-6.100** (2.537) [153]

	Binge drinker days
	-33.709 (21.685) [6066]
	-54.993 (35.326) [153]

	Abstinence
	-0.157 (0.316) [6217]
	6.174**(2.328) [159]

	Log wages-per-hour
	0.401*** (0.101) [3410] 
	0.527 (0.758) [121]



Table footnotes:  1.  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.  2. Covariates included: age, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates, and beer tax (for only drinking variables) and fixed effects for individuals and years.   Must have positive wages, hourly paid workers, excluding agriculture and private households, and self-employed.  Without covariates:  For ages 25-64, identical pattern, insignificant for all drinking variables but significant and positive for wages. For ages 18-24, identical pattern, significant and positive for abstinence, significant and negative for binge dummy, and insignificant for heavy drinker and binge days and wages. Therefore in 2 of 4 analyses, wages are significant and positive and in 2 of 4, insignificant.  In 12 of 16 analyses, drinking variables are insignificant and in 4 of 16; Binge dummy and abstinence are negative and positive, respectively, and significant for age 18-24 both with and without covariates. Hard to believe any results from ages 18-24 as wages are insignificant.    
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Appendix Table 9. Identical samples for with- and without-covariates. Stacked DD models. Wage <=1.5 times relevant minimum wage 
	Dependent variables
	With covariates.  Coefficient (std err) [sample size] (Taken from text table 4, first column) 
	Without covariates.     Coefficient (std err) 
[sample size]

	Heavy drinker 
	0.260 (0.226) [6542]
	0.247 (0.224) [6542]

	Binge drinker 
	-0.202 (0.280) [6386]
	-0.167 (0.276) [6386]

	Binge drinker days
	-33.460** (16.795 [6386]
	-22.748 (16.623) [6386]

	Abstinence
	-0.209 (0.303) [6543]
	-0.210 (0.300) [6543]

	Log wages-per-hour
	0.356*** (0.102) [3536]
	0.339*** (0.102) [3536]


Table footnotes:   *,** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.   Covariates included: age, male, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates and beer tax (for only drinking variables).  Treatment was defined as increase in the minimum wage from t-1 to t (for current wage) and from t-2 to t-1 (for drinking).


[bookmark: _Hlk185243027]Appendix Table 10.  Stacked DD models. <=1.3 times minimum wage, ages 18-64, women and men combined.
	[bookmark: _Hlk140668834]Dependent variables
	With covariates. Coefficient (std err) [sample size]
	Without covariates. Coefficient (std err) 
[sample size]

	Heavy drinker 
	0.316 (0.328) [3405]
	0.376 (0.304) [4511]

	Binge drinker 
	-0.395 (0.433) [3330]
	-0.273 (0.404) [4414] 

	Binge drinker days
	-78.059***(21.857) [3330]
	-71.742*** (22.418) [4414] 

	Abstinence
	-0.518 (0.451) [3406]
	-0.429 (0.426) [4512] 

	Log wages-per-hour
	0.559*** (0.152) [1,777]
	0.515*** (0.146) [2442]


Table footnotes:   *,** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.   Covariates included: age, male, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates and beer tax (for only drinking variables).  Treatment is defined as increase in the minimum wage from t-1 to t (for current wage) and from t-2 to t-1 (for drinking). 



[bookmark: _Hlk181441079][bookmark: _Hlk181437152]Appendix Table 11. Summary of statistically significant coefficients for both TWFE and Stacked DD only for analyses in which wages were statistically significant. 
	Table
	Heavy
	Binge dummy
	Binge days
	Abstinence
	Number of alcohol analyses
	Ratio of sig and pos wage to total for wages

	Text 1. TWFE 
	Neg*
	Neg**
	
	
	4
	1/3

	Text 2. TWFE gender
	Neg** (women)
	Neg** (men)
	Neg* (women)
	
	8
	2/2

	Text 3. Stack wage only; no alcohol variables
	
	
	
	
	
	Not relevant for entire row; wage copied in table 4

	Text 4. Stack
	
	
	Neg** (with covariates only)
	
	8
	2/2

	Text 5. Stack gender
	
	
	Neg*** (women, with covariates only)
	
	16
	4/4

	Text 6. Stack only 1 post-treatment time period 
	
	
	
	
	8
	2/2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Appx 3. TWFE,  min wage lagged; < h.s., <= h.s., < 1.5 wage
	Neg**
	Neg**
	
	
	4
	1/3 

	Appx 4. TWFE, gender, <= high school
	
	
	
	
	
	 wages never sig; Row not relevant.

	Appx 5. TWFE, race, <= high school definition
	
	
	
	
	
	 wages never sig; Row not relevant. 

	Appx 6. TWFE, race, wage <1.5 min wage definition
	Neg** (black)
	Neg** (black)
	Neg*** (Hispanic)
	
	8
	3/3


	Appx 7.  Stack race
	Pos*; but N = 768; Hispanics (insig without covs)
	
	Neg* (twice for Blacks)
	
	16
	4/6

	Appx 8. Stack, Age groups
	
	
	
	
	4
	2/4

	Appx 9. Stack, same samples with- and without-covariates; but cannot double-count with-covs 
	
	
	
	
	4
	1/1

	Appx 10. Stack, 1.3*min wage threshold
	
	
	Neg*** for both with and without covs
	
	8
	2/2


[bookmark: _Hlk181441212]
Partial Summary. There were 16 significant coefficients with signs indicating reductions in problem drinking.  There was only one coefficient indicating increases in problem drinking (Appx Table 7) and this was for one of the smallest samples n=768. There were 88 analyses of alcohol variables for which the equivalent wage analyses indicated positive and significant effects on wages.  There were 24 TWFE analyses of alcohol with equivalent wage-definitions in which wages were significant.  Of these 24, nine were significant.  There were 64 Stacked analyses. Of these, seven were significant, including one indicating minimum wages increased heavy drinking. Binge drinking days garnered the most significant coefficients (8) across both TWFE and Stacked analyses and all were negative; most frequent among these were for women and Blacks. 
[bookmark: _Hlk181444427]In separate analyses from this table, there were a total of 41 analyses of wages; 27 involved the definition of either <=1.5 or <=1.3 times the relevant minimum wage, and 14 used either < high school or <= high school.   Of these 27, 22 were significant (typically p <0.01) and positive and five were insignificant (but still positive).  Wages were not significant in any of the < high school or <= high school samples.  


[bookmark: _Hlk142221812][bookmark: _Hlk139802544][bookmark: _Hlk153279712]
[bookmark: _Hlk181276331][bookmark: _Hlk138843576][bookmark: _Hlk143612374]CALLAWAY-SANT’ANNA. METHOD.
[bookmark: _Hlk181189442]For our purposes, the Callaway-Sant’Anna method is not ideal because it does not allow for multiple increases in minimum wages within any state; only the first increase is assumed to have any impact.  Callaway-Sant’Anna include the never-treated and not-yet-treated, but exclude already-treated units, in their control groups.   Callaway and Sant’Anna provide schemes to aggregate group average treatment effects into an overall treatment effect.  We again adjusted standard errors allowing for state clusters and used eight PSID interview years from 2005 to 2019.
Treatment groups were defined based upon new state minimum wages and wages of workers in those states. We included only workers whose wages in a prior year were below 1.3 times a new minimum wage in a subsequent year, i.e. we adopted a treatment-effect-on-treated design.  Following Wursten and Reich (2023) and Akanni et al. (2024), and Lenhart (2017) we used the 1.5 and 1.3 factors to capture spillover effects whereby workers earning just above the minimum wage likely also received wage bumps. 
[bookmark: _Hlk138928381]Because our dependent variables were recorded in different years, we created two treatment groups.  The first group applied to current wages-per-hour that were recorded in the interview year.  Let time t represent the current interview year.  If the worker’s wage at t-2 (the previous interview year because PSID interviews in only odd years) was less than 130% of the minimum wage at t and if the state enacted a new minimum wage between t-2 and t, that worker was included in our treatment group number 1.  The second treatment group applied to the four drinking variables and labor income that were recorded in the year before the interview year.   If the worker’s wage at t-2 was less than 130% of the minimum wage at t -1 and if the state enacted a new minimum wage between t-2 and t -1, that worker was included in our treatment group number 2. 
Seven treatment groups were also classified by seven interview years (2005, 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2017 with 2019 necessarily omitted). Treatment groups were defined based on the first year individuals were treated and once treated, they remained in treatment groups. 
The control group for wage-per-hour (measured in year t) was comprised of (a) workers who lived in states that raised the minimum wage between t-2 and t and workers’ wages in t-2 were greater than 130% of the new minimum wage at t but less than 3.0 times the new minimum wage at t, and (b) workers who lived in states that did not raise the minimum wage between t -2 and t and workers’ wages in t-2 were less than 3.0 times the minimum wage at t.  The control group for the drinking variables (measured in period t-1) used similar definitions with appropriate changes to the years.  Control groups included workers who were never treated as well as those who were not yet treated.  
Choices involving wage thresholds (130% and 300%) required a balancing act. Regarding 130%, there is no consensus on the threshold for spillover effects.  Belman et al. (2015) suggest a range from 1.03 to 1.50. Lenhart (2017) uses 130% as one of his thresholds. Hafner and Lochner (2022), in their robustness tests (their figures 2 and 3), try <=153% for treatment groups and >153% to <500% for control groups.   Akanni et al. (2024), Gulal and Ayaita (2020) and Reeves et al. (2017) assume no spillovers in some of their analyses.  No minimum-wage-and-health study tests for spillovers, i.e., considers whether workers earning, for example, 30% above the minimum before it is enacted experience an increase after it is enacted. We did and found workers earning >0% to 30% above the minimum experienced a bump.  Regarding the 300% threshold for the control group, there were competing arguments. On the one hand, we wanted workers in the control group to be like workers in the treatment group; this criterion suggested 300% might be too high and might allow too many dissimilar workers into the samples. On the other hand, we wanted larger samples   ----particularly because the Callaway-Sant’Anna estimator uses propensity-score matching that requires larger samples than least squares when adjusting for covariate-controls. Propensity-score matching attempts to ensure that individuals in control groups have similar probabilities of being treated as individuals in treatment groups; therefore, sufficient overlapping between groups on covariate-controls is required.  
 Following Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), we measured covariates before the intervention; in our case, from the previous interview year, t-2. Workers’ current wages-per-hour, labor income, states’ minimum wages, SNAP and TANF benefits and beer taxes were adjusted to 2019 dollars; EITC ratios did not require adjustment because numerators and denominators were in the same years. 

[bookmark: _Hlk171511826]CALLAWAY-SANT’ANNA. RESULTS.
[bookmark: _Hlk139799965]Appendix Tables 12 (1.5 times minimum wage) and 1.3 (1.3 times minimum wage) present our Callaway-Sant’Anna estimates for samples of ages 18-64, men and women combined, any level of education, and annual work hours >= 40.  The estimates corresponded to “simple weighted averages” in Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), which were calculated as the average of the available group-time effect weighted by group size, where group was defined by the year when the individual was first treated.    Estimates for six outcomes with and without covariates are presented. Each cell corresponds to a separate analysis; 12 analyses in all.  Covariates included all those in Appendix Table 2, excluding white non-Hispanic; beer tax only applied to the drinking variables.  
None of the drinking variables were statistically significant even at the 10% level when we use the 1.3 threshold with one exception.  The exception was binge drinking days after controlling for covariates. The coefficient indicated that minimum wages resulted in 4.268 (p<0.10) fewer binge drinking days over one year.  In contrast, all the wages-per-hour and labor income coefficients were positive and statistically significant at the 1% level for two-tailed tests.   Because wages were logged, coefficients were percentages.  Controlling for covariates, minimum wages lifted wages-per-hour by 15.2% over two-year intervals. Findings indicated essentially no differences in effects on wages-per-hour whether we controlled for covariates, e.g., coefficients on wages-per-hour were 0.152 and 0.155 with and without covariates.   When we use the 1.5 threshold, none of the drinking variables achieves statistical significance. The coefficients on wages were 0.117 and 0.118 with and without covariates. 









[bookmark: _Hlk185243246]Appendix Table 12.  Callaway-Sant’Anna. <=1.5 times minimum wage.  Average treatment effects on the treated for the main sample: 40+ annual work hours, all education levels, ages 18-64, women and men combined. 
	Dependent variables
	No covariates.  Coefficient (std err) 
	With covariates.     Coefficient (std err)
	Sample size

	Heavy drinker 
	-0.004 (0.012)
	-0.003 (0.014)
	12,547

	Binge drinker 
	-0.007 (0.019)
	-0.004 (0.019)
	12,295

	Binge drinker days
	-1.203 (1.630)
	-1.932 (1.583)
	12,295

	Abstinence
	0.012 (0.021)
	0.033 (0.023)
	12,563

	Log wages-per-hour
		0.118*** (0.012)
	0.117*** (0.013)  
	10,797


Table footnotes:   *,** and ***indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.   Covariates included: age, male, Black non-Hispanic, Hispanic, other race, (white non-Hispanic omitted), high-school dropout, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates and beer tax (for only drinking variables).   


Appendix Table 13. Callaway-Sant’Anna. 1.3 times minimum wage.  Average treatment effects on the treated for the main sample: 40+ annual work hours, all education levels, ages 18-64, women and men combined. 
	Dependent variables
	No covariates.  Coefficient (std err) 
	With covariates.     Coefficient (std err)
	Sample size

	Heavy drinker 
	0.002 (0.012)
	-0.002 (0.014)
	12,694

	Binge drinker 
	-0.012 (0.029)
	-0.006 (0.032)
	12,469

	Binge drinker days
	-3.488 (2.569)
	-4.268* (2.492)
	12,469

	Abstinence
	0.012 (0.021)
	0.037 (0.024)
	12,695

	Log wages-per-hour
		0.155*** (0.020)
	0.152*** (0.019)  
	11,194


Table footnotes:   *,** and ***indicate statistical significance at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, two-tailed tests.   Covariates included: age, male, Black non-Hispanic, Hispanic, other race, (white non-Hispanic omitted), high-school dropout, married, state unemployment rate, SNAP benefits, TANF benefits, EITC rates and beer tax (for only drinking variables).   In 2 of 2 cases, wages were significant and positive.  In 7 of 8 cases, drinking variables were insignificant.  The one significant one was binge drinking days which was negative and significant at the 10% level. 
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