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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

The Determinants and Trends in Public-Private Wage and
Fringe Benefit Differential

The decline in private sector wages in the aftermath of the Great Recession reopened
a longstanding debate about whether public sector employees make more than private
sector employees. However, much of this debate has only focused on the difference
in wages over the past few years. This paper uses the Current Population Survey
from 1995-2013 to examine how the federal-private wage differential has evolved over
time. Wage regressions are estimated by year for federal and private sector workers.
I then use these estimates to calculate the federal-private wage differential. This is
augmented with selectivity bias corrections for each year. Probit estimates of the
probability of receiving employer-provided health insurance and a pension plan are
also estimated for each year. The findings suggest that the federal pay differential is
invariably positive, but fell during the 1990s, began to rise in the early 2000s, and has
continued to rise to the end of the sample period. In this paper, I also examine the
difference in wage and fringe benefit between state/local government employees and
private sector employees. For the analysis, this paper uses the American Community
Survey from 2012-2014 to examine how the state/local-private wage gaps vary by
state. Probit estimates of the probability of receiving employer-sponsored health in-
surance are also estimated. The findings present a wide range of the wage differentials
between state/local government employees and private sector counterparts. On the
other hand, public employees enjoy higher probability of receiving health insurance
through a current employer.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

There is a long standing debate in economics about whether government employ-
ees receive higher wages than private sector employees. Much of this debate centers
around the wide range of estimates for wage differentials between public and pri-
vate sector employees. Recently, the Congressional Budget Office (Falk, |2012)(CBO,
2012) announced that wages were 2 percent higher for workers in the public sector
than for private sector workers with similar observable characteristics. However, if
the CBO did not control for similar observable traits, the difference between average
public and private sector wages for all workers rises from 2 percent to 9 percent. Pre-
vious research finds a much greater federal wage premium than the CBO. Another
study by the Richwine and Biggs (2011)) found that the federal pay system gives the
average federal employee an hourly wage that is 22 percent more than the average
private workers’ controlling for observable skills and characteristics. This gap be-
comes even larger (30 to 40 percent) if it includes fringe benefits since the federal
pay system provides more generous healthcare and pension plans. The American
Enterprise Institute (Biggs and Richwine, 2011) reports that compared to similar
private sector employees, the federal employees are paid 14 percent more as a salary
premium. That is, private employees toil 13.7 months to earn what federal employees
do in 12. This premium gets larger, considering benefit premium, up to 44 percent.
Both institutions have released studies concluding that federal employees receive a
compensation premium over comparable private-sector workers, and that Congress
can make targeted reductions in federal compensation without harming the quality
of public services. The CBO, Heritage, and AEI studies all conclude that federal
employees enjoy a premium in combined salaries and fringe benefits over comparable

private sector employees. However, methodological differences do exist across the



three studies, and these make very different estimations. Therefore, this dissertation
explores and examines commonly used models to estimate wage equations, both basic
model and models to account for unobservables.

Putting the theoretical assumptions aside, the main question is whether federal
workers receive more in total compensatiorﬂ than they would outside of government.
In any case, it is important to consider not only wages but fringe benefits (Rosen),
1987). Further, the analysis of fringe benefit differentials needs to also take into ac-
count employee characteristics because fringe benefits are a form of compensations
similar to wages and salaries. Thus, in this paper, I examine the wage and fringe
benefit differential between private and federal sectors in the U.S. using the March
Current Population Survey (CPS) and CPS Merged Outgoing Rotation Group (CPS
MORG) from 1995 to 2013. When analyzing fringe benefits, the outcomes analyzed
are the probabilities that the private sector and federal sector workers receive health
insurance and retirement pension benefit{?| from their employers. I find that there
are substantial changes in this differential during the last two decades. However,
the federal wage premium, during the sample period, is always positive. The gap
becomes narrower by the end of the 1990s and gets wider in the early 2000s. Con-
trolling for observable and unobservable characteristics that affect workers” wages is
a crucial factor. Therefore, I augmented with methods to deal with the unobserv-
ables. The findings indicate that ”ability” is not unidimensional, but rather federal
and private sector wages are best analyzed as a Roy model (Royl [1951; [Heckman
and Honore, |1990). In Roy model, workers self-select the sector that gives them the
highest expected earnings. Equilibrium in each market equates supply and demand,
while a self-selection condition means that the marginal worker is indifferent between

the two sectors. The Heckman—Leeﬂ selectivity bias approach is therefore preferable

!Total compensations include wage and fringe benefits.

2This includes defined benefit and defined contributions plan such as Thrift Saving Plan (TSP)
for federal workers and 401(k) for private sector workers.

3Lee, Lung-Fei, [Lee| (1978)



to instrument variable (IV) or fixed effect (FE).

Federal deficits motivated looking at federal pay. A companion analysis would be
to examine state/local government pay. Though previous work does not show as large
differentials as with federal workers, examining state/local is still worthwhile. Also,
the state/local wage differential varies across states and it makes sense to understand
this variation. In this paper, I also examine the wage and fringe benefits differential
between state and local government employees and private sector employees in the
U.S. using the American Community Survey (ACS) between 2012 and 2014. For the
analysis of the fringe benefit differential, the outcome variables are the probability of
receiving employer-sponsored health insurance, indices for state government pension
generosityl, and state pension underfunding status. I find that wage differentials
of state and local government employees to private sector employees vary by states.
There are states with positive wage premium (e.g. Massachusetts, New York), neg-
ative wage premium (e.g. Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky), and statistically no wage
premium (e.g. Alaska, Michigan, Rhode Island) for state government workers. In
addition, the wage premium for local government employees also varies by states,
from some with positive premium (e.g. California, Maryland, Ohio) , some with neg-
ative premium (e.g. Mississippi, Oklahoma, Texas) and some with statistically no
wage premium (e.g. Illinois, Maine, New Hampshire). Using estimates of the state-
private and the local-private wage differential, I examine how these vary depending
on the level of government intervention, degree of business friendliness, and economic
performance ranking.

Various studies have used different data and estimating methods in reaching a
wide range of conclusions regarding wage differentials between state/local and pri-
vate sector employees. For example, Bender and Heywood (Bender and Heywood)

find that state government workers earned an average 11.4 percent less than private

4Annual benefit , Total retirement income replacement rate for full-career state government
retiree.



sector workers of similar tenure and education and local government employees earn
11.6 percent less. The Center for State and Local Government Excellence (SLGE,
2011) reported its research findings with the Boston College research teamE] that state
and local employees have a wage penalty of 9.5 percent without considering pension
contributions and 4 percent wage penalty after considering pension contributions.
Lawrence Mishel of the Economic Policy Institute and Joydeep Roy of Columbia
University and New York City’s Independent Budget Office argued that any pay
differentials should be considered in light of differences in working conditions. In
reference to the public school teachers’ example, they said, “A more balanced assess-
ment would consider other dimensions of teacher working conditions: the hierarchical
nature of the job, the inflexible work hours, the relative inflexibility of vacation plan-
ning, the frequently unsafe working conditions, the lack of private office space, and
the stress of being ”on stage” nearly all day in front of students.”

In contrast, according to recent Employer Costs for Employee Compensation sur-
vey from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, as of December 2015 (BLS|, 2016)), state
and local government workers earned total hourly compensation of nearly 40 percent
higher than private sector employees. This difference includes over 24 percent higher
wages and salaries and over 55 percent greater total benefits. However, this does not
control for individual worker characteristics.

The main question for these findings is whether state and local government workers
are overcompensated or undercompensated, regarding wage and fringe benefits, rela-
tive to comparable private sector employees. In either case, overpaid or underpaid, it
is essential to estimate these differentials, not only wage but also fringe benefits such
as health insurance and retirement benefits because the latter are important aspects
of compensation. Further, the analysis of fringe benefit differentials needs to take

into account of employee characteristics because pensions are a form of compensation

5Alicia H. Munnell, Jean-Pierre Aubury, Josh Hurwitz, and Laura Quinby



similar to wages and salaries (Bewerunge et al., 2012).

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows: in chapter 2, I discuss the past
literature examining the public and private wage differentials in section 1. In ad-
dition, I scrutinize Federal rules on compensation such as retention pay. Section 2
describes the main dataset, the CPS MORG and March CPS, and presents sum-
mary statistics for the main variables. Section 3 presents the models that I use to
estimate federal-private wage differentials and fringe benefit differentials. The han-
dling of the unobservables is outlined in here. This section reviews and compares
existing methods for controlling unobservable characteristics. Three methods that
are considered in this section are a Heckman model, IV, and FE. Based on the anal-
ysis of heterogeneity from the error term, I will test which model is most suitable
to use in estimating wage differentials. The test mainly focuses on the dimension of
unobservable characteristics. That is, whether it is one dimensional unobservables
such as "ability” or multi-dimensional ones so I also need to consider comparative
advantage across sections. Chapter 3 presents the wage differentials from OLS wage
equations and Heckman model in section 1. Probit estimtes of the probability of
receiving employer-provided health insurance and a pension plan are also presented.
Additionally, I examine the determinants of the time path of the federal-private wage
differential using national-level political and economic indices. Nineteen wage differ-
entials from each year are used as a time series. This shows the factors that make
changes to wage gap. Section 2 concludes. In chapter 4, I review the previous litera-
ture examining state-local and private wage gaps in first section. Section 2 explains
and describes the main dataset, the ACS, and presents the descriptive statistics for
the key variables. Section 3 presents the estimation of wage differentials from the
OLS wage equations. The analyses of benefit differentials are outlined in Section 4.
In Section 5, I examine the effects of exogenous variables regarding the state policy

environment such as government intervention in state economics, economic perfor-



mance ranking, and others as well as variables that represent economic condition for
each state such as state-level unemployment rate, mean salary, etc. on the estima-
tion of wage and fringe benefit differentials. Lastly, Section 6 concludes. At last, I

summarize overall findings in chapter 5.



Chapter 2 Federal-Private Wage and Fringe Benefit

Differentials

2.1 Previous Literature

Wage differentials between public and private sector employees has been well doc-
umented starting with Smith’s seminal series of papers (Smith|, 1975, 1976} [Bailey),
1977). Smith! (1975)) found that in 1960, federal workers were paid more than compa-
rable private sector workers and that in 1970 they still enjoyed that advantage. This
difference implied that the reforms made in the federal pay system was conceived and
implemented in error. She also found that the wage differentials relative to the pri-
vate sector were significant for federal and local government workers, but that of the
state government workers was statistically insignificant (1976). This finding showed
that the level of government - federal, state, or local- matters when estimating wage
differentials between the private and public sector. In 1990, there was deeper research
conducted both between and within these sectors. Katz and Krueger| (1991)) argued
that in the 1980s there was a sharp rise in the skill differentials within the private
sector. However, that sharp increase did not occur equivalently in the public sector.
Education differentials, which are highly correlated with skill differentials, and overall
wage inequality barely increased in the federal government sector, and increased only
moderately in the state and local government sectors|Autor et al.| (2008)). In addition,
their examination of regional pay variation indicates that wages in state and local
governments respond substantially to changes in local economic conditions. These
papers concluded that the approximately 2.1 million non-postal federal employees
received a positive wage differential of 10 percent - 35 percent that can be interpreted

as an economic rent. However, Moulton (1990) reexamined the federal-private wage



differential using data from 1974-1979 and found that the federal-private wage differ-
ential appears to have narrowed considerably. In addition, he discovered that after
accounting for detailed occupational and locational characteristics of the federal work
force and including sampling weights, the federal wage premium was 4-6 percentage
points smaller than previously thought. He obtained a point estimate for the wage
differential of 3.1 percent using national data. Further, with respect to administrative
and professional occupations in the high-wage, urban areas, the estimated gaps are
smaller, near zero, or slightly negative.

Borjas| (2002)) investigated the changes in wage gap due to the changing in wage
structure. His evidence suggests that the public sector worker in high-skilled groups,
or who does quite well within a particular skill group, will increasingly want to quit
the public sector and enter the private sector under the circumstance of the relative
compression of wages in the public sector. Thus, over time, the public sector should
find it increasingly more difficult to attract high-skill workers from their current
private sector positions, and retain high-skill workers. His previous research finds that
there exists the racial and sexual wage differentials among similar skilled workers and
these statistics are related to characteristics of the agency’s constituency (Borjas,
1980, (1982, 2005)). |Donahue (2008) presents extensive evidences to show that the
wage distribution of private and public sector employees diverges at the lower and
upper bottom of the wages. The entry-level jobs in government tend to be paid more,
with better security and benefits, than those of private sector. In the higher wage
ranges, private sector earnings exceed those in government by substantial margins.
He observes that public sector employees stay closer together in their earnings, with
the lower-paid workers pulled up toward middle-class and higher-paid workers pulled
downward toward middle-class status. More recent research about public-private
sector wage differentials includes Bewerunge et al.| (2012) who used the Health and

Retirement Study (HRS). They found that federal workers earned a wage premium



of about 17.2 percent, taking differences in employee characteristics into account.
There are three institutions that conduct recent research about federal wage
premium- CBO, the Heritage Foundation, and AEI. All studies conclude that federal
employees enjoy their premium of wage and fringe benefits. However, methodological
differences do exist across the studies, CBO finds a much smaller wage differential
compare to Heritage and AEL Sherk (2010) finds that federal wage premium is 22
percent and premium that combined wages and benefits for federal employees’ is ap-
proximately 30 to 40 percent more than comparable private sector employees. The
average private-sector employees’ annual fringe benefits are $9,882, while the federal
government pays $32,115, on average, to the workers. Biggs and Richwine| (2011)
also find that comparing to private sector workers, the federal government pays their
workers 14 percent salary premium, 67 percent benefit premium. Thus the total
compensation from wage and benefits is approximately 44 percent. The CBO (2012)
reports that it would have found a 2 percent average wage premium. The reason of
this discrepancy is that AEI and the CBO control for firm size while Heritage does
not. For example, estimate of the CBO rises to 9 percent if it does not control for
firm size. There is not a clear reason why larger business offer higher wages and
benefits than smaller ones, some research suggest that higher pay at large firms could
represent a compensating differential for aspect of large businesses that employees
dislike, such as bureaucracy and ired tape (Biggs et al.,2012). Based on this, federal
government employees should have wage premium compare to private sector employ-
ees since federal government is one of the largest employer in the U.S.. However
this explanation about wages still remains state-local government employees wage
unexplained. The CBO and AEI also find that the differential is depending on edu-
cation level of employees. They find that the most educated federal employees have
the smallest salary premium. The CBO reports that workers whose highest level of

education was no more than a high school, a bachelor’s degree, and a professional



degrees or doctorate earned 21 percent more, roughly the same, and 23 percent less,
on average, than private sector counterparts. Similarly, AEI studies shows federal
workers with only a high school education are paid over 22 percent more than com-
parable counterparts, while graduate degree holders make only 3.9 percent more than
private sector workers, on average.

The investigations about the public-private wage differentials have been active in
many other countries. Several studies in European Union (EU) countries find pay
differentials in favor of the public sector that are generally higher for women, for
workers at the low end of the wage distribution, and in the Education and the Public
Administration sectors rather than the Health sector. Notable differences emerged
across EU countries: Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Spain exhibited higher
public sector premia than other countries (Bargain and Melly, [2008; Giordano et al.|
2011} |De Castro et al., 2013; Bargain and Melly, 2008; |[Blackaby et al., 2012} Van der
Gaag and Vijverberg, [1988)).

There are a host of studies have examined whether state and local workers are
overcompensated relative to their private sector counterparts. So far, researchers have
no real disagreement about state-local workers as a group are not paid more than their
private sector counterparts. The controversy arises on the benefit E]side. The question
whether the value of the benefits provided to state-local workers offsets the wage
penalty (Munnell et al| 2011). Several researchers conclude that the benefits do not
totally offset the wage penalty based on Employer Costs for Employee Compensation
(ECEC) from Bureau of Labor Statistics (see for example Allegrettol (2015)). The
response by one set of critics is that the ECEC survey understates state and local
employee compensation in three ways: 1) Contributions to defined benefit pensions

and to 401(K) plans are not comparable. Public sector pension plans guarantee

!Compensations include paid leave, such as vacation, holiday or sick pay; supplemental bonus
pay, such as bonuses and overtime; insurance, such as life and health coverage; retirement and
savings, such as employer contributions to defined benefit and defined contribution plans; and legally
required benefits, such as Social Security and Medicare.

10



participants a return of 8 percent, while 401(K) plans do not guarantee such high rate.
2) It omits retiree health since employers generally do not prefund these plans and
therefore do not make payments for active employees. In addition, covered employees
can buy retiree health insurance at group rather than individual rates, which raises the
value of these benefits above the employer’s normal cost. 3) Public sector workers have
much greater job security than their private sector counterparts, and this advantage
has a baseline value of 6 percent (Biggs and Richwine, 2011). Biggs and Richwine
conclude that proper accounting for retiree health, defined benefit pension, and job
security raise the premium to 30 percent. In recent years, there has been significant
workers interest in job security. This increased interest has been driven at least in part
by the state of the economy since the recession began in 2007. The argument is that
job security, like wages and other benefits, is a major goal of collective bargaining.
During this recession, employment in the state-local sector is down 3.1 percent since
its peak, compared to 5.6 percent in the private sector. Rosen and Bewerunge also
find that pension wealth accumulation is greater for employees in all three government
sectors than for private sector workers, even after taking worker characteristics into
account. On the other hand, they find no evidence that highly educated individuals
are penalized by taking jobs in the public sector, either with respect to wages or

pension wealth in their 2012 research.

2.1.1 Federal Rules on Compensation

In the competitive labor market, the private sector and federal government are po-
tential competitors as employers. Therefore the federal government tries to recruit or
retain well-qualified employees using both its basic pay system and its special rateﬂ

To compare wages between public and private sector workers, it is essential to un-

2Special rate is higher rate of basic pay for a group or category of General Schedule(GS) positions
in one or more geographic areas to address existing or likely significant handicaps in recruiting or
retaining well-qualified employees.
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derstand how federal rules are set for their employees and how competitive they are
compared to the private sectors. According to U.S. Office of Personnel Management
(OPM), the federal pay system can roughly be divided into two sections. One is the
basic rules for government-wide employees. The basic pay rules are also divided into
two parts, General Schedule (GS) and Federal Wage System (FWS). The GS clas-
sification and pay system covers majority of the approximately 1.5 million civilian
white-collar federal employees in professional, technical, administrative, and clerical
positions. The GS has 15 grades from GS-1 (lowest) to GS-15 (highest). Each grade
is classified by job based on the responsibility, level of difficulty, and qualifications
required. Each grade has 10 within grade steps that are each worth approximately a 3
percent increase in the wage. The FWS was established for Federal blue-collar work-
ers comparable to prevailing private sector rates in each local wage area. The FWS
covers for Federal trade, craft, and laboring employees. There are two basic princi-
ples for FWS: 1) wages are set according to local prevailing rate, and 2) there will
be equal pay for equal work and pay distinctions in keeping with work distinctions.
For each wage area, OPM identifies a lead agency. The lead agency is responsible
for conducting wage surveys, analyzing data, and issuing wage schedule under the
two principals above. Employees are paid the full prevailing rate at step 2 in each
grade. The highest step in FWS, step 5, the wage of employees is 12 percent above
the prevailing rate of pay.

The OPM establishes a higher rate of basic pay for a group or category of GS
positions in one or more geographic areas to address existing or likely significant
handicaps, due to low wage, in recruiting or retaining well-qualified employees. The
special rates address staffing problems caused by significantly higher non-federal pay
rates than those payable by the federal government within the area, location, or occu-
pational group involved. This includes the remoteness of the area or location involved,

the undesirability of the working conditions or nature of the working involved, or any
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other circumstances OPM considers appropriate. Most of GS employees are entitled
to locality pay, which is a geographic-based percentage rate that reflects pay levels for
non-federal workers in certain geographic areas as determined by surveys conducted
by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). There are currently 34 locality pay ar-
eas, which cover the lower 48 States and Washington D.C., plus Alaska, Hawaii, and
the U.S. territories and possessions. For compensating extraordinarily difficult living
conditions and undesirable working condition, the federal government pays both a
cost-of living allowance (COLA) and a post differential. A post differential means an
addition to basic pay that is payable in selected non-foreign areas. A post differential
is a recruitment incentive based on conditions of the environment in the non-foreign
area that differ significantly from conditions in the U.S. as a whole. However, post
differentials plus the COLA cannot exceed 25 percent of basic pay. These rules are

incorporated into the examination of federal pay relative to private pay.

2.2 Data

The primary data source is the Current Population Survey Merged Outgoing Rota-
tion Group (CPS MORG) from the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER)
between 1995 and 2013. In recent years, each monthly CPS has included about
140,000 individuals living in approximately 70,000 households. Upon selection into
the CPS ORG sample, household members are surveyed in four consecutive months,
not surveyed for the subsequent eight months, and then interviewed for four more
consecutive months. The ORG questions concern the respondent’s periodicity of pay,
hourly wage, usual weeks worked per year at that rate, usual hours worked a week,
and overtime pay. These work and income questions differ from March CPS variables
because the March CPS questions use a reference period of the last week or last year,
not current pay or usual hours. Matching current individual characteristics with the

current income and work responses are sometimes more proper than matching cur-
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rent characteristics with last year’s pay and work conditions. One another advantage
from using MORG data instead of March CPS is that I can have more observations
and more balanced data. Because MORG data covers all months, not only March,
the information from it will be more balanced.

Table|3.1|summarizes the mean wages of private workers and public sector workers
from 1995 to 2013. Wage information does not contain annual bonuses which likely
affects private sector more than public sector. Since many previous studies indicated
that there were different wage trends among public sector workers, federal, state, and
local government workers are presented separately. The focus of this paper, however,
is the federal-private differential. Figure shows the unadjusted ratio over time.
The ratio of average federal to average private sector employees’ wages has been
fallen, and then increased over time for full time workers with age between 18 and 70.
The wage ratio for state-local government workers has been declining over the period
as expected. However, average wages for state and local government workers, with
similar education level and worker’s characteristics, are equal or higher than those in
private sector. Since these trends occur before controlling for many other factors, it
is necessary to reexamine the trends after controlling for those factors to get more
accurate results.

Table 3.2 and Figure shows comparison for health insurance and pension plan
benefits using March CPS data. The compensation is more generous in the federal
sector. Comparing the probability of receiving employer sponsored fringe benefits, on
average, the federal employees have enjoyed 11 percent higher for health insurance and
30.4 percent higher for pension plan than private sector employees, on average. That
is, 80 percent of private sector employees receive employment based health insurance
from their current employer, in comparison to 91 percent of federal employees. The
retiree pension plans are much more prevalent for federal employees than in the

private sector. An estimated 50.7 percent of private sector workers have retirement
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plans coverage. On the other hand, the federal government workers have 81.1 percent
coverage.

Table gives the summary statistics of variables that are included in this re-
search. All wages in the data are expressed in 2012 dollars value using the CPI. In
the sample, 4 percent of individuals were working in the federal government and had
20.8 years of experience on average. Slightly less than half of the entire sample’s
labor force was female and 9.8 percent of workers in this sample answer that they
have union membership and 74 percent of interviewees are white. Among ten major
occupations, the federal government employees are working mainly in management,
professional, service, and administrative occupations. Mostly these four occupations
are white-collar jobs. 1 also control 34 locality areas carefully in this dissertation
which is one of contribution in the literature. The federal government offers 34 dif-
ferent wage schedules which are dependent on the location. Most of areas off the
general wage schedule are metropolitan areas. Due to the higher cost of living in
metropolitan areas, private sector workers receive higher wages. Thus, these vari-
ables help to control for wage differences due to cost of living. The higher proportion
of federal government workers stays in these metropolitan areas by 7 percent. Table
3.4 summarizes mean values of key variables from the CPS MORG data for both
sector workers. There are a couple of common trends across sectors, federal govern-
ment and private sector. First, the average year of education attained is increasing.
Across both sectors, the average education level increased the most in the federal
government- from 14 years in 1995 to 15.04 years in 2013. Second, the overall age in
both sectors increased over the period. The aging workforce can be explained by the
Post- World War II Baby Boom Generation. It created an unusually large birth co-
hort for the U.S. population, resulting in a large aging population today. Differences
do exist, however, among these sectors. For example, the average education level

for federal employee is higher than for private sectors workers. The federal workers
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attained 1.3 more years of education relative to their private sector counterparts.

2.3 Models

This section presents models that are used to estimate the federal-private wage dif-
ferential. 1 employ two models to find the wage differential, the basic OLS wage
equations and the Heckman model. With the OLS model, I estimate separate two
equations, year-by-year; one for federal workers only, one for all private sector workers
from 1995 to 2013. The equations that I used to estimate the OLS models are below.
Here, dummy variable d;; equals 1 if the worker is employed in the federal sector and

0 otherwise:

In(Y])) =L + 8- Xu+€, if dy=1, where t =1995,---,2013  (2.1.1)

In(Y)) =0+ B Xu+€, if di=0, where t =1995,---,2013 (2.1.2)

The Yj; is hourly WageE| for workers. The term Xj; is a vector of individual char-
acteristics and demographics such as gender, union, race, MSA, region, occupationEL
and locality. The ¢; is the disturbance term. After obtaining estimated coefficients,
the predicted wage differential is computed, using sample means. Below are brief
explanations of the variables used in the model:

In addition, I narrow the sample to full-time workers only; thus, I dropped the
workers who worked less than 35 hours per week. I use the workers whose age range

is between 18 and 70 years.

3The wage rate is used, if reported. Otherwise, this is reported earnings divided by reported
usual hours over that time span.

4 1) Management, business, and financial 2) Professional 3) Service 4) Sales 5) Office and admin-
istrative support 6) Farming, fishing, and forestry 7) Construction and extraction 8) Installation,
maintenance, and repair 9) Production 10) Transportation and material moving
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The OLS model assumes that the ‘Public’ variable is uncorrelated with distur-
bance term, implying that sectoral differences in unobserved characteristics do not
affect the estimated wage differential. However, if they are correlated, due to some
unobservable characteristic such as ability, then the estimations from the OLS model

are biased (Olsen, [1980)). Thus in here, I relax this assumption.

Let

In(Yi]) = Bl + BiXu+ ¢+ 0] + €, if dy=1 (2.2)
In(Yy) = B + B Xu + ¢ + 67 + ¢, if dyp=0 (2.3)

where ¢; is absolute advantage for both federal and private employee such as ’ability’
and €;; is white noise for each sectors. If a worker has unobservable absolute advantage
in working, he/she can earn higher wage in both sectors. The terms «9{ and 67 reflect
comparative advantages in sectors for each. For example, a person can be well-suited
to government work and not for the private sector, implying a large 9{ and low 67.
Naturally, other cases are possible. If QZf = 07, then this collapses to the absolute

advantage case with only ¢;. These equations can be re-written as

In(Y;]) = B+ Bi X+ em if dy=1 (2.4)

In(Y;y) = By + B X + €0 if diy=0 (2.5)

where € = ¢; + Glf + elft and €0 = ¢; + 07 + €, . The standard way to deal
with two dimensional unobservables is using Heckman-Lee method. Other methods

such as IV and FE model deal only with uni-dimensional ability. As shown below,
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using Heckman-Lee, I can test whether the unobservable ability is uni-dimensional
or two-dimensional. To do so, I start with standard Heckman-Lee assumptions of
joint normality. The probability of a workers choosing federal depends on the wage
differential s/he earns and exogenous factors such as the ease finding federal relative
to private jobs. Let the latter factor be represented by the vector Z; which includes
state-level unemployment rate, employment growth rate, and the ratio of federal
employees to overall employees in each state. Then the probability of d; = 1, being

federal government employees, is :

Pr(d; =1) = X;0 + Ziy + a¢; + 7(0] — ") +u; (2.6)

This equation can be written as

di =Viy + & (2.7)
1if e > -V
di —
0if e <=V

where €, = ag; + 7(6] — 67) + u; and V; = f(X;, Z;). Since equation (2.6) estimate
probability of being federal government employee, I can assume that 7 is positive.
That is, a person who has comparative advantage for federal government work should
have #/ > 67 and is more likely to be federal worker. Whether the use of the Heckman-
Lee model is appropriate or not depends on the findings.

The expectation of disturbance term for federal government worker and private

sector worker, separately, from equation (2.2) and (2.3) are

012 f(Vz@/J)

E(ei|fed; =1) = E(a]ex > =ViY) = J_Q[T(V;w)] (2.8)
Blelfeds = 0) = Bleafes < ~Viw) = 22 =L000 (2.9)
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where 015 is the covariance of €; and €3 and ogs is the covariance of ¢y and €. f is

standard normal density function and F' is cumulative normal density function.

From (2.8)
o12 = Cov(ey, €)
= Cov(¢; + 0] + €/, ag; + (0] — 07) + ;) (2.10)
= a0y +7(0} — o)
From (2.9)

Op2 = COU(E(),EQ)
= Cov(¢; + 07 + ¢, agy; + 7(0] — 67) + ;) (2.11)
= aoy +7(0g, — 0p)

where oy, is covariance between 6! and 67, o7 and o are variance of 6/ and 67,
respectively.
If there exists only absolute advantage, ¢; # 0 and QZf = 60” = 0, then from

equation (2.10) and (2.11) :

012 = o (2.12)

Op2 = 0403) (2.13)

in this case, I can estimate wage differential between two sector employees using any
models that allows us to control unobservables since I have uni-dimensional unob-
servables. Combined equation (2.7), (2.12), and (2.13), if higher ability employees
are more likely to be federal government worker (o > 0), then o= 012 > 0. On

the contrary to this, if higher ability employees are more likely to be private sector
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worker (a < 0), then ggo= 015 < 0.

If there exist both absolute advantage and comparative advantages, ¢; Z 0 and
0/ %0 # 6" | then it will back to equation (2.10 ) and (2.11). Note that depending
on the size of each variance and covariance, 15 and ogy can be either sign.

Notice if ¢; = 0 and oy, = 0 then the coefficient 012 > 0 and gy < 0.

The nature of the cross-equation correlation is readily tested with the Heckman-
Lee methodology. To estimate wage equation using Heckman-Lee model, I use probit
model the same as equation (7) and wage equations in (4) for federal employees and
(5) for private employees. I include in the vector Z; variables intended to capture
the relative availability of federal in the workers’ location. They are worker’s states’
unemployment rate, real GDP growth rate, employment growth rate, and the ratio
of federal government workers to all employees. Using probit estimations and wage

equations, I can have wage equations as:

N af gy o 92 f(Vig) o
In(Y;;) = Bo + B X + s [1 = F(Vﬂﬂ)] +uv if dy=1 (2.14)
Py _ 4P py o 902 —f(Viv) ‘ o
in(Yi) = Bo + B X+ "5 —F(W)] tuvy if dy=0 (2.15)
where ‘;—f[%] is inverse Mills ratio and 14 and vy are white noise. According

to Garen (1987)), the error terms from each wage equation can be varying depending
on the value of federal dummy. This can be proved by comparing coefficients of
inverse Mills ratio from Heckman model. Equation (1) can be generalized to allow
the coefficient and error term to vary depending on the value of Public dummy. Then

combining equation (14) and (15) using d; will be

In(Yi) = o1 X vaXadi o 1= d) ;=L L L (1)

f(Viy)

m]ﬂm (2.16)
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where o = (042 / 02) and @, = (015 / 02). Using ¢ instead of 1 and estimating (16)
by OLS is consistent. This approach allows the cross-equation correlation between
error terms to differ depending on the value of federal dummy variable so that g #
1. That is, comparing the coefficients of inverse Mills ratio will give evidence that
unobservable characteristics include only absolute advantage in working for either
sector or in addition to the absolute advantage, the comparative advantage also exists
in it.

Fringe benefits, such as retirement pensions and health insurance, may be a critical
factor in compensation. Thus, it is essential step to compare fringe benefits in addition
to wages between sectors. For the analysis of the fringe benefit differential between
federal and private sector employees, I use two benefits: employer-provided health
insurance and retirement pension plan. To analyze the binary choice of whether or
not employers offer health insurance and pension plans to their employees I use a

probit model, where

P(Yy = 1) = ®(Xj;p)

¢ indexes the individual, and ¢ indexes time. In this estimation, Y;; is the health
insurance provision status of workers or the retirement pension plan offer status from
their current employer, ®(-) is the distribution function for the standard normal.
The vector of observable characteristics X;; is the same as in the OLS model. I run

separate probit equations by year for health insurance and pension plan.
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Chapter 3 Findings

3.1 Results

Table [3.5] and Figure [3.5] summarize the estimated wage gap between two sector
workers. Calculating wage differentials, year by year, using two separate equations
from each sector, I find that federal government workers have been received between
4.16 percent and 17.14 percent more than their counterparts in private sector. These
findings suggest that the federal pay differential is invariably positive, but fell during
the 1990s, began to rise in the early 2000s, and has continued to rise to the end of
the sample period.

Additional OLS wage regressions are estimated by year and separately for federal
and private sector workers with only four occupations which dominates federal em-
ployment. According to OPM, they are mostly white-collar workers. Table [3.6] and
Figure indicate the federal wage gap for only four occupations workers from 1995
to 2013. Overall trend of differentials are quite similar to the previous case, however,
these federal wage premia are more stable and higher, with a minimum of 8.8 percent
and maximum of 16.91 percent, than that all occupation workers.

These findings are based on OLS wage equations which assume no correlation
between sectoral choice and unobservable characteristics in disturbance term. Since,
however, sometimes this is strong assumption, I use Heckman model to relax this
assumption by dealing with two-dimensional unobservables. Followings are results
after controlling the unobservable characteristics.

Table [3.7 and Table [3.8 show the summary of coefficients write out from Heckit
procedure in case of all occupations and only four occupations, respectively. With all
occupations, the coefficients for private sector are consistently positive, however, the

coefficients for public sector workers are relatively unstable and volatile compared to
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private sector coefficients. Based on the test statistics, I conclude that the coefficients
are not same. This implies that comparative advantage matters. Except couple years,
they are statistically different from each other. With a sample of only four occupation
employees, a fewer number of sample years shows that the coefficients write out from
Heckit procedure are statistically different. But still there exists years with different
coefficients, such as 1999, 2000 and so on. I also experimented similar correlation tests
with other functional forms, such as linear probability model and logit model, but
the nature of the finding was the same. In addition to correlation test, I conducted
sensitivity test to find robust evidences for existing comparative advantage in error
term from wage equations. For this analysis, I estimate a probability of being federal
employee with probit, logit, and LPM. With estimated probabilities from each model,
I calculate residuals, and then plug this into the wage equations to compare the sign
of coefficients. At first, I test with linear residual term and find statistically significant
positive coefficient of public sector and negative coefficient of private sector in the
wage equation for all three residual terms. I also find same signs of coefficients
from the second test, with linear term and square term of residuals, and the third
test, with linear, square, and cubic term of residuals. That is, all three models
that estimate probability of being federal government employees have residuals with
similar distribution. Thus, the comparative advantage matters not only in probit
model, which is used in Heckit model, but also in other models. In sum, the IV
approach and the FE model can only deal with uni-dimensional ability. However
results from Table 3.7 and Table 3.8 show the evidence that there exist 2-dimensional
ability. Because the assumption about uni-dimensional unobservables is violated
with data during sample periods, they are inappropriate to use for estimating the
wage differential. Therefore, this paper uses Heckman-Lee model to calculate wage
differentials.

Table[3.9/and indicate the summary of federal wage gap to comparable private
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sector workers, year by year, from 1995 to 2013 utilizing Heckman model. From Table
3.9 and Figure 3.7 the federal government employees’ wage premium comparing to
private sector workers is at least 4.76 percent and it increases up to 17.25 percent,
after controlling detailed demographics and characteristics, including locality. This
means that federal pay gap is invariably positive during sample period. The wage
differential has evolved from the 1990s to 2013. In the 1990s, the wage premium for
federal government employees decreased gradually, however, it began to rise in the
early 2000s, and has continued to rise to the end of the sample period. Table [3.10
and Figure describe the summary of the wage differential between federal and
private only the four selected occupations. The lowest federal wage premium is 8.95
percent in 2003 and maximum premium is, in 2013, 17.23 percent. The path of the
wage differential for these occupations is slightly different from all occupations. The
wage premium with all occupations began to increase at the beginning of the 2000s,
but the pay gap with only the four occupation employees decreased until 2003. The
wage gap was higher in the 90’s but fell, then rising in the 2000s. I also estimated
federal-private wage differential using different exogenous factors such as real GDP
growth rate, the ratio of federal spending to state GDP, and so on. However, the
estimation is very close to what I have in here. To test whether these differentials are
statistically different, I utilize 95% confidence interval. Comparing 95% confidence
interval, I find that they are not statistically same. For example, upper limit of wage
differential in 1999 is 10.44 percent. This is less than lower limit of wage differential
from 1995 and estimates after 2006. This result is similar to estimates using only 4
selected occupation workers. The upper limit is 11.3 percent in 2003. However, this
value is lower than the value of lower limit from 1995, 1997, and all years after 2006.

For the deeper analysis, I utilize decomposition method in wage differentials from
Heckman model. T used to decompose the difference in a distributional statistics be-

tween two sectors into five explanatory factors: education, gender, race (black), union
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membership status, and locality. Table [3.11] and Figure [3.2] show the time trend of
five differences that are calculated as (3/ - BP) for education, gender, race (black),
union membership status. Estimates of locality is calculated as sum of (3/ - g?) *
X;, year by year. I cannot find similar pattern of the overall wage differential from
these estimates. I also examine correlation test between the differences from those
five explanatory variables and wage differential estimates from Heckman model. The
correlation test results are summarized in Table B.13l Correlation coefficients also
indicate that differences in coefficients between federal and private sector wage equa-
tions do not help explain the time pattern of the overall differential. Another approach
utilizing decomposition method is examining effect from average value difference be-
tween federal and private employees. Table|3.12|and Figure[3.3|present the time trend
of estimates from (Xf - X?) * 37, To examine the similarity of pattern between over-
all wage differentials and these differences, I conduct correlation test and results are
shown in Table Correlation test indicates that education level, union member
status, and locality variables are highly correlated with wage differentials from both
all occupations and four selected occupations. The wage differential estimation from
all occupation employees is relatively more correlated than that comes from four se-
lected occupations. Education level and locality measures are positively correlated
with wage differentials and union member status is negatively related. That is, as
employees are better educated and more likely to live in one of 34 locations, which
federal government offers special rate for their employees, the wage gap between two
sector employees increases. On the contrary to this, as higher proportion of employees
become union members, wage differential decreases. This trend helps to explain the
time pattern of the overall wage differential. As I already indicated, proportion of
union member out of entire employees is decreasing faster in private sector compare
to federal government employees and wage differential has been increased since early

2000s. Therefore, I find evidence, using decomposition method, that education level,
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union member status, and locality measures help explain the time pattern of the
overall wage differential.

In addition, Figure 3.9 shows that wage premium with only the four occupations is
relatively higher until 2002 and fluctuated less during the sample period. Even though
there are some differences in patterns of federal pay gap, in general, the paths of wage
differentials are similar. Furthermore, the analogous pattern was observed from OLS
estimation. Therefore it is worthwhile to compare the pattern with and without
controlling for unobservable characteristics. Figure [3.10[ shows the estimated federal
wage premium from both OLS and Heckman model. The wage gap from Heckman
model is at most 0.8 percent larger and is at minimum 0.55 percent smaller than that
from OLS. Even though they do not exactly match each other, the gap between two
estimations is less than 1 percent during overall period. Thus, I can conclude that
Heckman model estimates are preferred, but the magnitude of selection problem is
not very large. People have speculated one both sides of this; that private sector gets
better workers and others say the public sector gets better workers. My results show
that it is not just an ability difference, but a comparative advantage. And of small
magnitude. Figure summarizes the comparison of four occupations workers only.
The finding and the conclusions are very similar to all workers.

The two main components of the fringe benefits are health insurance and retire-
ment pension plans that are providing from a current employer. Using probit model,
I estimate probability differential of receiving employer-sponsored health insurance
and retirement pension plans.

Table [3.15| shows the marginal effects of the fringe benefit differential between
federal and private sector workers. Federal government workers enjoy much higher
probability of receiving an employer-provided retirement pension. It decreased until
the early 2000s, but it rose beyond the period so that federal workers have an over

20 percent greater likelihood of being covered. Figure 10 shows the trend of pension
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plan differentials. Magnitudes are high and all differentials are statistically significant.
The second column in Table [3.15| is for employer-sponsored health insurance. The
results for health insurance are less dramatic than for pensions. As seen in Figure
11, magnitudes are lower and not all sample periods show statistically significant
differentials. Most recently, since year 2010, the estimations are at least marginally
significant.

I find from previous results that wage differentials vary by years. Therefore, I
investigate the reasons why they are so different across years. For the analysis of
the determinants for the wage differentials, I examine the relationship between the
yearly estimated wage differentialsﬂ and national-level data for economic and political
variables. Variables used to explain the variation in the federal-private wage differ-
ential are the unemployment rate of workers between 25 and 54, federal spending
to GDP ratio, and the President during sample period. Table [3.16 summarizes re-
gression results of two specifications. They are regressed with the same explanatory
variables on different wage differentials. In specification 1, I examine the economics
condition effects on wage differentials. Specification 1 shows the effect of economic
condition variables on wage differentials for all employees and four selected occupa-
tions employees separately. Regardless of occupation, federal spending to GDP ratio
increases wage differential, however, the effect of unemployment rate is statistically
insignificant. For all workers, 1 additional percent federal spending to GDP will in-
crease wage differential 2.4 percent, on average. For four selected occupation workers,
the effect of increasing federal spending to GDP smaller than all workers’ as much as
0.5 percent. The federal spending usually increase when economic condition is bad
and the private sector workers wage growth relatively small during economic condi-
tion is bad. However, public sector worker’s wage increases by GS or FWS, that is,

less depending on economic condition. Therefore, the wage gap could be larger when

IThese are from Heckman model
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the period of federal spending increases.

In specification 2, I add president variables to test the effect of each president
on wage differential during sample period and to check how the effect of economic
variables will change. Two equations with all employees and four selected occupa-
tions employees show similar estimate for federal spending to GDP ratio on wage
differential to without controlling president. However, controlling for the president,
the unemployment rate becomes statistically significant. Unemployment rate nega-
tively related with wage differentials from both equation in specification 2. That is,
one additional percent in unemployment rate will derive 2.8 and 2.4 percent drop
in wage differential for all occupation employees and four selected occupation em-
ployees, respectively. This finding is interesting since additional control over political
variable, actually makes effect of economic variable more significant. In addition,
dummy variable for President Bush increased wage differential 3.3 percent relative
to the presidential term of Clinton. Although it is not statistically significant, wage
differential is getting wider as presidents changed from President Clinton to President
Bush and from President Bush to President Obama. In addition to these variables, 1
test with extra state-level variables such as real GDP growth rate, and employment

growth rate. However, the results are similar.

3.2 Conclusion

The recent serious economic conditions in the U.S. provoked debates about public
sector worker pay. The main concern about these arguments is whether public sector
workers earn the same wage or not. There is much research about wage differential
between the public and private sectors, however, most of them have examined only
the wage, and none have examined the time trend. This paper does both. Further, I
pay careful attention to the potential bias from unobservables.

The OLS estimation for federal wage premium with all workers is between 4.16

28



percent and 17.14 percent. For the four selected occupations that I examine, the
estimates range between 8.8 percent and 16.91 percent. I also explore three general
methods, fixed effects (FE) model, IV approach and the Heckit model, to control
for unobservable characteristics that might cause biased OLS estimations. Since FE
model and IV approach only control for one dimensional unobservable, such as ability,
Heckman selection correction model is used in this research due to its ability to control
two dimensional unobservables as in a Roy model. The estimation of wage differential
from Heckman model is between 4.76 percent and 17.25 percent for all employees and
between 8.95 percent and 17.23 percent for the four occupations. These findings
suggest that the federal pay differential is invariably positive, but fell during the
1990s, began to rise in the early 2000s, and has continued to rise to the end of the
sample period. Potential reason for this differential comes from the different incentive
in the private sector and the public sector. Private firms go bankrupt if they overpay,
however public sector does not. The latter is more influenced by political factors and
less so by economics factors. It gives less pressure for the public sector to minimize
cost.

The probability of receiving fringe benefits, employer-provided health insurance
and a pension plan, are also estimated. Federal employees enjoy much higher prob-
ability of receiving employer-provided pensions. It decreased until the early 2000s,
but it rose beyond the period to above 20 percent more than private sector workers’
probability. Probit estimates of the probability of receiving employer-provided health
insurance shows a smaller magnitude than pensions and not all sample periods show
statistically significant differentials. However, since 2010, the effect is marginally sig-
nificant. The federal government employees gradually have a higher probability of
receiving employer-sponsored health insurance than their counterparts of up to 8.45
percent.

Finally, I examine the factors that affect the wage differential over time. Among
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economic and political indices, the real GDP growth rate is negative and the employ-
ment growth rate and federal spending to GDP ratio are positively related to the

wage gaps.
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Tables

Table 3.1: Real Average Hourly Earnings, by Worker Category, 1995-2013 CPS
MORG.

Federal State Local Private | Federal/Private | State/Private | Local/ Private
1995 25354 21.781 22.602 19.962 1.270 1.091 1.132
1996 25.452 21.658 22.173 19.796 1.286 1.094 1.120
1997 25314 21.905 22.321 20.149 1.256 1.087 1.108
1998 25.945 22.619 22.762 21.061 1.232 1.074 1.081
1999 26.712 22.932 23.098 21.603 1.237 1.062 1.069
2000 26.432 22.928 23.065 21.727 1.217 1.055 1.062
2001 26.999 23.220 23.139 22.321 1.210 1.040 1.037
2002 27.594 23.887 23.477 22.624 1.220 1.056 1.038
2003 27.397 23.600 23.199 21.914 1.250 1.077 1.059
2004 28.242 23.688 23.604 21.932 1.288 1.080 1.076
2005 28.594 23.402 23.100 21.780 1.313 1.074 1.061
2006 29.034 23.349 23.128 21.689 1.339 1.077 1.066
2007 29.283 23.703 23.468 21.833 1.341 1.086 1.075
2008 28.587 23.762 23.518 21.985 1.300 1.081 1.070
2009 29.664 24.074 23.924 22.546 1.316 1.068 1.061
2010 29.574 24.286 24.065 22.339 1.324 1.087 1.077
2011 29.541 23.778 23.873 22.128 1.335 1.075 1.079
2012 30.291 23.579 23.480 22.281 1.360 1.058 1.054
2013 30.359 23.644 23.507 22.198 1.368 1.065 1.059

Data are from the Census Bureau .

31



Table 3.2: Percentage of workers receiving fringe benefit

Health Insurance Pension Plan
Private | Federal | Private | Federal
1995| 0.786 0.906 0.511 0.839
1996| 0.802 0.929 0.504 0.858
1997 0.800 0.916 0.510 0.857
1998| 0.799 0.918 0.511 0.812
1999| 0.805 0.862 0.537 0.812
2000, 0.828 0.905 0.531 0.806
2001 0.838 0.932 0.534 0.788
2002 0.845 0.936 0.535 0.791
2003| 0.831 0.910 0.516 0.830
2004, 0.823 0.918 0.513 0.790
2005, 0.807 0.904 0.511 0.804
2006, 0.786 0.879 0.497 0.801
2007, 0.777 0.928 0.472 0.790
2008 0.789 0.881 0.511 0.805
2009| 0.791 0.915 0.502 0.820
2010, 0.762 0.885 0.487 0.781
2011, 0.763 0.916 0.482 0.826
2012 0.763 0.894 0.487 0.778
2013, 0.757 0.904 0.483 0.813

Data are from the Census Bureau .
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Table 3.3: Summary Statistics, 1995-2013 Current Population Survey Merged Out-
going Rotation

Entire Sample Federal Private
Variable Mean | Std.Dev. | Mean | Std.Dev. | Mean | Std. Dev.
Wage 2173 13208 2792 13.908 2143 13.108
Health Insurance 0.807 0393 0.909 0287 0.802 0.398
Pension Plan 0322 0300 0.800 0.303 0.509 0.300
Federal Employee 0,041 0.198
School 13396 2363 14439 2304 13351 2361
Age 40234 12014 44,636 10.817 40.043 12.023
Female 0436 0.496 0441 0.496 0.436 0.4%6
Union 0.008 0208 0295 0.436 0.000 0286
Msa
Balance 0479 0.300 0.469 0.499 0479 0.300
Non-Metropolitan 0237 0423 0216 0411 0.238 0426
Experience 20.839 12133 24247 11.082 20.694 121735
Region
Midwest 0246 0431 0173 0.380 0240 0433
South 0.308 0462 0410 0492 0.304 0.460
West 0235 0424 0263 0.440 0234 0423
Race
Black 0.091 0283 0164 0.370 0.083 0284
Asian 0.043 0203 0.052 0222 0.043 0.203
Others 0131 0337 0104 0.306 0132 0330
Occupation
Professional 0170 0373 0234 0.433 0.166 0372
Service 0119 0324 0.004 0292 0.120 0.323
Sales 0114 0317 0014 0.116 0.118 0322
Administrative support 0.143 0333 0311 0.463 0141 0.343
Farming, fishing, and forestry 0012 0.109 0.006 0.079 0.012 0.110
Construction 0.060 0237 0.017 0.129 0.062 0.240
Installation, maintenance, and repair 0.046 0200 0.034 0.181 0.047 (w351
Production 0.097 0296 0021 0.143 0.101 030
Transportation 0.074 0262 0.033 0.178 0.076 0264
Locality
Atlanta 0011 0.107 0.008 0.002 0.012 0.107
Boston 0.018 0133 0012 0.109 0.013 0.134
Buffalo-Miagara 0.003 0.033 0.002 0.040 0.003 0.054
Chicago 0.027 0162 0.016 0.127 0.028 0.164
Cincinnati 0.006 0077 0.004 0.063 0.006 0.077
Cleveland 0.009 0.005 0.006 0.076 0.000 0.006
Columbus 0.003 0070 0.004 0.062 0.003 0.070
Dallas 0.013 0113 0.008 0.083 0.013 0.114
Dayton 0.003 0.033 0.003 0.0 0.003 0.052
Denver 0012 0.109 0.013 0.113 0.012 0.109
Detroit 0.013 0123 0.009 0.002 0.016 0.125
Hartford 0.006 0.076 0.003 0.050 0.006 0.077
Houston 0011 0.106 0.003 0.0 0.012 0.107
Huntsville 0.002 0.043 0.004 0.060 0.002 0.042
Indianapolis 0.003 0.068 0.004 0.060 0.003 0.069
Los Angeles 0.037 0.188 0022 0.146 0.037 0.190
Miami 0.012 0.107 0.007 0.086 0.012 0.108
Milwankee 0.006 0.080 0.003 0.058 0.007 0.080
Minneapolis 0.014 0116 0.008 0.083 0.014 0.117
New York 0.043 0208 0.030 0.170 0.046 0209
Philadelphia 0.021 0143 0018 0132 0022 0.143
Phosnix 0.009 0.006 0.003 0.0 0.010 0.097
Pittsburgh 0.007 0.083 0.003 0.070 0.007 0.086
Portland 0.008 0.087 0.003 0.069 0.008 0.088
Ralsigh 0.004 0.063 0.003 0.033 0.004 0.066
Richmond 0.003 0.035 0.004 0.060 0.003 0.033
Sacramento 0.004 0.060 0.003 0.054 0.004 0.060
San Diego 0.006 0.076 0.009 0.004 0.006 0.073
San Josz 0.014 0117 0011 0.103 0.014 0.118
Seattle 0.009 0.097 0.008 0.000 0.010 0.097
Washington 0.038 0192 0172 0377 0.033 0.178
State of Alaska 0.012 0.107 0.030 0.170 0.011 0.104
State of Hawaii 0.013 0113 0.027 0.161 0.012 0.110

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 3.5: Wage Differential, OLS, Year-by-Year, 1995-2013 CPS MORG

Year OLS Wage Differential
1995 0.138%**
(0.015)
1996 0.129%**
(0.018)
1997 0.115%%*
(0.017)
1998 0.065%**
(0.021)
1999 0.042
(0.027)
2000 0.079%**
(0.014)
2001 0.089%**
(0.012)
2002 0.082%**
(0.014)
2003 0.117*%*
(0.017)
2004 0.089***
(0.015)
2005 0.129%%*
(0.014)
2006 0.154%%*
(0.015)
2007 0.157 %%
(0.014)
2008 0.151%**
(0.013)
2009 0.158%**
(0.014)
2010 0.166%**
(0.014)
2011 0.147*%*
(0.016)
2012 0.161***
(0.019)
2013 0.171%%*
(0.016)

Note: standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Data are from the Census Bureau.

35



Table 3.6: Wage Differential, OLS, Year-by-Year, 4 Occupations, 1995-2013 CPS
MORG

Year OLS Wage Differential (4 Occ.)
1995 0.149%**
(0.012)
1996 0.143%%*
(0.011)
1997 0.141%%*
(0.012)
190908 .11 5%
(0.014)
1000 0.112%%*
(0.012)
2000 0.089%**
(0.013)
2001 0.118%**
(0.011)
2002 0.118%**
(0.011)
2003 0.091***
(0.012)
2004 0.107***
(0.012)
2005 0.117%%*
(0.012)
2006 0.149%%*
(0.012)
2007 0.159%%*
(0.013)
2008 0.155%%*
(0.012)
2009 0.147%%*
(0.013)
2010 0.164%**
(0.013)
2011 0.141%%*
(0.013)
2012 0.160***
(0.017)
2013 0,169
(0.014)

Note: standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 3.7: Coefficients of inverse Mills ratio, Year-by-Year, Each Sector

Year | Federal Private Coefl.
1995 0.141 0.245 -0.103
(0.095)
1996 0.159 0.275 -0.116
(0.129)
1997 0.180 0.346 -0.166
(0.112)
1998 -0.405 0.335 -0.740%%*
(0.242)
1999 -0.248 0.216 -0.465%*
(0.221)
2000 -0.344 0.317 -0.662%**
(0.111)
2001 0.087 0.430 -0.343%**
(0.075)
2002 0.013 0.248 -0.235%**
(0.082)
2003 0.062 0.326 -0.264%**
(0.097)
2004 0.332 0.320 0.0116
(0.107)
2005 0.071 0.333 -0.262*
(0.134)
2006 -0.008 0.274 -0.282%%*
(0.083)
2007 0.111 0.301 -0.190*
(0.099)
2008 -0.142 0.256 -0.398%**
(0.094)
2009 -0.079 0.266 -0.346%**
(0.093)
2010 -0.071 0.386 -0, 45TH**
(0.129)
2011 0.181 0.241 -0.0607
(0.102)
2012 -0.057 0.240 -0.297**
(0.131)
2013 -0.042 0.192 -0.234%*
(0.100)

Note: standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 3.8: Coefficients of inverse Mills ratio, Year-by-Year, Each Sector, 4 Occupa-
tions

Year Federal Private Coeff.
1995 0.069 0.053 0.0164
(0.121)
1996 0213 0.161 0.0527
(0.127)
1997 0.194 0.164 0.0296
(0.116)
1998 -0.226 0.058 -0.284
(0.174)
1999 -0.396 0.039 -0.435%
(0.223)
2000 -0.319 0.070 -0.390%%*
(0.112)
2001 0.115 0.289 -0.174%
(0.098)
2002 0.086 0.097 -0.0109
(0.093)
2003 0.067 0.292 -0.225%*
(0.113)
2004 0.323 0.193 0.13
(0.1006)
2005 0.081 0.208 -0.127
(0.151)
2006 -0.003 0.112 -0.114
(0.106)
2007 0.099 0.122 -0.023
(0.093)
2008 -0.171 0.177 -0.348%%%*
(0.122)
2009 -0.094 0.158 -0 251 %%
(0.084)
2010 -0.009 0.281 -0.290%
(0.170)
2011 0.176 0.153 0.0226
(0.095)
2012 -0.104 0.155 -0.258%*
(0.130)
2013 -0.026 0.179 -0.205%*
(0.101)

Note: standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 3.9: Wage Differential using Heckman Selection Model, Year-by-Year, CPS
ORG

Year Wage Differential(Heckman)
1995 0.143%**
(0.015)
1996 0.132%**
(0.021)
1997 0.116%**
(0.018)
1998 0.0644%*
(0.026)
1999 0.0476*
(0.029)
2000 0.0781%**
(0.016)
2001 0.0892%*x*
(0.016)
2002 0.0822%%%*
(0.013)
2003 0.117%**
(0.017)
2004 0.0936%**
(0.015)
2005 0.129%**
(0.013)
20006 0.155%**
(0.016)
2007 0.153%**
(0.012)
2008 0.145%**
(0.014)
2009 0.153%**
(0.013)
2010 0.162%%*
(0.018)
2011 0.155%**
(0.017)
2012 0.161%**
(0.019)
2013 0.172%**
(0.015)

Note: standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 3.10: Wage Differential using Heckman Selection Model, Year-by-Year, 4 Oc-
cupation, CPS ORG

Wage Differential(Heckman, 4 Occupation)
1995 0.152%**
(0.015)
1996 0.146%**
(0.015)
1997 0.143%**
(0.013)
1998 0.114%**
(0.018)
1999 0.118%*+*
(0.014)
2000 0.0943%**
(0.013)
2001 0.115%**
(0.011)
2002 0.116%**
(0.010)
2003 0.0895%**
(0.012)
2004 0.101%**
(0.011)
2005 0.115%**
(0.012)
2006 0.149%**
(0.011)
2007 0.158%*+*
(0.013)
2008 0.159%%*
(0.012)
2009 0.147%**
(0.014)
2010 0.164%**
(0.012)
2011 0.139%**
(0.011)
2012 0.162%**
(0.020)
2013 0.172%**
(0.017)

Note: standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 3.11: Summary of Coefficient Differences for Key Independent Variables

School Female Union Black Locality
1995 -0.0024 0.0612 -0.0450 -0.0093 -0.0099
1996/  -0.0095 0.0366 -0.0149 0.0032 -0.0056
1997  -0.0029 0.0390 -0.0306 -0.0033 -0.0040
1998 -0.0291 0.1440 -0.4086 -0.1062 -0.0109
1999| -0.0232 0.1339 -0.2634 -0.0917 0.0064
2000{ -0.0328 0.1372 -0.3411 -0.0854 -0.0041
2001 -0.0020 0.0695 -0.1046 -0.0099 -0.0074
2002 0.0000 0.0674 -0.1183 0.0187 -0.0193
2003 0.0010 0.0493 -0.0721 -0.0307 -0.0263
2004 0.0263 0.0267 0.0880 0.0051 -0.0164
2005 0.0063 0.0626 -0.0682 0.0138 -0.0268
2006/ -0.0035 0.0606 -0.1104 -0.0493 -0.0157
2007 0.0009 0.0402 -0.0996 -0.0046 -0.0148
2008 -0.0234 0.0928 -0.2202 -0.0782 -0.0010
2009] -0.0106 0.0650 -0.2003 -0.1060 -0.0131
2010 -0.0192 0.0939 -0.2020 -0.2001 -0.0043
2011 0.0082 -0.0068 0.0315 0.0154 -0.0176
2012  -0.0129 0.0864 -0.1598 -0.0026 0.0146
2013] -0.0111 0.0661 -0.1407 0.0016 -0.0176
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Table 3.12: Summary of Mean Value Differences for Key Independent Variables

School Female Union Black Locality
1995 0.9031 0.0183 0.2160 0.0882 0.0211
1996 0.9443 0.0144 0.2133 0.0815 0.0254
1997| 1.0292 0.0061 0.2185 0.0693 0.0228
1998 0.9825 0.0092 0.2279 0.0716 0.0223
1999| 1.0569 0.0036 0.2260 0.0800 0.0177
2000 0.9892 -0.0080 0.2195 0.0696 0.0195
2001 1.0149 -0.0037 0.2220 0.0750 0.0265
2002 0.9823 0.0113 0.2250 0.0870 0.0250
2003| 0.9885 0.0140 0.2143 0.0839 0.0267
2004| 1.0161 0.0055 0.2021 0.0776 0.0240
2005 1.1158 0.0009 0.1915 0.0708 0.0309
2006 1.1812 0.0050 0.1961 0.0724 0.0282
2007 1.2377 -0.0008 0.1780 0.0791 0.0317
2008 1.1317 0.0101 0.1916 0.0739 0.0292
2009 1.1152 0.0069 0.1985 0.0696 0.0301
2010 1.1317 -0.0029 0.1901 0.0763 0.0333
2011 1.1777 -0.0015 0.1989 0.0709 0.0283
2012 1.2470 0.0046 0.1866 0.0688 0.0338
2013 1.2926 0.0041 0.1879 0.0738 0.0356
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Table 3.15: Fringe Benefit Differential from Probit model

Year Pension Plan Health Insurance
1995 0221 0.053"
(0.029) (0.022)
1996 0257 0.0711""
(0.031) (0.021)
1997 0.250""" 0.041"
(0.032) (0.025)
1998 0.211"" 0.050"
(0.033) (0.024)
1999 0.172" -0.018
(0.034) (0.029)
2000 0.156 -0.008
(0.033) (0.025)
2001 0.153° 0.046
(0.024) (0.014)
2002 0.174°" 0.032"
(0.023) (0.015)
2003 02517 0.007
(0.023) (0.018)
2004 0.209° 0.028
(0.023) (0.017)
2005 0.236 0.033
(0.030) (0.023)
2006 0213 0.011
(0.030) (0.025)
2007 0.206 0.087"
(0.031) (0.021)
2008 0.203"" 0.009
(0.031) (0.026)
2009 0.265 0.043"
(0.029) (0.024)
2010 0.220°" 0.059""
(0.028) (0.023)
2011 0.266 0.084
(0.029) (0.022)
2012 0225 " 0.043"
(0.031) (0.026)
2013 0.242°" 0.071°"
(0.029) (0.023)

Note: standard errors in parentheses.

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Figures

Figure 3.1: Trend of Real Wage Ratio between Public and Private Sector.
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Figure 3.4: Percentage of workers receiving fringe benefit

< Health Insurance >

0.950

0.900

0.850

0.800

0.750

0.700

S S SN A A A
\/ N V

AN

\/‘\__\

19951996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 20092010 20112012 2013

Private

Federal

< Pension Plan >

0.900
0.850
0.800
0.750
0.700
0.650
0.600
0.550
0.500
0.450
0.400

T A — A

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Private

——Federal

51




€10T TI0T T10T 0TOT 600T 800T LOOT 900T S00T ¥00T £00T TOOT 100T 000T 6661 B66T L66T 9661 S661
L | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
0

200
$0°0

\/ 90°0

\ / 80°0

/ N \. o

\ / P1°0

"\ \}\ 910

\ N

81°0

0

[eDUAIRYIQ d3eM STO

OUOIN SdD €T02-G66T ‘TeoX-£q-10X ‘ST ‘TRIUSIOPI( 98A\ :G'¢ 9IS

52




ET0C C10C TT0Z 0TOC 600¢ 800 LOOC 900¢ SO0C 700¢ £00¢ ¢00C TOOC 000C 666T 8661 L66T 9661 G661
| | | | |

/N [\

(220 ¥) [eRUBIaYIQ 38R §7Q = \ /

/\

\ \"4

(*220 ¥) |ennuaiayig @3em S10

80°0
600
T0

110
(AN
€T0
¥1'0
ST'0
91’0
LT'0
810

DUOIN SdD €T02-G66T ‘Suonednod() § ‘Teox-Aq-1eox ‘STO ‘TRIIUSIOPIJ 98eA\ 9'¢ 931 ]

23



€T0C ¢I0c T10C OTOC 600C 800C LOOT 900c S00C v0OOC €00C <OOC TOOC 000C 6667 B66T L66T 9661 S66T
L 1 1 1 I I I I I I 1 1 L I I

(uewspdsH)enusisyig s8ep

S00-

s0'0

0

ST0

o

SC0

O SdD ‘Teox-Aq-IRox ‘[OPOJN UOI109[0G URWINIOH SUISN [RIJUDISJI(] 9FCAN /¢ 9INSIq

o4



€10¢ ¢10C 110¢ 0I0C 600¢ 800¢ f00¢ 900¢ SOOC ¥0OOC €00¢ ¢00C 100¢ 000C 6661 8661 L661 9661 S66T
L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L

S0°0

£0°0

. ./‘lll\> 110
TN %USE ~ovvvne \ ..... .... .... /\/ -
o — o — = - = £T°0
U YGE vveree et \ S X //
(uo13edno20 ¥ ‘uewWIaH )| eIIUBIAHI 38epm > A e, : cro

7 — - e (10

61°0

10

€0

95

YO SdD ‘uonpednod() § ‘1o -£q-1eox ‘[OPOJN UOI}I9[0S URWINDOH SUISN [RIJUDIDPI(] 9FCAN (K¢ 0IN3Iq



IO VI VR VR VR VR VR VR W W ¥
\NMRNNPANSRIN N N N NI
FEFITFFHFFFFTSSS

& NN AN
o S) 3)
FFEE

(uonednaoQ § “URUL{IAH)[BNUSITI(] SF8 A e

/\
/ /
(Ueunyos H)[ENUAII 1T 238 \\a\r/\/ /
/ \

AN

T~

00

¥0°0

90°0

80°0

0

cro

¥1°0

o1°0

81°0

<0

(uoryednoo() § "SA [[y) S[RIJULIaPIP o8eA\ Sulredwio)) :6°¢ 9INJI]

26



€107 TI0T T1I0T O0I0T 600T 800T LOOT 900T S00T #00T €00T TOOT 100T 000T 6661 8661

L661 9661 S661

AN

(wewy22L]) [eNUIALTIT A5 M

(STO) [ERURIFIICT 2T\ = <

€00

€00

LOO

600

ET0

1o

LTO

61°0

(wewspoH 'sa §T(0)) S[RIIULIOPIP a8eA) Sulredwio)) :0T°¢ 9IS

o7



€10T TI0T TT10T 010T 600T 800T LOOT 900T S00T +00T

€00T TOOT TO0T 000T 6661 8661

L661

9661 €661

(990 ¢ ‘TRUIYI2H) [BNUIAIIN(T 5B = \/ >

(220 ¥ "$TO) TenUIHIQ 3Fepy —— \ A / (./

o

¥0°0

900

8070

o

[AN]

¥1°0

91’0

810

o

(uoryednoo() § ‘URWNDOH 'SA §J()) S[RIIUSIOPIP a8eA\ Surredwro)) :TT'¢ 931

28



Figure 3.12: Trend of Pension Plan Differentials, Year-by-Year, March CPS
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Figure 3.13: Trend of Health Insurance Differentials, Year-by-Year, March CPS
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Definitions for Variables

e Hourly Wage: The wage rate is used, if reported. Otherwise, this is reported

earning divided by reported usual hours over that time span.

e School: This variable indicates the number of years of education the workers

attained.
e Experience: I calculated potential experience (= Age- School -6).

e Female: If a worker who interviewed is female, then the value for this variable

is 1 and 0.

e Race: There are four race dummy variables one each for White, Black, Asian,

others.

e Region: There are four region dummy variables, one each Northeast, Midwest,

South, and West.

e MSA: This variable defines the Metropolitan Statistical Area status. Separate
dummies are created in the city of an MSA, the balance of the MSA, and

non-metropolitan location.

e Occupation: Dummies variables are created for ten major occupations.
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Chapter 4 State.Local-Private Wage and Fringe Benefit

Differential: Effect of the State Policy Environment

4.1 Previous Literature

For the last four decades, there has been much research on wage differentials be-
tween public and private employees. Discussion of wage differentials between these
two sectors started in the 1970s (Smith, 1976a, 1976b, 1977). Smith (1976a) found
that federal employees received higher wages than their private sector counterparts
and in early 1970s, they still enjoyed that advantage. This wage premium for public
sector workers implied that the reforms made in the public pay system was conceived
and implemented in error. She didn’t find the wage differential between state/local
government employees and private sector employees. Smith’s second paper (1976b)
discovered a significant difference from private sector employees not only for federal
employees, but also local government employees, but still didn’t have sufficient ev-
idence to find conclude that the state government employees’ wage is significantly
different from private sector employees . These findings suggested that different level
of public sector should be dealt differently in estimating wage differentials between
the public and private sectors. In 1990’s, Katz and Krueger (1991) argued that during
the 1980s, skill differential, which is highly related to education differential, played
an important role in wage inequality between the public and private sector employ-
ees. Sharp increasing in the skill differential for both state and local government
moderately increase the wage inequality. In addition, their examination of regional
pay variation indicates that wages in state and local governments respond substan-
tially to changes in local economic conditions. In the state and local government

sector, pay compression occurred but reflected improvements in wages for less edu-
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cated workers relative to the private sector, rather than sharp declines in the wages
of highly educated workers. Borjas (2002) investigated the changes in wage gap due
to the changing wage structure. His evidence suggests that public sector workers in
high-skilled groups are more likely to quit the public sector and enter the private
sector under the circumstance of the relative compression of wages in the public sec-
tor. Thus, over time, the public sector should find it increasingly difficult to attract
high-skill workers from private sector positions, and retain high-skill workers.

There is research that estimates a positive total compensation premium for state
and /or local government employees. Recent research about public-private sector wage
differentials includes Rosen and Bewerunge (2012). They found that there exist no
statistically wage differential between state and local government workers and their
private sector counterparts. However, pension WealthE] accumulations for state and
local government employees are greater than private sector employees. Taking pension
wealth into account, the compensation benefit for state government and for local
government employees is 8.3 percent and 8.6 percent higher, respectively. According
to the most recent Employer Cost for Employee Compensation survey (BLS, 2015),
state and local government employees received total hourly compensation of $44.97,
compared to $33.58 for private workers, which is nearly 40 percent higher. This
difference includes over 24 percent higher wages and salaries (state and local: $28.63,
private: $23.06) and over 55 percent greater total benefits (state and local: $16.35,
private: $10.52). However, this does not control for worker characteristics.

In contrast, there also exist papers and reports that estimate a wage penalty for
state and/or local government employees. Researchers found that greater fringe ben-
efits for state and local government employees do not totally offset the wage penalty
using Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Employer Costs for Employee Compensation
(ECEC) survey (Allegretto and Keefe, 2010). |Lewis and Galloway| (2011)) analyzed

Defined contribution plans
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and estimated wage differentials using Census and American Community Survey data.
They combined state and local government employees and compared to their private
sector counterparts. They concluded that most state and local governments pay less
than private firms. However, they present a wide range of differentials with minimum
of -15.2 percent in Kansas and with maximum 13 percent in Nevada. There were 41
states with a statistically significant wage premium for state and local government
employees and 5 states with a statistically significant wage penalty.

Regarding public sector pay, Edwards| (2010) found that most of public sector pay
advantage comes from fringe benefits using the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
data. They concluded that average compensation in the state/local government and
private sectors moved at a similar pace between 1950 and about 1980. However after
1980, public sector compensation growth began to outpace private sector growth.
In 2008, average compensation from benefits for public sector employees is $15,761
but only $9,881 for the average private sector employees. Biggs and Richwine (Biggs
et al., 2014)), regarding state worker wages, found that wages in nearly all stateﬂ
fall below those paid in the private sector, but fringe benefits, health insurance and
retirement benefit, are significantly greater for public sector employees. In sum, state
government employees in most stateﬁ receive greater total compensation, with an
average total compensation premium of 10 percent.

Overall, researchers find no systematic differences between state-local workers and
private workers’ wages. However, they acquire more fringe beneﬁtﬂ, which may or

may not.

249 out of 50 states except Connecticut

342 out of 50 states except Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Minnesota, Mississippi, South Dakota,
Virginia, and West Virginia

4Compensations include paid leave, such as vacation, holiday or sick pay; supplemental bonus
pay, such as bonuses and overtime; insurance, such as life and health coverage; retirement and
savings, such as employer contributions to defined benefit and defined contribution plans; and legally
required benefits, such as Social Security and Medicare.
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4.2 Data

In this research, the primary data source is the American Community Survey (ACS)H
from U.S. Census Bureau between 2012 and 2014. The ACS data is the largest house-
hold survey in the United States, with a sample size of about 3 million housing unit
addresses throughout the country. The ACS collects detailed demographic, socioeco-
nomic, and housing information. Regarding fringe benefits, the ACS contains data for
employer health insurance provision. I use this variable for part of the fringe benefit
differential analysis, in conjunction with a separate analysis for pension benefits with
other data.

Table summarizes the mean wages of private workers and public sector work-
ers from 2012 to 2014. Federal, state, and local government workers are presented
separately. The primary focus of this paper, however, is the wage differential be-
tween private and state/local government employees. The ratio of average state to
average private sector employees’ wages is consistently below 1, which means state
government workers earn less during the sample period. The ratio of local to private
employees is very close to one.

Table shows probability of receiving employer-sponsored health insurance.
Over this period, 90.6 percent of state and 90.2 percent of local government employees
received employer-sponsored health insurance. However, only 75.8 percent of workers
in the private sector had health insurance through a current employer. One of the
main components of fringe benefits is employer pension coverage. However, due to
lack of data on retirement pension benefits from the ACS, I examine pensions with
different datall

Table shows descriptive statistics for the pooled ACS data by sector. In

the sample, 5.4 percent and 8.8 percent of interviewees work for state and local

Data is collected from Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)
6Data are collected from Biggs et al.|(2014) and Novy-Marx and Rauh| (2009)
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government. On average, public sector workers are older and better educated than
private sector employees. A higher percentage of the state and local government
employees are female and black. With regard to occupation, a higher proportion
of public sector employees are working in professional occupations than the private

sector.

4.3 Basic OLS Wage Equations

I use OLS wage equations to estimate wage differentials for the state-private and
local-private workers. I estimate three separate pooled wage equations, state-by-
state: one for state workers, one for local government employees, and one for private
sector employees from 2012 to 2014. One specification controls for major occupations
and the other does not. Here, the class of worker variable d;; equals 1 if the worker is
employed in state government, 2 for local government, and 0 for the private sector.

The wage equations are given by:

In(Y3) =B+ BiXu+€, if diw=1, where t = Alabama,--- , Wyoming
(4.1.1)

In(YL) = B, + B, X + €, if diy =2, where t = Alabama,--- , Wyoming
(4.1.2)

In(YY) =05+ 85X +€, if diw=0, where t = Alabama,--- , Wyoming
(4.1.3)

The variable Y;; is average earnings. The term Xj; is a vector of individual char-

acteristics and demographics including gender, educational attainment, experience,
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race, metropolitan statistical area, and occupationﬂ, and €; is the disturbance term.
After obtaining estimated coefficients, the predicted wage differential is computed,
using sample means. For this research, I narrowed the sample to full time Workerﬁ,
excluding military workers and self-employed workers. I use the workers whose age
range is between 18 and 70 years. Thus, I estimate a state-private and local-private
wage differential for each state.

Table summarizes estimates of the wage gap regarding both state-private and
local-private. With wage equations that control for occupations, the wage differential
between state employees and the private sector ranges from -32.4 percent (Wyoming)
to 18.63 percent (North Dakota). Overall, I find that state government employees
earn, on average, 7.5 percent less than private sector counterparts. Eighty percent
of states pay lower wages for state employees compared to private counterparts. The
estimation of wage differentials between local and private employees also has a wide
range. It is between -20.64 percent (Mississippi) and 21.43 percent (Idaho). Overall,
the local government employees pay 1.1 percent less than private sector employees.
Fewer states have a wage penalty for local government employees compared to state
employees. Fifty-eight percent of states have wage penalty for local government
employees. There are three states where both state and local government employees
have statistically significant wage premium compared to private sector employees:
Florida (state: 5 percent, local: 7 percent), New Jersey (state: 13.4 percent, local:
7.1 percent), and New York (state: 14 percent, local: 13.1 percent). On the other
hand, there are nine states with wage penalty for both state and local employees:
examples are Georgia (state: -15.5 percent, local: -9.3 percent), Kentucky (state:
-31.3 percent, local: -9.8 percent), and Mississippi (state: -8.7 percent, local: -20.6

percent )}

"Detailed definition of characteristics/demographics are in the appendix.

8Working equal or more than 35 hours per week.

9The other states are North Carolina (state: -20.1 percent, local: -8.1 percent), Ohio (state: -4.8
percent, local: -7.1 percent), Texas (state: -12.5 percent, local: -10.5 percent), Utah (state: -15.2
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Table presents estimated wage differentials from OLS wage equations without
controls for occupation. State workers in North Dakota have the greatest wage pre-
mium of 19.4 percent and those in Nebraska have the highest wage penalty of 40.75
percent. The estimation of the wage differential between local and private employees
also has wide range. It is between -25.6 percent (South Dakota) and 21.9 percent
(Idaho). On average, state government employees received 7.8 percent less and lo-
cal government employees received 2.8 percent less than comparable private sector
employees. There are two states where both state and local government employees
have statistically significant wage premium compare to private sector employees: New
York (state: 14.5 percent, local: 12.3 percent) and Pennsylvania (state: 3.1 percent,
local: 2.7 percent). On the contrary, there are thirteen states with wage penalty for
both state and local employees: examples are Illinois (state: -5.4 percent, local: -2.2
percent), and Kansas (state: -9 percent, local: -8.4 percent)m.

Table presents the correlation matrix among these four differentials. There are
no significant correlations between the state-private and local-private wage differential
estimates. However, the state-private wage differential estimates are highly correlated

as are the two local-private wage differential estimates.

4.4 Fringe Benefit Analysis

Previous analysis shows that state and local government workers’ compensation in-
cludes more fringe benefits. Thus, it is an essential step to compare fringe benefits, in

addition to wages, between sectors regarding the total compensation comparison since

percent, local: -16.2 percent), Virginia (state: -20.2 percent, local: -4.1 percent), West Virginia
(state: -14 percent, local: -8.4 percent).

10The others are Georgia (state: -18.7 percent, local: -17.3 percent), Kentucky (state: -36.8
percent, local: -11 percent), Louisiana (state: -18.7 percent, local: -17.3 percent), Missouri (state:
-9.6 percent, local: -2.8 percent), New Mexico (state: -18.4 percent, local: -14.6 percent), North
Carolina (state: -21.1 percent, local: -11.5 percent), Oklahoma (state: -26.3 percent, local: -22.6
percent), Texas (state: -16.2 percent, local: -14 percent), Utah (state: -16.3 percent, local: -14.8
percent), Virginia (state: -17.8 percent, local: -11.2 percent), West Virginia (state: -10.4 percent,
local: -12.3 percent).
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they are a critical factor in worker’s compensation. For the analysis of the fringe ben-
efit differential, I estimate the probability differential of receiving employer-sponsored
health insurance between public and private sector employees. Since ACS does not
have information about employer pension coverage, I use different data for the anal-
ysis of employees’ retirement pension. To estimate the health coverage probability, I

use the following probit model,

P(Yy =1) = &(Xj;p)

where t indexes states, and ¢ indexes the individual. In this estimation, Yj; is a
binary variable to indicate whether persons have health insurance through a current
employer and ®(-) is the distribution function for the standard normal. The vector
of observable characteristics, X, is the same as in the wage equation. I ran separate
probit equations by state to estimate the probability differential.

Table shows the marginal effects of the probability of the employer-sponsored
health insurance differential between public and private sector workers. Positive val-
ues mean that public sector employees have a higher probability of receiving health
insurance through a current employer. I find that in all 50 states, state government
workers have a significantly higher probability of receiving employer-sponsored health
insurance. This higher probability ranges between 4.3 percent (Utah) and 19.6 per-
cent (Idaho), with an average of 11 percent. This fringe benefit differential between
local and private sector employees is similar to that between the state and private
sectors. Except for Alaska, local government employees have a higher probability of
receiving health insurance through a current employer. Idaho also has the greatest
differential at 19.8 percent and the smallest differential is found in Hawaii as 3.4

percent. The average local-private differential is about 11 percent as well.
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4.5 Determinants of Wage and Fringe Benefit Differentials

In this section, I examine the relationship between the wage and fringe benefits differ-
entials and state-level data for economic and political variables. I find from previous
sections that wage and benefit differentials vary by states, with, wage differentials
having an especially wide range. Therefore, I investigate the reasons why they are so

different across states.

4.5.1 Determinants of the Wage Differential

In section 4, I estimate four wage differentials between public and private sector
employees. I have the state-private wage differential with and without controlling for
workers’ occupations. In addition to that I estimate the local-private wage differential
with and without controlling for workers” occupations. These differentials vary widely
across states. Thus, I investigate the reasons for this variation. For the analysis, I

utilized the following models:

WD = o + i X+ 107, where j=0,1 (4.2)

WDtLPj = Oégtpj + OélLtijt + prja where  j=0,1 (4.3)

The WD, is wage differentials from state . The ¢ indicates 50 states and j has
two possible values. If j = 0, estimates are from the model which with no occupation
controls and if j = 1, estimates of the wage differentials are those with occupation in
the wage equations. Wage differentials between state government and private sector
employees are marked with SP and those between local and private sector workers
are marked separately as LP. Variables used to explain the variation in the wage
differentials, X;, are state-level variables for unemployment rate, the mean wage,

the percentage of each state’s employees who are union members, the state govern-
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ment policy environment, and demographic information. To measure the effect of
the state policy environment, I use three indiceﬂ. They are the Freedom in the
50 state’s index (Mercatus Center, 2011), Best States for Business (Forbes, 2014),
and Economic Performance Ranking (ALEC, 2014). The Mercatus index provides a
comprehensive ranking of states on their public policies that affect individual free-
doms in the economic, social, and personal spheres. They obtain the overall freedom
index by summing personal, social, and economic freedom indiceﬂ. Forbes annually
announces its ranking for the best states for business. The annual ranking measures
six vital categoried”] for each state and combines the ranks in these six main cate-
gories to obtain the overall rank. Lastly, ALEC Economic Performance Ranking is
a backward-looking measure based on the state’s GDP, absolute domestic migration
and non-farm payroll employment growth rate. These are highly influenced by state
policy. Table is correlation matrix among these rankings. The Forbes ranking
and the ALEC ranking are not well correlated with other rankings. The Mercatus
overall ranking is highly correlated with other Mercatus rankings. That is, it makes
sense because the other Mercatus rankings are the components of overall ranking.
Table shows the summary of results using the state-private wage differential
as the dependent variable. The difference among specifications (1) through (4) uses
different rankings as measure of the government policy environment in each state.
When the dependent variable in a regression is based on estimates, I need to consider
sampling error before estimating. Sampling error occurs when there is difference
between the true value of dependent variable and its estimated value. Thus I adjusted
and find the robust standard error using bootstrap method. In specifications (1) and

(2), I use the Mercatus rankings and in (3) and (4), I use Forbes and ALEC rankings,

1T use rankings, that is , 1 through 50.

12The categories are Fiscal Policy Ranking, Regulatory Policy Ranking, Economic Freedom Rank-
ing, and Personal Freedom Ranking

13They are Business Cost, Labor Supply, Regulatory Environment, Current Economic Climate,
Growth Prospects and Quality of Life.
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respectively. Specifications (1) and (2) show that the Mercatus overall ranking and
component rankings are not statistically significant. From specification (4), the ALEC
ranks also do not have significant explanatory power regarding the state-local wage
gap. However the Forbes ranking is statistically significant. This result implies that
as the ranking increases by one, which means a worsening business environment,
the state-private wage differential increases 0.35 percent, ceteris paribus. Table
presents the results of estimating the same regression model but using the wage
differential estimates that controls for workers’ major occupations. The results are
very similar to Table [£.9) T find that the Forbes ranking is statistically significant,
but the rankings from Mercatus and ALEC are not. From specification (3) in Table
I can conclude that, holding all else constant, as the Forbes ranking increases
by one, the state-private wage gap widens by 0.32 percent. Table [4.11] and Table
present a similar analysis for the local-private wage differentials. In the analysis
of local-private wage differential, there are no statistically significant effects of the
rankings. However, in specification (4), the unemployment rate matters for the local-
private wage gap. As a state’s unemployment rate increases 1 percent, the wage gap
increases by 0.2 percent.

In sum, among rankings that I use to measure the government policy environment,
the Forbes ranking has a significant effect. States that are a better place for business
have a smaller state-private wage differential. However none of the rankings have a
significant effect on the local-private wage differential.

One may wonder, why the different rankings have dissimilar effects. Perhaps, this
is not that surprising since the rankings are not highly correlated. It seems that
they are measuring different aspects of the state environment. The Forbes ranking,
for example, is much more influenced by private business climate components, such
as labor supply and business cost, relative to the ALEC and Mercatus rankings.

Evidently, this better explains the state-private wage differential.
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4.5.2 Determinants of the Fringe Benefit Differential

Health insurance and retirement pensions are two main components of fringe benefits.
In this section, I test for the effect of the state policy environment on fringe bene-
fits. For the analysis of health insurance, I use the estimated probability differential
of receiving employer-sponsored health insurance between public and private sector
employees. In addition to health insurance analysis, I test for the effect of the state
policy environment on retirement pension coverage. However, retirement pension re-
lated data are not available from ACS. Thus I look for other state-based data on
pensions to capture its generosity. I use data about annual benefits for new retirees
and total retirement income replacement rates for state employees to investigate the
effect of the state policy environment on the pension differential. Also, I estimate the
policy environment’s effect on how well-funded the state’s pension system is.

Table and Table present OLS regression estimates for the state-private
and the local-private probability differential of receiving health insurance through a
current employer. From table[4.13] I find no evidences that measures of the policy en-
vironment affect the state-private differential. Instead, the aggregate schooling level
in the state matters for all three specifications. Increasing the percentage of high
school degree holders decreases the fringe benefit differential between state govern-
ment and private sector employees by about 0.7 percent. Regarding the local-private
differential, these results are shown in Table The ALEC ranking has a negative
effect on this differential. As the ALEC economic performance ranking decreases,
indicating a higher rank, the probability differential of receiving health insurance
becomes wider. Other than the ALEC index, the percentage of high school degree
holders in each state decreases the fringe benefit differential between local and private
sector employees through health insurance by about 0.7 percent.

Since I do not have ACS data on pension benefits, I turn to other sources for this.

Data on state government employees’ pension benefit is available from Biggs (2014).
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The variables I use are the annual benefits for new retirees and the replacement rate
paid to a full-career state employee. Table shows the summary of data that I
collect for analyzing retirement pension benefit. These are estimated using salary
data and benefit formulas available in pensions’ annual actuarial valuations. The

average replacement paid to a full career employee is 87 percent of final earnings and

the average annual benefits is $ 37,060. Table [4.16| and 4.17| report the results of

regressions to explain variations in these variables. Regarding the finding for annual
pension benefit in Table [4.16] the Mercatus and Forbes ranking are not significant.
Likewise, for the retirement income replacement ratio shown in Table .17 In con-
trast, the ALEC ranking has a statistically significant effect on total annual pension
benefit. As the ALEC ranking increases by one, indicating a worse ranking, the an-
nual pension amount decreases by $ 343.56 on average. In addition to the rankings,
the unemployment rate and the percent of black population have significant effects
on the retirement pension variables. The states with higher unemployment rates or
a higher proportion of blacks pay less of an annual pension benefit to their state
government employees.

Lastly, I examine the ratio of state’s pension underfunding as percent of tax rev-
enues and the effect of the state policy environment on it. Most state governments
offer defined benefit pension plans to their employees. These plans contrast with de-
fined contribution plans which are prevalent among private sector employees, such as
401(k) plans. State government employees, under defined benefit plans, are guaran-
teed future payment when they retire. To fund this, states manage their own pension
funds. The security of this guarantee may depend on how well states fund these plans.
A poor funded plan may detract from the value of the pension benefit. I collect data
on pension funding from Novy-Marx and Rauh (2009). Summary of this data is in
Table[4.15] In this data, Ohio has the largest burden as a percent of total annual tax

revenues (874 % underfunded) and Vermont has the smallest (171 %). The average
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rate of overall states is 435 %.

Using a market-based discount rate, the present value of the already-promised
pension liabilities amount is $ 5.17 trillion, with a net of $ 1.94 trillion is in state
assets. Thus, these pensions are underfunded by $ 3.23 trillion. If state governments
do not have sufficient funds when a worker retires, then the states will have to increase
taxes or cut spending which can affect all workers in states. Table presents the
OLS regression estimates for the ratio of state’s pension underfunding as percent
of tax revenues. From specification (3), I find that the ALEC ranking matters in
predicting this ratio. The coefficient for the ALEC ranking, 0.04736 indicates that
as a state has worse ranking by one, the additional liability to the state-sponsored
pension plan is 4.73 percent of annual tax revenue higher. That is, states with better
standing in the ALEC ranking are in a better condition regarding funding their state
employees.

In addition to checking the effect of the state policy environment on wage and
fringe benefit differentials, I examine how they are different between states with
'Right-to work law’ and ones without it. According to the national right to work
committee, the right to work law secures the right of employees to decide for them-
selves whether or not to join or financially support a union. However, employees who
work in the railway or airplane industries are not protected by the law, and employees
who work a federal enclave may not be. The OLS test results show that there are no
statistically significant differences between states that pass the law and ones does not
on wage and health insurance differentials. However, 'Right to Work law’ has signif-
icant effect on the ratio of state’s pension underfunding as percent of tax revenues
among retirement pension related variables. Table 7?7 presents the OLS regression
estimates for the ratio of state’s pension underfunding as percent of tax revenues.
The coefficient for 'Right to Work law’ indicates that the states with this law have

184.6 % lower annual tax revenue amount of liability to state-sponsored pension plan.
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This implies that states with 'Right to Work law’ have better condition in funding

for their state retirees.

4.6 Conclusion

Though previous work on state and local government worker pay does not show as
large differential as with federal workers, examining state-private and local-private
wage differentials is still worthwhile. Overall, there is general agreement that state-
local workers as a group are not paid more than their private sector counterparts in
salary. The argument arises on the fringe benefit side. Therefore, it is important to
examine wage and fringe benefit differentials as well. Also, the wage and benefit vary
across states, I estimate these differentials, state-by-state, comparing worker’s hourly
wage and probability of receiving employer-sponsored health insurance. In addition
to health insurance, I collect the data related to retirement pensions to investigate
more details about the fringe benefit side.

The OLS estimations for state-private and local-private wage differentials show
that they range widely. Estimated wage differentials between state government and
private sector employees are between -32.4 percent (Wyoming) and 18.63 percent
(North Dakota) in one of my specifications. In another, the state-private wage gap
ranges from -40.75 percent (Nebraska) to 19.4 percent (North Dakota). I also in-
vestigate wage differentials between local government employees and their private
sector counterparts. State workers in Idaho enjoy the highest wage premium of 21.43
percent by one specification and 21.9 percent by another. In contrast, Mississippi is
the state that has the highest wage penalty for local government employees of -20.64
percent by the first specification, and South Dakota has the biggest wage penalty
at -25.6 percent with the second specification. Overall, local government employees
received 2.8 percent and state government employees received 7.8 percent less than

comparable private sector employees.
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To investigate the fringe benefit differential, I estimate the probability of receiving
employer-provided health insurance in each sector and calculate the differences. I
find that, both state and local government employees have a significantly higher
probability of receiving health insurance through a current employer in all states. On
average, state governments are 10.9 percent more likely and local governments 11.2
percent more likely to provide health insurance than the private sector.

Using the wage and fringe benefit differentials estimates, I investigate the deter-
minants of the differential with state-level data for the economic policy environment
by state. As indices for this, I obtain rankings from Forbes, ALEC, and the Mer-
catus Center. These indices rank states on their state policy. The Forbes ranking
is the only index that explains variation in state-private wage differentials. As the
Forbes ranking increases the state-private wage gap widens by 0.32 percent. None of
the policy environment indices, however, are statistically significant in predicting the
local-private wage differential.

Regarding the determinants of fringe benefit differentials, I use the estimates
of the probability differential of receiving employer-sponsored health insurance and
data on retirement pensions. The ALEC ranking has a negative and significant effect
on fringe benefit differential between local and private employees. As the ALEC
economic performance ranking decreases, implying a worse ranking, the probability
differential of receiving health insurance through a current employer becomes smaller.

Finally, I examine the factors that affect state government retirement pension
generosity and the degree of soundness in funding state employees’ retirement pen-
sions. Among the policy environment indices, the ALEC ranking is related to the
total amount of annual pension benefit and the ratio of state’s pension underfunding
as a percent of tax revenues. As the ALEC ranking increases by one, implying a worse
rankings, annual pension amount decreases by $ 343.56 and 4.73 percent of annual

tax revenue amount is added as an additional liability to state-sponsored pension
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plan. Additionally, there exists difference in underfunding ratio between states with
and without 'Right to Work law’. The states with the law has better standing in

funding for their state government retirees.
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Tables

Table 4.1: Real Average Hourly Earnings, by Worker Category, 2012-2014 ACS.

Private Federal State Local Federal/Private | State/Private | Local/Private
2012 23.09 31.31 23.11 23.40 1.36 0.74 1.01
2013 23.51 30.18 23.11 23.27 1.28 0.77 1.01
2014 23.75 30.48 23.46 23.28 1.28 0.77 0.99

Data are from the Census Bureau.

Table 4.2: Percentage of workers receiving Health Insurance.

Health Insurance

Private State Local
2012 0.757 0.910 0.907
2013 0.756 0.901 0.902
2014 0.760 0.906 0.899

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 4.3: Summary Statistics, 2012-2014 American Community Survey

. Entire Sample State Local Private
Variable
Mean | Std. Dev. Mean | Std. Dev. Mean | Std. Dev. Mean | Std. Dev.

Wage 23712 21494 23.223 15.710 23316 14.696 23.455 23.631
Health Insurance 0.780 0414 0.906 0.292 0.902 0.297 0.758 0.429
State Employee 0.054 0.226
Local Employee 0.088 0.284
School 13.946 3.010 15.284 2.954 14.883 2.759 13.716 3.002
Age 43218 2.718 46.013 12.018 45823 11.985 41 668 2782
Female 0.453 0.498 0.578 0.494 0.561 0.496 0435 0.496
Msa

Balance 0.561 0.496 0.505 0.500 0.550 0.497 0.565 0.496

Non-Metropolitan 0.21e 0412 0.318 0.466 0.236 0425 0.209 0.407
Experience 23.271 13.049 24.729 12.481 24.940 12416 22953 13.145
Region

Midwest 0.220 0414 0.179 0.383 0.205 0.404 0.229 0.420

South 0.292 0.455 0.333 0471 0.284 0451 0.281 0.450

West 0177 0382 0.191 0.393 0.183 0.387 175 0.380
Race

Black 0.108 0310 0.137 0.344 0.131 0.338 0.099 0.299

Asian 0.064 0.245 0.052 0.221 0.037 0.189 0.067 0.251

Others 0.145 0.352 0.097 0.296 0.132 0.338 0.151 0.358
Occupation

Professional 0.242 0428 0.474 0499 0.434 0.4%6 0.204 0.403

Service 0.135 0.341 0.176 0.381 0.215 0411 0.124 0.330

Sales 0.085 0279 0.008 0.087 0.007 0.083 0.102 0.303

Administrative support 0.141 0.348 0.134 0.340 0.128 0.334 0.137 0.344

Farming, fishing, and forestry 0.007 0.083 0.002 0.048 0.001 0.033 0.008 0.089

Construction 0.049 0216 0.027 0.162 0.035 0.184 0.054 0.225

Installation, maintenance, and repair 0.037 0.189 0.016 0.125 0.021 0.142 0.040 0.196

Production 0.071 0.257 0.011 0.104 0.017 0.129 0.084 277

Transportation 0.063 0.243 0.021 0.144 0.037 0.188 0.070 0.255

Data are from the Census Bureau.
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Table 4.4: Wage Differential (with occupation), OLS, State-by-State, ACS
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States Wage Differential (with Occupation)
State vs. Private Local vs. Private
Alabama 0.024 0.011
(0.051) (0.072)
Alaska 0.002 -0.063
(0.072) (0.077)
Arizona -0.046 -0.008
(0.035) (0.024)
Arkansas 0.025 -0.034
(0.043) (0.053)
California -0.023 0.122%**
(0.022 (0.012)
Colorado -0.060 -0.014
(0.044) (0.032)
Connecticut 0.053 -0.026
(0.040) (0.044)
Delaware -0.085k* -0.020
(0.046) (0.069)
Florida 0.050%* 0.0 7
(0.024) (0.020)
Georgia -0.155%%* -0.093%**
(0.031) (0.019)
Hawaii -0.060 -0.063
(0.065) (0.081)
Idaho 0.019 0.214%**
(0.063) (0.062)
Ilinois -0.029 -0.003
(0.023) (0.017)
Indiana -0.162%#* 0.009
(0.055) (0.023)
Iowa -0.245 0.094%*
(0.151) (0.040)
Kansas -0.053 -0.059
{(0.064) (0.048)
Kentucky -0.313%%* -0.098%**
(0.070) (0.034)
Louisiana -0.14G%s** -0.032
(0.048) (0.026)




Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

-0.109%*
(0.045)
-0.043
(0.027)

0.094%%+
(0.022
-0.007
(0.034)
-0.053
(0.040)

-0.08 7%+
(0.039)

-0.08 1%+
(0.035)
-0.077
(0.097)

-0.322%%x
(0.073)
-0.023
(0.058)
-0.065
(0.057)

0.134%%+
(0.023)
-0.100
(0.063)

0.140%**
(0.014)

-0.201 %%+
(0.035)

0.186%*
(0.081)
-0.048
(0.040)

-0.308%%*
(0.086)
-0.042
(0.059)
0.032%
(0.017)
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-0.018
(0.099)
0.057%%*
(0.019)
0.031
(0.020)
0.029
(0.023)
0.056%%#
(0.020)
-0.206%%*
(0.048)
-0.013
(0.021)
0.089
(0.095)
-0.075
(0.095)
0.105%*
(0.050)
0.018
(0.040)
0.071%%*
(0.022
-0.111%+
(0.059)
0.131 %%
(0.010)
-0.08 1%+
(0.037)
-0.055
(0.076)
0.071 %%
(0.019)
-0.152%+
(0.074)
0.061
(0.062)
0.022
(0.017)




Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

-0.011
(0.057)
-0.045
(0.044)
-0.048
(0.083)

-0.155%%+
(0.057)

-0.125%%x
(0.023)

-0.152%+
(0.061)
-0.021
(0.055)

-0.202%%%
(0.035)

-0.240%%+
(0.053)
-0.14%+
(0.071)

-0.137%+
(0.067)

-0.324%%x
(0.108)

-0.086
(0.063)
-0.063
(0.039)

-0.173%%
(0.074)
0.035
(0.025)

-0.105%%**
(0.017)

-0.162%%*
(0.053)

-0.125%#
(0.056)
-0.041%*
(0.017)
0.105%%*
(0.039)
-0.084%*
(0.042)
0.023
(0.036)
0.045
(0.058)

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p=<0.1
Note: Data are from Census Bureau
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Table 4.5: Wage Differential (pooled occupation), OLS, State-by-State, ACS
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States Wage Differential (no Occupation)
State vs. Private Local vs. Private
Alabama 0.060 0.012
(0.050) (0.043)
Alaska 0.047 -0.085
(0.064) (0.074)
Arizona -0.058%** -0.021
(0.026) (0.021)
Arkansas -0.008 -0.052
(0.039) (0.055)
California -0.07 4% 0.07@%**
(0.018) (0.010)
Colorado -0.07* -0.038%
(0.041) (0.023)
Connecticut 0.052 -0.013
(0.032) (0.027)
Delaware -0.082%** -0.016
(0.034) (0.060)
Florida -0.013 0.04 7%
(0.020) (0.018)
Georgia (). 1 @7k -0, 173
(0.023) (0.016)
Hawaii -0.075 0.013
(0.065) (0.081)
Idaho 0.103 0.219%**
(0.068) (0.054)
Ilinois -0.054 %% -0.022%*
(0.020) (0.012)
Indiana -(0.17 5%k -0.021
(0.051) (0.024)
Iowa -0.311%* 0.082%*
(0.158) (0.035)
Kansas -0.090% -0.084#%*
(0.047) (0.036)
Kentucky -0.368%** -0, 1]
(0.047) (0.035)
Louisiana -(0.185# -0.088#*#*
(0.038) (0.024)




Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

-0.069
(0.045)
-0.031
(0.024)
0.055%%x
(0.019)
-0.002
(0.030)
-0.044
(0.029)
-0.061*
(0.034)
-0.096%*
(0.026)
-0.002
(0.102)
-0.408%%*
(0.067)
-0.056
(0.073)
-0.109*%
(0.065)
0.096%%+
(0.020)
-0.184%%+
(0.062)
0.145%%+
(0.010)
-0.21 1%+
(0.031)
0.195%%x
(0.072)
-0.039
(0.036)
-0.263%%+
(0.082)
-0.052
(0.058)
0.031%
(0.016)
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-0.041
(0.098)
0.009
(0.018)
-0.022
(0.018)
0.016
(0.019)
0.019
(0.020)
-0.171%%+
(0.036)
-0.028%
(0.017)
0.087
(0.116)
-0.032
(0.054)
0.129%%+
(0.035)
-0.016
(0.034)
0.024
(0.018)
-0.146%*
(0.058)
0.123%%+
(0.008)
-0.11 5%+
(0.032)
-0.028
(0.077)
0.055%%+
(0.015)
-0.226%%*
(0.072)
0.095%
(0.053)
0.027%+
(0.012)




Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

0.026
(0.049)
-0.029
(0.029)
-0.043
(0.086)

-0.129%%x
(0.037)

-0.162%%*
(0.015)

-0.163%%+
(0.058)
-0.045
(0.051)

-0.178%%+
(0.023)

-0.249%%+
(0.042)

-0.104%*
(0.046)
-0.074
(0.057)

-0.151%*
(0.065)

-0.064
(0.060)
-0.046%
(0.026)

-0.256%%*
(0.037)
-0.032
(0.021)

-0.140%%x
(0.013)

-0.148%%+
(0.053)
-0.088%*
(0.047)

-0.112%%x
(0.015)

0.102%%+
(0.027)

-0.123%x

(0.039)
0.020
(0.031)
-0.006
(0.052)

Note: *#* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Note: Data are from Census Bureau
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Table 4.7: Health Insurance Probability Differential

Health Insurance Probability Differential

States
State vs. Private Local vs. Private
Alabama 0.108%** 0.130%**
(0.017) (0.013)
Alaska 0.1 574 0.019
(0.026) (0.022
Arizona 0.141%** 0.147%**
(0.010) (0.008)
Arkansas 0.133%#* 0.098***
(0.018) (0.021)
California 0.132%** 0.154%**
(0.005) (0.003)
Colorado 0,12k 0.150%**
(0.013) (0.008)
Connecticut 0.089%** 0.094%**
(0.008) (0.007)
Delaware 0.061%*** 0.072%**
(0.013) (0.017)
Florida 0.154 %% 0.194 %%
(0.008) (0.004)
Georgia 0.114%%* 0.1]2%**
(0.007) (0.006)
Hawaii 0.04 5%%* 0.034%*
(0.010) (0.015)
Idaho 0.197%** 0.19%**
(0.031) (0.027)
Illinois 0.09gH** 0.110%**
(0.006) (0.004)
Indiana 0.052%:** 0.095%**
(0.013) (0.008)
lowa 0.089%** 0.093%**
(0.018) (0.015)
Kansas 0.101%** 0.103%**
(0.012) (0.009)
Kentucky 0.103%** 0.109%**
(0.009) (0.009)
Louisiana 0.076%** 0.146%**
(0.013) (0.009)
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Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

0.149%%
(0.012)
0.100%**
(0.006)
0.063%%*
(0.005)
0.099%*
(0.007)
0.091 %%
(0.008)
0.138#*
(0.009)
0.112%%*
(0.007)
0.117%%%
(0.025)
0.089%*
(0.022
0.095%#
(0.026)
0.096%**
(0.011)
0.095%#
(0.003)
0.191 %%
(0.018)
0.114%%%
(0.003)
0.172%%%
(0.007)
0.128%**
(0.031)
0.069%**
(0.007)
0.071 %%
(0.017)
0.156%%*
(0.012)
0.067#%%
(0.004)
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0.115%%*
(0.013)
0.105%%*
(0.005)
0.070%**
(0.004)
0.102%%*
(0.006)
0.075%%*
(0.007)
0.125%%*
(0.010)
0.107#%*
(0.006)
0.144%%%*
(0.028)
0.116%%*
(0.015)
0.149%%*
(0.016)
0.083%x
(0.010)
0.092%%
(0.003)
0.127%%*
(0.017)
0.130%**
(0.002)
0.176%%*
(0.007)
0.050%
(0.030)
0.092%%
(0.004)
0.132%%x
(0.016)
0.150%**
(0.011)
0.076%**
(0.004)




Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

‘Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

0.126%%*
(0.011)
0.116%%*
(0.011)
0.109%#*
(0.025)
0.109%#*
(0.012)
0.166%%*
(0.006)
0.044 %%
(0.014)
0.109%#*
(0.020)
0.063%#*
(0.007)
0.070%#*
(0.009)
0.145%#%
(0.014)
0.111%%*
(0.012)
0.142%%%

(0.022

00943
(0.012)
0.128%#*
(0.010)
0.058%*
(0.020)
0.138%#*
(0.009)
0.162%%*
(0.005)
0.099%#*
(0.011)
0.123%#*
(0.018)
0.087##*
(0.005)
0.093##*
(0.007)
0.112%%*
(0.016)
0.106%#*
(0.009)
0.114%%*
(0.018)

Note: ##* p<0.01, ** p=0.05, * p<0.1

Note: Data are from Census Burean
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Table 4.9: OLS regression for the State-Private WD (Pooled Occ.) on Policy Envi-

ronment Rankings

State-Private Wage Diff. (pooled occupation)

(1) @ ) S
Overall Freedom Ranking 0.0004573
(0.00151)
Fisical Policy Ranking -0.002029
(0.00790)
Regulatory Policy Ranking 0.000062
(0.00706)
Economic Freedom Ranking 0.00205
(0.01200)
Personal Freedom Ranking 0.0014959
(0.00152)
Forbes Ranking 0.00351%%*
(0.00180)
ALEC_RanKing 0.00133
(0.00178)
State Unemployment Rate 0.0101514 0.0167703 0.008681 0.00846
(0.02710) (0.02890) (0.02370) (0.02630)
Mean Wage 0.00000518 0.00000406 0.000008 0.00001
(0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001)
Union Menbership (%0) 0.0064452 0.0051926 0.001713 0.00612
(0.00840) (0.00929) (0.00883) (0.00818)
Mean Age 0.0203266* 0.0177177 0.009389 0.0194*
(0.01050) (0.01400) (0.01220) (0.01080)
% of White -0.0006107 -0.0005368 0.000586 -0.00124
(0.00350) (0.00391) (0.00324) (0.00397)
% of Black 0.0009678 0.000286 0.001658 0.00010
(0.00370) (0.00418) (0.00356) (0.00447)
% of High School Degree -0.0024831 0.000923 0.002382 -0.00357
(0.01360) (0.01720) (0.01340) (0.01350)
% of Bachelor Degree 0.0114656 0.0082607 0.017041 0.01100
(0.01290) (0.01590) (0.01320) (0.01360)
% of Advanced Degree -0.0163182 -0.0111484 -0.031869 -0.01550
(0.02910) (0.03310) (0.03110) (0.03050)
% of Democrat population -0.0075705 -0.0075863 -0.004294 -0.00862
(0.00585) (0.00695) (0.00608) (0.00606)
Democrat Governor -0.0196784 -0.0150524 -0.018878 -0.01440
(0.04020) (0.04270) (0.04060) (0.03960)
Constant -0.8150181 -0.9817349 -1.200478 -0.59900
(1.16) (1.37) (1.16) (1.20)
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Table 4.10: OLS regression for the State-Private WD (with Occ.) on Policy Environ-

ment Rankings

State-Private Wage Diff. (With occupation)

(1) @ (3 &)
Overall Freedom Ranking -0.00029
(0.0015)
Fisical Policy Ranking -0.00190
(0.0076)
Regulatory Policy Ranking -0.00058
(0.0066)
Economic Freedom Ranking 0.00211
(0.0115)
Personal Freedom Ranking 0.00043
(0.0015)
Forbes Ranking 0.00324*
(0.0017)
ALEC Ranking 0.00140
(0.0017)
State Unemployment Rate 0.00409 0.00714 0.00429 0.00395
(0.0243) (0.0264) (0.0212) (0.0234)
Mean Wage 0.00001 0.00000 0.00001 0.00001
(0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001)
Union Menbership (%0) 0.00521 0.00413 -0.00036 0.00348
(0.0080) (0.0088) (0.0078) (0.0075)
Mean Age 0.01343 0.01264 0.00356 0.01263
(0.0101) (0.0136) (0.0117) (0.0101)
% of White -0.00014 -0.00012 0.00101 -0.00081
(0.0034) (0.0040) (0.0031) (0.0039)
% of Black 0.00055 0.00019 0.00110 -0.00054
(0.0035) (0.0040) (0.0033) (0.0043)
% of High School Degree -0.00622 -0.00463 -0.00117 -0.00682
(0.0126) (0.0158) (0.0125) (0.0123)
% of Bachelor Degree 0.01585 0.01517 0.02172 0.01616
(0.0131) (0.0162) (0.0133) (0.0135)
% of Advanced Degree -0.02502 -0.02491 -0.04123 -0.02614
(0.0284) (0.0330) (0.0294) (0.0294)
% of Democrat population -0.00091 -0.00073 0.00183 -0.00243
(0.0060) (0.0073) (0.0062) (0.0060)
Democrat Governor -0.03866 -0.03516 -0.03540 -0.02983
(0.0385) (0.0448) (0.0372) (0.0368)
Constant -0.48975 -0.59043 -0.90953 -0.31693
(1.0980) (1.2920) (1.0880) (1.1230)
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Table 4.11: OLS regression for the Local-Private WD (Pooled Occ.) on Policy Envi-

ronment Rankings

Local-Private Wage Diff. (pooled occupation)

(1) @) €) @
Overall Freedom Ranking -0.00092
(0.00122
Fisical Policy Ranking 0.00342
(0.00628)
Regulatory Policy Ranking 0.00381
(0.00574)
Economic Freedom Ranking -0.00689
(0.00953)
Personal Freedom Ranking 0.00046
(0.00138)
Forbes Ranking -0.00133
(0.00105)
ALEC Ranking -0.00160
(0.00132)
State Unemployment Rate 0.02147 0.02469 0.02368 0.02439
(0.01720) (0.01920) (0.01670) (0.01610)
Mean Wage 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
(0.000004) (0.000005) (0.000004) (0.000004)
Union Menbership (%) 0.00681 0.00647 0.00735 0.00668
(0.00569) (0.00666) (0.00554) (0.00567)
Mean Age 0.00579 0.00127 0.01018 0.00713
(0.00840) (0.01100) (0.00925) (0.00808)
% of White 0.00093 0.00124 0.00052 0.00177
(0.00335) (0.00382) (0.00333) (0.00438)
% of Black 0.00082 0.00097 0.00046 0.00191
(0.00330) (0.00403) (0.00325) (0.00457)
% of High School Degree 0.00806 0.01217 0.00681 0.00973
(0.00847) (0.01140) (0.00869) (0.00898)
% of Bachelor Degree 0.00633 0.00136 0.00498 0.00715
(0.00959) (0.01210) (0.00934) (0.01000)
% of Advanced Degree -0.02140 -0.01329 -0.01745 -0.02337
(0.01810) (0.02230) (0.01730) (0.01850)
%o of Democrat population 0.00016 0.00009% -0.00138 0.00139
(0.00472) (0.00492) (0.00431) (0.00447)
Democrat Governor 0.00474 0.00099 0.00709 -0.00091
(0.02570) (0.03490) (0.02350) (0.02670)
Constant -1.32656 -1.50037 -1.24760 -1.63612
(0.687) (0.868) (0.686) (0.818)
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Table 4.12: OLS regression for the Local-Private WD (with Occ.) on Policy Envi-

ronment Rankings

Local-Private Wage Diff. (With occupation)

1 &) () (4)
Overall Freedom Ranking -0.00103
(0.00108)
Fisical Policy Ranking 0.00366
(0.00542)
Regulatory Policy Ranking 0.00485
(0.00490)
Economic Freedom Ranking -0.00797
(0.00819)
Personal Freedom Ranking 0.00056
(0.00129)
Forbes Ranking -0.00154
(0.00106)
ALEC_Ranking -0.00125
(0.00132)
State Unemployment Rate 0.01946 0.02339 0.02193 0.02242
(0.01560) (0.01800) (0.01520) (0.01480)
Mean Wage 0.00001 0.00001 0.00000 0.00001
(0.000004) (0.000005) (0.000004) (0.000004)
Union Menbership (%) 0.00470 0.00411 0.00538 0.00408
(0.00527) (0.00616) (0.00519) (0.00539)
Mean Age 0.00846 0.0022 0.01352 0.00961
(0.00822 (0.01010) (0.00947) (0.00824)
% of White 0.00096 0.00137 0.00048 0.00163
(0.00260) (0.00313) (0.00260) (0.00334)
% of Black 0.00077 0.00105 0.00036 0.00158
(0.00283) (0.00359) (0.00281) (0.00384)
% of High School Degree 0.00636 0.01231 0.00488 0.00790
(0.00817) (0.01100) (0.00849) (0.00891)
% of Bachelor Degree 0.00507 -0.00162 0.00348 0.00611
(0.00951) (0.01130) (0.00908) (0.00998)
% of Advanced Degree -0.02014 -0.00997 -0.01548 -0.02248
(0.01930) (0.02170) (0.01830) (0.01980)
% of Democrat population -0.00098 -0.00083 -0.00275 -0.00015
(0.00435) (0.00439) (0.00406) (0.00432)
Democrat Governor -0.00502 -0.01113 -0.00242 -0.00833
(0.02620) (0.03330) (0.02420) (0.02760)
Constant -1.301% -1.568% -1.207* -1.571%*
(0.667) (0.855) (0.666) (0.799)




Table 4.13: OLS regression for the State Health Insurance Differential on Policy

Environment Rankings

State Health Insurance Differential

&) (2) (3)
Overall Freedom Ranking 0.00025
(0.00060)
Forbes Ranking 0.00067
(0.00057)
ALEC Ranking -0.00061
(0.00054)
State Unemployment Rate 0.00701 0.00636 0.00679
(0.00664) (0.00680) (0.00631)
Mean Wage -0.0000001 0.00000 0.00000
(0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000)
Union Menbership (%) -0.00023 -0.00085 0.00074
(0.00256) (0.00247) (0.00241)
Mean Age 0.00608 0.003594 0.00639*
(0.00401) (0.00458) (0.00382)
% of White -0.00015 0.00006 0.00013
(0.00143) (0.00137) (0.00147)
% of Black -0.00148 -0.00132 -0.00098
(0.00144) (0.00135) (0.00159)
% of High School Degree -0.0074** -0.00661* -0.00724%*
(0.00369) (0.00381) (0.00339)
% of Bachelor Degree 0.00582 0.00671* 0.00555
(0.00419) (0.00410) (0.00416)
% of Advanced Degree -0.00507 -0.00760 -0.00415
(0.00813) (0.00792) (0.00821)
% of Democrat population -0.00311% -0.00241 -0.00239
(0.00184) (0.00164) (0.00175)
Democrat Governor -0.01132 -0.01176 -0.01564
(0.01150) (0.01130) (0.01170)
Constant 0.57015* 0.51164* 0.50606*
(0.30800) (0.31100) (0.30000)
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Table 4.14: OLS regression for the Local Health Insurance Differential on Policy

Environment Rankings

Local Health Insurance Differential

(1) (2) 3)
Overall Freedom Ranking -0.00043
(0.00045)
Forbes Ranking -0.00055
(0.00047)
ALEC_Ranking -0.0001**
(0.00044)
State Unemplovment Rate 0.00741 0.00844 0.00891*
(0.00592) (0.00554) (0.00519)
Mean Wage -0.000002 -0.000002 -0.000002
(0.000002) (0.000002) (0.000001)
Union Menbership (%) -0.00020 -0.00006 -0.00006
(0.00228) (0.00219) (0.00205)
Mean Age 0.00262 0.00446 0.00340
(0.00316) (0.00366) (0.00274)
% of White 0.00057 0.00040 0.00107*
(0.00091) (0.00095) (0.00100)
% of Black -0.00001 -0.00016 0.00067
(0.00094) (0.00097) (0.00114)
% of High School Degree -0.00798%* -0.00847%** -0.00707**
(0.00328) (0.00329) (0.00320)
% of Bachelor Degree 0.00739%* 0.00687* 0.00781%*
(0.00365) (0.00359) (0.00355)
%0 of Advanced Degree -0.00626 -0.00475 -0.00712
(0.00664) (0.00686) (0.00634)
%% of Democrat population -0.00119% -0.00185 -0.00038
(0.00149) (0.00148) (0.00136)
Democrat Governor 0.00115 0.00230 -0.00278
(0.01080) (0.01090) (0.01110)
Constant 0.62386%* 0.65233%* 0.44634*
(0.268) (0.267) (0.286)
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Table 4.15: Summary of Retirement Pension variables

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. | Min Max
Annual Pension Benefit 50 | 37060.16 | 11296.88 | 14844 | 64008
Replacement Rate 50 86.54 11.28338 54 115
Underfunding Ratio 50 4.3556 1.57175 1.71 8.74

Table 4.16: OLS regression for the Annual Pension Benefit on Policy Environment
Rankings

Annual Pension Benefit
) @ 3)
Overall Freedom Ranking -54.4125
(171.7)
Forbes Ranking -36.6672
(142.8)
ALEC_Ranking -343.5558***
(162.2)
State Unemployment Rate 3391.19%* 3515.844%* 3701.318%**
(1660.0) (1760.0) (1505.0)
Mean Wage 0.6627* 0.6319 0.5818*
(0.4) (0.4) (0.3)
Union Menbership (%) 375.8274 341.8401 588.2523
(639.4) (572.5) (599.6)
Mean Age -608.8635 -478.0595 -369.2411
(949.2) (890.7) (803.0)
% of White -52.3815 -61.9927 118.3225
(305.5) (309.3) (252.1)
% of Black -526.8471 -540.6844 -275.8880
(326.4) (329.8) (300.9)
% of High School Degree -801.1775 -813.2447 -556.9385
(933.9) (905.4) (923.7)
% of Bachelor Degree 587.4124 579.7355 638.3768
(1202.0) (1211.0) (1098.0)
% of Advanced Degree -875.9420 -842.2285 -026.2203
(2113.0) (2137.0) (1807.0)
% of Democrat population -413.7191 -468.1853 -92.3406
(411.2) (390.4) (394.6)
Democrat Governor 3908.1110 4075.7630 2189.5860
(3489.0) (3502.0) (3015.0)
Constant 92661.28 92239.69 39149.13
(71816.0) (70603.0) (76688.0)
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Table 4.17: OLS regression for the Replacement Ratio on Policy Environment Rank-

ings
Retirement Income Replacement Ratio
(1) B (3)
Overall Freedom Ranking -0.09438
(0.179)
Forbes Ranking -0.00450
(0.197)
ALEC_ Ranking -0.18140
(0.178)
State Unemployment Rate -0.51420 -0.30579 -0.20590
(1.675) (1.817) (1.833)
Mean Wage 0.0008* 0.0008* 0.0007*
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005)
Union Menbership (%0) -0.73659 -0.88815 -0.73475
(0.673) (0.680) (0.641)
Mean Age -0.68765 -0.64233 -0.53922
(1.071) (1.301) (1.021)
% of White -0.16570 -0.16178 -0.07173
(0.277) (0.277) (0.326)
% of Black -0.95646%** -0.96987** -0.83271%*
(0.370) (0.389) (0.399)
% of High School Degree -1.12349 -1.05652 -0.94329
(1.013) (1.086) (1.049)
%o of Bachelor Degree -1.18815 -1.09977 -1.09438
(1.226) (1.228) (1.163)
% of Advanced Degree 0.52407 0.30079 0.32730
(1.993) (2.171) (1.889)
% of Democrat population 0.44740 0.40494 0.59031
(0.464) (0.511) (0.490)
Democrat Governor 3.46088 3.79243 2.78626
(4.046) (4.380) (3.956)
Constant 218.2144%%* 210.3043%* 184.0773*
(84.21) (86.09) (93.98)
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Table 4.18: OLS regression for the Underfunding Ratio on Policy Environment Rank-
ings

Underfund to Tax Revenue Ratio
(1) B (3)
Overall Freedom Ranking -0.00288
(0.0273)
Forbes Ranking 0.02565
(0.0268)
ALEC_ Ranking 0.04736*
(0.0281)
State Unemployment Rate 0.45910 0.46204* 0.4392%
(0.3300) (0.3210) (0.3120)
Mean Wage -0.00011 -0.00009 -0.00010
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)
Union Menbership (%0) 0.05069 0.00565 0.00396
(0.1080) (0.1080) (0.0933)
Mean Age -0.07718 -0.15503 -0.10675
(0.1580) (0.1650) (0.1370)
% of White 0.02043 0.02953 -0.00250
(0.0497) (0.0494) (0.0569)
% of Black 0.00758 0.01179 -0.02841
(0.0504) (0.0496) (0.0652)
% of High School Degree -0.09284 -0.05244 -0.11841
(0.1840) (0.1680) (0.1880)
%o of Bachelor Degree 0.27235 0.31942 0.27589
(0.2140) (0.2170) (0.2140)
% of Advanced Degree -0.27760 -0.40737 -0.29759
(0.3390) (0.3440) (0.3490)
% of Democrat population 0.01144 0.03284 -0.03710
(0.0735) (0.0685) (0.0711)
Democrat Governor -0.19633 -0.16843 0.07738
(0.5990) (0.6080) (0.5770)
Constant 10.20671 6.83253 16.65340
(15.51) (14.09) (16.68)
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Table 4.19: OLS regression for the Underfunding Ratio on 'Right to Work States’

Underfund to Tax Revenue Ratio
Right to Work States -1.84605**
(0.8918)
State Unemployment Rate 0.43381
(0.2872)
Mean Wage -0.00009
(0.0001)
Union Menbership (%) -0.02313
(0.1130)
Mean Age -0.09129
(0.1413)
% of White 0.01851
(0.0521)
% of Black 0.02004
(0.0506)
% of High School Degree -0.07573
(0.1787)
% of Bachelor Degree 0.24344
(0.1993)
% of Advanced Degree -0.41054
(0.3231)
% of Democrat population -0.00275
(0.0767)
Democrat Governor -0.52710
(0.6040)
Constant 12.74744
(14.3786)

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Chapter 5 Summary

The recent serious economic conditions in the U.S. stimulated debates about public
sector employee compensations. The main issue about these arguments is whether
public sector employees are paid about the same wage or not compare to the private
sector workers. There is much research about wage differential between the public and
private sectors, however, most of them have examined only the wage, and none have
examined the time trend. Therefore I examine wage differential between public sector
employees and private sector employees. Before summarize the finding, it is worth
to mentioning that public sector employees are categorized in three different levels
such as the federal government, state government, and local government according to
where they work for. Each level of public sector workers has different pay and different
fringe benefit systems that are also distinguished from private sector employees. Thus
I estimate wage differential between federal /state/local government employees and the
private sector counterparts, respectively. In addition to wage differential, I estimate
fringe benefit differentials between public and private sector workers. Since fringe
benefits are essential factors when comparing total compensations for workers. For
the analysis of fringe benefit differential, I utilize the probability of receiving employer-
sponsored health insurance and retirement pension plan data which are the two main
components of fringe benefits.

The CPS Outgoing Rotation Group data is used when estimating the wage dif-
ferentials between federal and private sector employees. For the analysis of health
insurance and pension plan benefit differential between federal and private sector em-
ployee, I use March CPS data. Both CPS data include detailed workers’ information
such as wage, demographics, and so on. I use about two decades sample period, from

1995 to 2013, to find the trend of wage differentials. The wage and fringe benefit
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differential estimations between state/local and private sector workers are calculated
based on ACS data from 2012 to 2014. However, retirement pension related data
are not available from ACS. Thus I look for other state-based data on pensions to
capture its generosity. I use data about annual benefits for new retirees and total
retirement income replacement rates for state employees from Biggs et al.| (2014).
Also, I collect data on how well-funded the state’s pension system is from Novy-Marx
and Rauhl (2009). I use data for all workers whose age is between 18 and 70 year. I
estimate these differentials among full-timd'| workers and excluding military workers
and self-employed workers.

The wage differential between federal and private sector employees is estimated
by two different method (OLS and Heckman model) and two different sample (all
occupation workers and only four selected occupation workers). T use OLS regres-
sion method to find basic wage differential. The OLS estimation for federal wage
premium with all workers is between 4.16 percent and 17.14 percent. For the four se-
lected occupations that I examine, the estimates range between 8.8 percent and 16.91
percent. However OLS estimation is unbiased and consistent under the assumption
that choice of being federal government employees is not correlated with disturbance
term. However if they are correlated, due to some unobservable characteristic such as
ability, then the estimation from the OLS can be biased. Thus, I pay careful atten-
tion to the potential bias from unobservables. I explore three general methods, fixed
effects (FE) model, IV approach and the Heckit model, to control for unobservable
characteristics that might cause biased OLS estimations. Since FE model and IV
approach only control for one dimensional unobservable, such as ability, Heckman
selection correction model is used in this research due to its ability to control two di-
mensional unobservables as in a Roy model. The estimation of wage differential from

Heckman model has minimum of 4.76 percent in 1999 and maximum of 17.25 percent

!They work more than 35 hours per week.
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in 2013 for all employees and between 8.95 percent and 17.23 percent for the only
four selected occupations. These findings suggest that the federal pay differential is
invariably positive, but fell during the 1990s, began to rise in the early 2000s, and
has continued to rise to the end of the sample period.

The estimations for state-private and local-private wage differentials show that
they range widely by state. With wage equations that control for occupations, the
wage differential estimation between the state and the private sector employees are
between -32.4 percent and 18.63 percent. Wyoming state has the largest wage penalty
for state government workers and North Dakota’s state government employees have
the greatest wage premium. The estimation of wage gap of local-private employees
is between -20.64 percent (Mississippi) and 21.43 percent (Idaho). The estimated
wage differential from OLS wage equations without controls for occupation is similar
to previous results. State workers in Nebraska have the highest wage penalty of
40.75 percent and those in North Dakota also have the greatest wage premium of
19.4 percent. The local-private wage differential, without controls for occupation,
is between -25.6 percent (South Dakota) and 21.9 percent (Idaho). Both state and
local government employees’ wage differentials relative to private sector workers vary
widely by state. However, Overall, I find that state government employees earn
7.5 percent and local government employees earn 1.1 percent, on average, less than
private sector counterparts, receptively.

To investigate the fringe benefit differential between federal and private sector em-
ployees, I estimate the probability differential of receiving health employer-sponsored
health insurance and retirement pension plans. Federal workers enjoy a higher prob-
ability of receiving retirement pension plan than private sector counterparts during
entire sample period. It has minimum difference in 2001 as 15.3 percent and maximum
difference in 2011 as 26.6 percent. Probit estimates of the probability of receiving

employer-sponsored health insurance shows a smaller magnitude than pensions and
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not all sample periods show statistically significant differentials. However, since late
2000s, the effect is marginally significant and positive with average 2 percent.

The probabilities of receiving employer-sponsored health insurance in each state
and sectors are estimated and calculate the differences between state/local and pri-
vate sector employees. In contrast to wage differentials, I find that both state and
local government employees have a significantly higher probability of receiving health
insurance through a current employer in all states. The estimations from Idaho for
both state and local probability differential, regarding employer-sponsored health in-
surance provision status, indicate the largest difference with 19.7 percent higher for
state employees and 19.8 percent higher for local employees. Overall, the state gov-
ernment employees received 10.9 percent and the local government employees received
11.2 percent higher probability of receiving health insurance than the private sector,
on average.

Using estimated wage and probability of receiving employer-sponsored health in-
surance differential between state/local government employees as dependent vari-
ables, 1 investigate the determinants of the differential with state-level data for the
economic policy environment by state. As indices for this, I obtain rankings from
Forbes, ALEC, and the Mercatus Center. These indices rank states on their state
policy. The Forbes ranking is the only index that explains variation in state-private
wage differentials. As the Forbes ranking increases the state private wage gap widens
by 0.32 percent. None of the policy environment indices, however, are statistically
significant in predicting the local-private wage differential. Regarding the determi-
nants of fringe benefit differentials, I use the estimates of the probability differential
of receiving employer-sponsored health insurance and data on retirement pensions.
For the analysis of determinants of probability differential of receiving health insur-
ance through a current employer, the ALEC ranking is the only ranking which is

significant with negative effect. As one ranking increase in the ALEC economic per-
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formance ranking, implying a worse ranking, the probability gap of receiving health
insurance through a current employer is getting narrower. Additionally, I examine
the relationship between these indices and retirement pension related variables such
as state government retirement pension generosity and the degree of soundness in
funding state employees retirement pensions. Among the policy environment indices,
the ALEC ranking is significantly related with the total amount of annual pension
benefit and the ratio of state’s pension underfunding as a percent of tax revenues.
As the ALEC ranking increases by one, implying a worse rankings, annual pension
amount decreases by $ 343.56 and 4.73 percent of annual tax revenue amount is added

as an additional liability to state-sponsored pension plan.
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