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Abstract 

This paper examines the impact of the Massachusetts Health Insurance reform of 2006 on 

job mobility and employment exit using administrative data from the Social Security 

Administration.  The Massachusetts reform mandated that every resident have insurance 

coverage, and facilitated this initiative by requiring employers to offer coverage, as well as 

expanding Medicaid and creating health insurance exchanges with subsidized premiums.  These 

elements provided the basis for the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (ACA), passed 

nationwide in 2010, so the experience of workers in Massachusetts provides evidence on how the 

ACA may affect labor market efficiency.  Of particular interest is the extent to which 

Massachusetts’ reform reduced “job lock” – the phenomenon where workers stay with employers 

to maintain their health insurance coverage, rather than move to a more productive match at 

another employer (especially a small firm unlikely to offer coverage) or exit employment 

entirely.  The project measures differential effects by age, gender, and firm size, and tries to 

disentangle the effects of the employer mandate and the individual mandate by identifying 

individuals who cross state lines between home and work.   

 

This paper found that: 

• Trend analysis and regression estimates indicate that Massachusetts residents were 

actually less likely to move to new employers after the reform, relative to workers in 

neighboring states that did not make structural changes to their health insurance market. 

• Massachusetts workers were also less likely to move from large firms, which likely 

offered insurance, to small firms, the opposite of what was expected. 

• The reform was expected to free up workers to leave the labor force, but estimates 

indicate it generally had no statistically significant effect on employment exits, and in 

some cases exit rates decreased. 

 

The policy implications of this paper are: 

• On the whole, the evidence that the Massachusetts reform increased mobility across 

employers or out of employment is weak. 

• These findings suggest that the Massachusetts reform, and by extension the ACA, may 

not ease “job lock” as much as some previous research had suggested.



 

 

Introduction 

Reforming the nation’s health insurance system has long been on the domestic policy 

agenda.  In 2009, 50.7 million Americans, representing 16.7 percent of the population, lacked 

health insurance coverage (U.S. Census Bureau 2010).  To address this problem, the Patient 

Protection and Affordable Care Act (ACA) was passed in 2010, based on the Massachusetts 

health insurance reform enacted in April 2006.  The Massachusetts reform package combines (a) 

an individual health insurance mandate with (b) an employer mandate to offer health insurance, 

(c) a small-group and non-group insurance market innovation called the Connector, and (d) 

subsidies to low-income households.  The reform has been successful in reducing the number of 

uninsured – the state’s coverage rate for working-age adults increased from 87 percent in 2006 to 

96 percent at the end of 2008, and Massachusetts’ uninsured rate has consistently been the lowest 

of any state ever since.  The increase for low-income individuals was even more dramatic, from 

76 percent to 92 percent insured (Health Connector 2011). 

The focus of most research about the Massachusetts reform is on its effects on health 

coverage and health.1  But its effect on labor markets should also be of primary interest.  Critics 

have long maintained that the U.S.’s employer-sponsored health insurance system creates major 

labor market inefficiencies.  In particular, the provision of health insurance by the employer 

generates some worker-employer matches that are motivated by health insurance as opposed to 

productivity.  The insurance-employer link also discourages the dissolution of inferior employer-

employee matches when workers worry about losing employer-sponsored health insurance.  This 

“job-lock” phenomenon affects workers of all ages and can be experienced in a variety of ways, 

including: distorted retirement decisions; reduced job turnover; lower prevalence of self-

employment; and longer duration and higher prevalence of receiving welfare benefits (Gruber 

and Madrian 2004). 

Our study examines the effect of the Massachusetts health reform on job mobility and 

employment exits.  It takes advantage of administrative data with larger sample sizes than are 

available in public-use datasets such as the SIPP, allowing us to detect the influence of policy on 

even a fairly low probability event such as a job transition or labor force exit.  The administrative 

data also include both the state of residence and the state where the employer is located, so it 

                                                 
1 For health coverage, see Long (2008) and Long and Dahlen (2014).  For the health effects of the MA reform, see 
Sommers, Long, and Baicker (2014); Miller (2012a, 2012b); Van der Wees, Zaslavsky, and Avanian (2013); 
Courtemanche and Zapata (2014); and Long, Stockley, and Dahlen (2012). 
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allows us to separate the effect of the individual mandate – which affects workers who live in 

Massachusetts, even if they work elsewhere – from the effect of the employer mandate – which 

affects employees in Massachusetts firms, even if they commute to the Commonwealth from 

elsewhere. Using a difference-in-differences approach, this paper assesses the impact of the 

Massachusetts health insurance reform on job mobility and exits from employment.  Our 

estimates are imperative in helping to understand the as-yet-unmeasured effects of the ACA, 

seeing as the national, all-at-once rollout of most of the relevant facets of the ACA make 

evaluating its effects on job mobility hard to identify. 

This paper continues as follows.  Section 1 discusses the Massachusetts health insurance 

reform and its potential to ease job lock.  Section 2 outlines the model.  Section 3 discusses the 

administrative data.  Section 4 presents descriptive statistics, including trends over time in 

employer changes and employment exit.  Section 5 presents regression results.  Section 6 

concludes that very little evidence exists for the Massachusetts health insurance form easing job 

lock – at best, some workers were less likely to seek employment at large firms, but most other 

estimates of the response of job mobility and employment outflows to the reform are statistically 

insignificant or are inconsistent with the job-lock theory. 

 

MA Health Insurance Reform and Job Lock  

In 2006, Massachusetts passed landmark health insurance legislation – comprised of non- 

and small-group market reforms, individual mandates, and pay-or-play mandates for employer-

sponsored health insurance – which became the model for the ACA.  This reform package 

increases both the demand for and the supply of health insurance.  Demand is increased through 

the individual mandate and government subsidies that lower the price of insurance.  Supply is 

increased through the employer mandate, if employers increase the offering of health insurance 

to avoid a penalty payment, and through improving the small- and non-group market.  These 

improvements include: (1) government involvement in setting standard policies (Bronze, Silver, 

and Gold) and screening companies and their prices; and (2) providing an aggregator internet site 

(the Connector), which makes it easier to find and compare insurance for individuals not getting 

insurance through their employer. 

While the Massachusetts reforms maintain the employer-sponsored health insurance 

delivery system, the increase in the supply of health insurance – either from competing 

employers or the Connector – could ease the inefficiencies commonly referred to as a job-lock, 
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creating more job turnover.  For prime-working-age individuals (age 25-54), the lower cost and 

increased availability of individual insurance could affect the strength of worker-employer 

attachments.  Workers, who before the 2006 reforms had employer-provided health insurance 

and did not want to lose it, were locked in their current job; workers subject to the typical notion 

of job lock should be more likely to change employers after the reform.  The reforms, by 

increasing the demand for insurance, could also increase mobility among workers who 

previously preferred to go uninsured in return for a higher cash wage.  Thus the increased 

turnover could be between employers or through an increase in self-employment, since the 

reforms will have decreased the cost of getting insurance through the non-group market.  In this 

paper, we measure the total impact of the reforms on labor market mobility since individual-level 

information on previous health insurance availability is unavailable.   

The Massachusetts health insurance reform may also impact the job mobility of 

individuals near traditional retirement ages (ages 55-64).  This subset of the population could be 

even more sensitive to the health insurance reform than those in their prime working years.  

Before the reform, the near-elderly are the most likely to face high premiums and low coverage 

rates on the non-group market.  The greater availability and lower price of alternatives to 

employer-provided health insurance is akin to an increase in wealth, and this wealth effect could 

increase employment exits, allow people to switch to a “bridge job,” or otherwise change 

employers.   

Furthermore, the labor market for near-elderly workers could be impacted through the 

combination of job turnover rates and the early retirement of some workers.  If employer-

employee matches are improved through higher turnover, older workers may desire to work 

longer.  Broader health insurance coverage could also improve the health of older workers 

(Rutledge 2016).  Together, firms might also find hiring and retaining older workers more 

attractive than before the reform since the average older worker is healthier, leading to longer 

working lives through both the supply of and demand for older workers.   

Early evidence suggested that job lock substantially hindered workers’ mobility.  The 

New York Times (1991) reported that three out of 10 Americans have at one point stayed in a job 

in order to maintain their health insurance benefits, which is consistent with the estimates of 15-

35 percent found in the economics literature.2  Monheit and Cooper (1994) estimated that the 

                                                 
2 For example, Cooper and Monheit, 1993; Buchmueller and Valleta, 1996; Gruber and Madrian, 1997; Adams, 
2004. 
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welfare lost due to job lock is between $3.7 and $4.8 billion.  Gruber and Madrian (2004), in a 

comprehensive review of the literature, concluded that while estimates of the extent of job lock 

vary, the vast majority of studies to that point found a quantitative and statistically significant 

negative effect on the labor market. 

Furthermore, the evidence suggested that expanding the availability of group health 

insurance to employees that separate from a firm greatly increases the willingness of current 

employees to leave and reduces the degree of job lock.  Gruber and Madrian find that the 

availability of an extra year of COBRA coverage increased mobility among prime working-age 

men by 10 percent (1994), increased the retirement hazard by 30 percent (1995) and the 

probability of being retired by 1 percent (1996) for men aged 55-64, and increases the incidence 

and duration of joblessness (1997).  However, expanding COBRA and the MA health insurance 

reform are very different, and thus may have very different effects.  First, the reform provides a 

lower-priced, easy-to-find health insurance alternative that is not associated with a job.  This 

could lead to lower turnover relative to COBRA.  However, the MA non-group reforms do not 

have time limits like COBRA coverage – which may increase turnover relative to COBRA.  

Furthermore, the reform has an individual mandate while COBRA coverage is optional, so the 

reform impacts the entire population, not only those who place a high value on health insurance.   

Some recent studies have also found results consistent with job lock, and the easing of 

job lock through expanded coverage.  Hamersma and Kim (2009) and Farooq and Kugler (2016) 

find that Medicaid expansions – which was one element of Massachusetts reform – have reduced 

job lock and allowed for workers to switch to higher-risk, higher-reward occupations and 

industries. 

Most recent evidence, however, suggests that job lock does not substantially restrict 

workers’ ability to change jobs.  The adoption of the Health Insurance Portability and 

Accountability Act (HIPAA) in 1996 provides the most important test, considering that its 

purpose was to relieve the pressure of job lock.  But the legislation appears to have had only a 

small effect on job mobility in general (Sanz-de-Galdeano 2006) and transitions into small firms 

in particular (Kapur 2003, 2004).  Results from the ACA’s mandate to provide dependent care 

benefits to young individuals on their parents’ insurance plans up to age 26 (Bailey and Chorniy 

2016) also suggest little evidence of an increase in job mobility.  Preliminary results from the 

first year of full ACA implementation also indicate no effect on labor market outcomes such as 
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labor force participation (Kaestner et al 2015) or early retirement (Levy, Buchmueller, and 

Nikpay 2015; Gustman, Steinmeier, and Tabatabai 2016). 

While the Massachusetts reforms maintain an employer delivery system, the individual 

mandates and non-group insurance market reforms could still greatly reduce the inefficiencies of 

this system.  Some studies have found changes consistent with workers being “locked” into their 

jobs before reform: for example, Niu (2014) finds that 8 percent more workers reported self-

employment in Massachusetts after the reform.  But most evidence suggests that the reform had 

no statistically detectable effect.  Sanzenbacher (2014) finds no difference in unemployment 

rates.  Dubay, Long, and Lawton (2012) also find no difference in overall employment rates 

between Massachusetts and control states, and no difference in employment by firm size.  In the 

closest paper to ours, Sachs (2013), using self-reported job transitions from the Survey of Income 

and Program Participation (SIPP), finds little difference in job mobility.   

 

Model  

The analysis examines whether prime-aged individuals are more likely to move between 

employers, in particular from large to small firms, after the implementation of the Massachusetts 

health insurance reform in 2007.  It also examines whether workers, and in particular older 

individuals (age 55-65), are more likely to exit employment. 

The analysis uses difference-in-difference methods, comparing the change in the rate of 

changing employers or exiting employment in Massachusetts before and after 2007 to the change 

in these variables over the same time period in control states.  The control states consist of most 

of the other New England states (Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Connecticut; 

Vermont is excluded because they also implemented health reform) and New York. 

The outcomes of interest are indicators for 1) changing employers; 2) changing jobs from 

a large firm to a small firm, conditional on changing jobs between times t-1 and t; 3) changing 

jobs from a small firm to a large firm, conditional on changing jobs between times t-1 and t; and 

4) moving from employment to non-employment.  Job lock theory suggests that the reform 

should increase employer changes, transitions from large to small firms (conditional on changing 

jobs), and employment exits; and decrease transitions from small to large firms (conditional on 

changing jobs).3 

                                                 
3 Health reform may actually increase the unconditional transition rate from small to large firms if it increases 
employee mobility generally – that is, it allows more people to make transitions of all kinds, including transitions 
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The structure of the model for each outcome Y is: 

 𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝛽𝛽0 + 𝛾𝛾𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖,𝑖𝑖−1 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽2𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽12𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 × 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 (1)  

in which i indexes individuals, j indexes states, and t indexes time.  𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖,𝑖𝑖−1 is a limited set of 

individual and state-level characteristics in year t-1 – age (in 5-year categories), gender, race, 

participation in a defined contribution plan, earnings quartile, and the state unemployment rate in 

year t.  𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is a dummy variable equal to one if the worker lives and/or works in 

Massachusetts.  𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is an indicator for whether the year of observation t is from 2008 or later; 

because the reform was still in progress in 2007, we consider 2007 to be part of the pre-reform 

period.  The key coefficient on the interaction of 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 and 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖, which signifies the effect of 

living and/or working in Massachusetts after health reform was implemented on labor market 

outcomes.   

We also try to disentangle the effects of the employer and individual mandates, by 

exploiting the information on the worker’s residence and the location of their primary employer.  

Individuals who live in Massachusetts but work in New Hampshire are only subject to the 

individual mandate; Massachusetts workers who live elsewhere are only subject to the employer 

mandate.  Interaction terms are added to assess if there are differential effects for people who 

cross state borders when they commute to work.   

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝛼𝛼0 + 𝛿𝛿𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖,𝑖𝑖−1 + 𝛼𝛼1𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼2𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼3𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖

+ 𝛼𝛼13𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 × 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝛼𝛼23𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 × 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

+ 𝛼𝛼123𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 × 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 × 𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝜐𝜐𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 

(2) 

𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is equal to one if the worker’s state of residence is Massachusetts.  

𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑃𝑃𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 is equal to one if the employer is located in Massachusetts.  For most workers, 

these indicator variables will both equal zero – indicating that they neither lived nor worked in 

Massachusetts – or both equal to one – indicating that they were Massachusetts residents 

working in Massachusetts.  Identification of the separate effects of the individual and employer 

mandates derives from the workers who cross state borders for work, either to or from 

Massachusetts.  The interaction coefficient 𝛼𝛼13 represents the effect of the individual mandate 

alone, while the interaction coefficient 𝛼𝛼23 isolates the effect of the employer mandate. 

                                                 
from large firm to another large firm, or a small firm to another small firm.  But conditional on moving employers in 
any way, health reform should reduce the incentive to move to a large firm from a small firm.  To make the results 
more clearly match this conceptual framework, we present results for the transition of moving from small to large 
firms, or large to small firms, conditional on making any employer change. 
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Data 

This project uses administrative data from the Social Security Administration’s 

Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS) merged with the Longitudinal Employee-Employer 

Data (LEED) File for the years 2000-2011.  The CWHS is based on a one-percent sample of 

earnings and beneficiary records, which include a limited set of individual characteristics, 

including demographics.  The LEED File includes the worker’s state of residence and 

information on his primary employer, including that firm’s Employer Identification Number 

(EIN) and location.4 

Table 1 lays out the creation of the sample.  The CWHS-LEED merged file includes 

about 3 million person-years for people who live and/or work in Massachusetts or its 

surrounding states (the rest of New England and New York).  Vermont also implemented a 

health insurance expansion in 2007 (Thorpe 2007), so we drop anyone who lives or works in 

Vermont to make sure that the control group consists only of residents of states without reform.  

In addition, we drop workers who made the initial geographic cut only because their employers 

are based in the Northeast; we assume that if they live outside of New England (excluding 

Vermont) or New York, they do not actually work in those states.  These two geographic cuts 

leave the sample with 2.1 million, among whom about 1.3 million (or 247,000 unique 

individuals) are between ages 30-64.  The analyses include about 180,000 unique persons who 

are not missing an EIN in either of two consecutive years and, for the regressions, are not 

missing individual characteristics. 

Individuals are defined as working if they accumulate at least 4 quarters of coverage for 

Social Security (summing all jobs) in a given year.  This restriction eliminates workers who did 

not have substantial earnings from any one employer, which should be related to working 

sufficient hours to qualify for health coverage.  Employment exit is defined as working (and 

earning at least 4 quarters of coverage) in year t-1 but not in year t.  The employer change 

                                                 
4 The Social Security Administration constructs the CWHS from the Master Earnings File and the Master 
Beneficiary Record, sampling earnings and beneficiary records based on certain digits of the social security number 
(SSN) and following that random sample throughout their careers.  SSA uses further information from the 
Employee-Employer (EE-ER) file, which includes one record for each employer-employee combination.  In addition 
to earnings from each job, the data elements on the EE-ER file include the state and county of the employer’s 
address of record from the Form SS-4 (Application for Identification Number), and the employee’s state and county 
of residence from the W-2 form.  The LEED is a longitudinal version of the EE-ER file, sorted by SSN, year, and 
EIN.  For employees with more than one job in a given year, we selected the EIN of the employer from whom 
worker received the highest total compensation in any year to represent employer location and firm size. 
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outcome is also restricted to individuals who are working both periods; it is an indicator equal to 

one if the individual’s EIN of their primary employer changed from one year to the next. 

The other key variable needed to construct the outcome variables is firm size.  The 

CWHS-LEED data do not include a direct measure of the number of employees, but the dataset 

is large enough to sample multiple employees of the same firm.  Figure 1 presents a histogram of 

the number of workers associated with each EIN.  We set the threshold for a large firm at 5 or 

more workers sampled in the CWHS-LEED File from the same EIN; because the data is a 

random one-percent sample, this corresponds to several hundred workers, which is fairly large 

for a “large firm.”  As a result, 61 percent of the sample works in a large firm by this definition; 

the Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that about 72 percent of individuals work for firms with 50 

or more employees in 2015, so our large-firm sample represents a somewhat smaller share of the 

workforce than in the U.S. economy as a whole.  Still, we use a more conservative (larger) 

threshold because a small number of employees happening to make it into the sample for any one 

firm could skew the picture of how many employees that firm actually has.  As a robustness 

check, we also present results using two other definitions of large firm: 1) having more than one 

employee (77 percent of the sample); and 2) having more than two employees (69 percent).  

These samples better correspond to the traditional definition of large firms based on scaling up 

the 1-percent sample, and more closely match the magnitudes in the U.S. labor force, but likely 

some small firms will be mis-assigned when they have more than one or two workers sampled by 

chance.  For both transitions from large to small firms, and from small to large firms, we limit 

the sample to individuals who are making any kind of employer change. 

Administrative data are not without some limitations and complications.  First, only 

limited demographic information is available.  Little can be done to address this issue, and we 

believe that the gain in sample size and reporting accuracy far outweighs this weakness.  Second, 

in order to identify employment changes, we rely on changes in one’s employer’s EIN over time.  

This would be ideal if the EINs were stable over time – however, firms are constantly 

reinventing themselves through the entry and exit of establishments, the entry and exit of firms, 

mergers and acquisitions, outsourcing, changes in ownership, changes in legal form of 

organization and changes in the products and services produced by the establishments and the 

firms.  Administrative identifiers typically change along with these types of firm changes.  If the 

merger/acquisition rate does not vary between states over time, then our identification strategy is 

still valid; however, that assumption is difficult to validate.   
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Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 summarizes the key variables in the analysis.  Before reform, Massachusetts 

workers differed slightly from the other northeastern states.5  Massachusetts residents are less 

likely to be black or Hispanic, have slightly higher earnings, and are more likely to participate in 

a 401(k) plan, but otherwise are similar to workers in other states.  Massachusetts also enjoyed a 

lower unemployment rate in the 2000-2006 period.  After reform, most of these differences 

persist, except that Massachusetts’ unemployment rate was nearly equal to the rate in the other 

states.   

The bottom rows of Table 2 present the means for the outcome variables for the sample 

regardless of age; Massachusetts workers were more likely to change employers overall, and 

make both large-to-small firm and small-to-large firm transitions than workers in the rest of the 

Northeast.  Exit rates to non-employment are comparable by residence in both periods. 

Table 3 presents the unadjusted difference-in-differences estimates by age, comparing the 

change in each outcome variable in Massachusetts from pre- to post-reform with the change over 

the same period in other northeastern states.  These changes are presented separately for the 

prime-aged (35-54, Panel A) and older (55-64, Panel B) samples. 

Before reform, the rate at which workers changed employers was just under 2 percentage 

points greater in Massachusetts than in the rest of the northeast for each age group.  In the period 

after reform, the share of workers changing employers in any given year fell in all states and in 

both age groups.  But this rate of changing employers fell more in Massachusetts: by 3.4 

percentage points (compared to 2.6 percentage points in the rest of the northeast) for prime-age 

workers, and by 2.6 percentage points (versus 1.7 percentage points in the rest of the northeast) 

for older workers.  The difference-in-differences, therefore, shows that Massachusetts’ rate of 

decline was 0.8 percentage points greater for both prime-age and older workers.  The job-lock 

                                                 
5 In each table and figure, any individual living or working in Massachusetts is included in the MA category; 
individuals in the “Northeast” category neither live nor work in Massachusetts, but each individual lives in New 
York or the other New England states (excluding Vermont). 



10 

literature would have suggested precisely the opposite, but it appears that Massachusetts workers 

were actually less likely to leave their employers after health reform. 

Another prediction of the job-lock literature is that reform would allow for Massachusetts 

workers to move to smaller firms (including self-employment), and inspire fewer transitions 

from small firms to large firms by workers seeking employer-sponsored insurance coverage.  

However, the unadjusted difference-in-differences results are again inconsistent with theory.  

While the large-to-small transition rate fell only slightly in the rest of the Northeast, the decrease 

was larger in Massachusetts – by about 3 percentage points for younger workers and 5 

percentage points for older workers.  The small-to-large transition rate increased across the 

board, but by slightly more for Massachusetts workers of both ages. 

The easing of job lock would have predicted a greater increase in employment exits 

among older individuals in Massachusetts.  However, the unadjusted difference-in-difference 

results show that the decline in the rate of exit from employment was almost exactly equal in 

Massachusetts and the rest of the northeast. 

Figure 2 shows the full time path of job transitions around the Massachusetts reform for 

prime-aged workers who either live or work in Massachusetts, and compares these probabilities 

to individuals who neither work nor live in the state.  The top panel indicates that the rate of 

transitioning across employers has been falling fairly steadily for workers in both Massachusetts 

and in the other New England states.  Massachusetts workers were more likely to change jobs in 

every year, but the difference between Massachusetts and other New England states has grown 

smaller – even excluding 2001-2002 when the transition rate was much larger in Massachusetts 

than it was in any other year, the gap has shrunk from 2 percentage points in 2004-2006 to 1.2 

percentage points in 2008-2011.  Regardless of the exact size, this convergence is the opposite of 

what we would expect if reform had reduced job lock; the hypothesized effect would have been 

for Massachusetts’ job transition rate to increase, or at least for the trend to fall slower than it did 

in other states. 

The middle panel shows the rate of transitioning from large firms to small firms, among 

workers who were working in large firms in year t-1 but also changed employers.  As in the top 

panel, the transition probability has fallen over time.  And as with the top panel, this figure 

shows a greater decline for Massachusetts residents and workers, which is the opposite of what is 

expected if job lock had previously prevented workers from moving to small firms that did not 

offer insurance. 
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The bottom panel shows the opposite transition – from small firms to large firms, among 

job-changers.  As expected, this transition rate is lower in Massachusetts in 2010 and 2011 than 

before reform, while other states’ small-to-large transition rates were essentially unchanged.  But 

the small-to-large transition rate in Massachusetts in 2008 and 2009 was higher than in preceding 

years, so the effect of the reform is hard to assess. 

Figure 3 shows the patterns for these transitions for the older group, age 55-64.  The job 

mobility graphs in Figure 3 tell the same story for older workers that Figure 2 told for prime-

aged workers: the reform did not appear to ease mobility, and if anything Massachusetts lost 

most of its mobility advantage over other states. 

Figure 4 charts the change over time in exit rates from employment for the two age 

groups.  The reform was expected to increase the likelihood that Massachusetts workers would 

leave their jobs, given that they had an alternative source of coverage.  While the probability of 

employment exit did rise in Massachusetts in 2009 for prime-age workers, it did so in other 

states as well, likely because of the Great Recession.  Thereafter, the exit rate settled at a level 

similar to pre-reform.  For older workers, the reform seems to have had the opposite of its 

expected effect for employment exit: Massachusetts workers were increasingly less likely to 

leave employment, with a sharper decline than workers in other states (lower panel). 

Importantly for our estimation strategy, none of the above figures indicates that 

Massachusetts workers saw a different trend in labor market outcomes than in the control states 

before the reform.  Appendix Table A1 shows statistically insignificant estimates on the 

interaction between the Massachusetts indicator and a linear time trend in the 2000-2006 period. 

 

Regression Results 

The results from the unconditional difference-in-differences suggest that the 

Massachusetts reform did not have a major impact on job lock; in fact, most evidence indicates 

that mobility and employment exits fell by more in Massachusetts than in states that did not 

increase insurance availability outside of employment.  But the summary statistics in Table 2 

suggested that Massachusetts residents, and its workforce, differed somewhat from other states 

both before and after reform.  These differences motivate the basic regression analysis, the 

results of which are reported in Table 4. 

The top panel of Table 4 presents estimates for individuals ages 30-54 who worked in 

year t-1.  Estimates where the dependent variable is an indicator for changing employers are 
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presented in the first row.  Massachusetts had a higher rate of employer changes throughout 

2000-2010, even controlling for other characteristics.  As suggested in the unconditional 

difference-in-differences, the rate of change in employers was lower in all states after reform, 

and especially lower in Massachusetts.  The negative and statistically significant interaction of 

Massachusetts and post-2007 indicates that the decline in the rate of changing employers was 

greater in Massachusetts than in the control states.6   

The second row of the top panel of Table 4 examines transitions from large firms to small 

firms, among workers who make any job change.  For the full sample period, Massachusetts 

workers are more likely to make this transition compared to residents of other northeastern 

states.  But the gap with other states closed after reform – the interaction coefficient is negative 

and statistically significant, and of almost the same magnitude as the Massachusetts indicator 

without an interaction.  This result runs counter to the theoretical prediction, but is consistent 

with the unconditional difference-in-differences. 

The difference-in-differences estimate of transitions from small to large firms also 

presents little evidence that jobs were “unlocked” (third row).  The difference between 

Massachusetts and other states is small and statistically insignificant, so workers do not appear to 

have reduced their probability of switching to a large firm after reform, in opposition to theory. 

Job lock suggests that workers in Massachusetts would be more likely to exit 

employment after reform.  But the estimates in the fourth row of the top panel of Table 4 indicate 

that exit rates did not change in any statistically significant way after reform. 

The bottom panel of Table 4 reports analogous results for the sample of workers ages 55-

64.  After reform, older Massachusetts workers were less likely to change employers, and less 

likely to move from large to small firms (conditional on changing employers), than older 

workers in the rest of the northeast.  Older Massachusetts workers also had no difference in the 

probability of moving to a large firm or exiting employment.  The estimates in Table 4, 

therefore, indicate that the Massachusetts reform did not “unlock” jobs that would have been 

helped by increased access to health insurance outside of employment. 

One prediction of job-lock theory that is not explicitly tested in Table 4 is that workers 

with health insurance at time t-1 will be more likely to change employers.  Because the data 

lacks information on health insurance coverage either before or after an employment transition, 

                                                 
6 All results are similar in regressions where each state has its own dummy variable and interaction with the post-
reform indicator to allow for state-specific breaks in trend at the same time as the health reform. 
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we proxy for having employer-sponsored health insurance by controlling for working at a large 

firm at t-1, since nearly all workers at large firms have health coverage (Long, Rae, and Claxton 

2016).  The dependent variable in Table 5 is once again an indicator for changing employers, but 

the independent variables now include an indicator for working in a large firm interacted with 

the Massachusetts indicator, the post-reform dummy, and their interaction.  As in the earlier 

regressions, the sample includes residents and workers from Massachusetts and surrounding 

states. 

Contrary to theory, but consistent with the results in Table 4, the triple-difference 

estimates in Table 5 show statistically significant decreases in changing employers among 

individuals who are living and/or working in Massachusetts and who worked in large firms in the 

prior year.  Massachusetts residents/workers who worked for a small firm in year t-1 had no 

statistically significant difference in their likelihood of changing employers after the reform, as 

indicated by the interaction of Massachusetts residence/employment and the post-reform 

indicator.  The results are similar in sign, magnitude, and significance by age.7 

 

Massachusetts Residents vs. Massachusetts Employees 

One of the benefits to the administrative data used in this project is the ability to identify 

workers who cross into or out of Massachusetts for work (subject to some measurement error – 

e.g., with companies that are headquartered in Massachusetts but where the employee is located 

elsewhere).  Table 6 indicates that 2.1 percent of the sample, or nearly 24,000 people, work for a 

Massachusetts employer but live elsewhere; these workers benefited from the employer mandate, 

but were not subject to the individual mandate.  In addition, 5.2 percent of the sample, or more 

than 60,000 people, live in Massachusetts but work elsewhere; these workers were subject to the 

individual mandate, but their employer was not obligated to offer them insurance by the 

employer mandate. 

The results in Table 7 take advantage of the 7.3 percent of the sample that crosses the 

Massachusetts border to separately identify the impacts of the individual and employer 

mandates.  The first row of each set of results presents the un-interacted coefficients, while the 

second row shows the interaction effects.   

                                                 
7 The results are also similar by gender. 
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The results for both Massachusetts residents who work elsewhere (second column) and 

out-of-state residents who work in Massachusetts (third column) contradict the prediction, but 

agree with the unconditional results and the earlier regression estimates.  Massachusetts residents 

who work elsewhere are about 3 percentage points less likely to change employers, a statistically 

significant estimate, and are less likely (albeit statistically insignificantly) to move from a large 

to a small firm.  Residents of other states who work in Massachusetts are in the third column: 

they are also statistically significantly less likely both to change employers and to move from 

large to small firms.  Interestingly, one estimate each for these two groups does actually fit with 

a theoretical prediction: MA residents working elsewhere are less likely to move to a large firm 

after reform, and MA workers who reside elsewhere are more likely to exit employment.  

The fourth column presents the triple-difference results for Massachusetts residents who 

also work in Massachusetts.  Note that these figures are the estimates for the differential between 

Massachusetts residents who work within the state and those workers who cross state boundaries.  

Interestingly, the within-Massachusetts workers are statistically significantly more likely than the 

border-crossers to change employers or move from large to small firms, but the magnitude of the 

differential essentially cancels out the effect of either living or working in Massachusetts (but not 

both).   

To better see the overall effect of Massachusetts health reform on each labor market 

outcome, Figure 5 presents the sum of the relevant coefficients.  For example, the control group 

consists of workers who neither live nor work in Massachusetts; for them, the estimated effect of 

the reform (i.e., the difference between pre-2007 and post-2007) is simply the coefficient on the 

post-reform indicator variable.  In the case of the regression where changing employer is the 

dependent variable, the estimated over-time difference for prime-age workers is -1.3 percent, the 

height of the black bar in the leftmost panel of Figure 5a.  Massachusetts residents who work 

elsewhere have a total estimated effect of the post-reform indicator (-1.3 percent) plus the 

interaction of the Massachusetts residence indicator with the post-reform dummy (-3.1 percent), 

for a total of -4.4 percent, presented in the gray bar.  Out-of-state residents who work in 

Massachusetts have a total estimated effect of (-1.3 + -2.0) = -3.3 percent, the white bar.  Finally, 

the effect for Massachusetts residents who stay within the state for work is the sum of the post-

reform indicator, the interactions of both Massachusetts indicators with the post-reform dummy, 

and the triple interaction: -1.3 + -3.1 + -2.0 + 5.4 = -1.1 percent, the red bar.  Within-

Massachusetts residents, therefore, are no different than the control group in the effect on their 
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probability of changing employers, while workers who live or work in Massachusetts – but not 

both – actually saw a lower probability, contrary to theory.  These results suggest that neither the 

individual nor employer mandates were effective on their own in improving job mobility.  

The results are similar for transitions from large to small firms.  The only group that saw 

an increase in these transitions was the control group.  Employment exit rates were essentially 

unchanged for the control group and for each of the three Massachusetts groups.  Transition rates 

from small to large firms actually rose for both groups that work in Massachusetts, contrary to 

theory, but were in the predicted direction (and statistically significant) for Massachusetts 

residents who work elsewhere.  This result suggests that the individual mandate, the creation of 

the Commonwealth Connector, and the Medicaid expansion – but not the increased availability 

of employer-sponsored insurance due to the employer mandate – made moving to a large firm 

less necessary for some workers, but otherwise the anticipated effects of the reform on the labor 

market did not play out for prime-aged workers. 

The results for older workers are similar (Figure 5b).  The control group and the three 

Massachusetts groups are all less likely to change employers or move from a large to a small 

firm, contrary to the theoretical prediction.  Older workers from all four groups – without the 

exception seen among prime-age workers – are more likely to change from a small to a large 

firm, which also contradicts theory.  Employment exits are again essentially unchanged. 

 

Results by Gender 

Tables 8 and 9 repeat the difference-in-differences analysis (with only one Massachusetts 

indicator, for living and/or working in the state) separately by gender, to determine whether the 

extent to which jobs were “unlocked” by Massachusetts’ health reform differs for men and 

women.  One possibility is that men are more affected by health insurance in their decision to 

change jobs if they are still the breadwinners in the majority of households; this possibility may 

be especially true for older households, so the analysis is once again estimated separately for 

prime-aged and older households.  On the other hand, women tend to be more risk averse (see 

Outreville 2014 for a review), and could be more cautious about maintaining health coverage and 

thus respond more to freer access to insurance outside of employment. 

Table 8 presents the results at ages 30-54 (as in the top panel of Table 4).  The results are 

largely the same for women (top panel) and men (bottom panel).  In each case, the probability of 

changing employers actually fell in Massachusetts after the reform, as did the transition rate from 
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large to small firms (though only statistically significantly for men).  The estimates for small-to-

large firm transitions and employment exits are small and statistically insignificant for both 

genders. 

Table 9 repeats the analysis for older men and women.  The patterns are similar, except 

that the decrease in the large-to-small transitions rates is statistically significant for both groups, 

not just women.  Also, employment exits decrease in a statistically significant way for men, with 

no significant change in either direction for women.  These results all run counter to the 

predicted direction of the effect of reform on labor market outcomes. 

Robustness Checks 

The above results indicate little evidence that workers are freer to change employers, 

move to a small firm, avoid working for a large firm, or exit employment after the 

implementation of Massachusetts’ health insurance reform.  Tables 10-12 test the robustness of 

these results. 

First, Table 10 presents results excluding observations where either year t-1 or year t are 

from calendar year 2007.  The reform began in 2007, but enrollment in Commonwealth 

Connector and Medicaid was slow to ramp up during 2007 (Cohn 2013); as a result, the reform 

may not have influenced labor market decisions until after the structure of the new market was 

better established and understood.  But the results are similar to Table 4: even with the post-

reform period limited to 2008 or later, transitions across employers and into small firms both 

decreased statistically significant for prime-age workers.  For older workers, employer 

transitions were little changed (and insignificant), but transitions from large to small firms fell in 

a statistically significant way, as did employment exits, while transitions into large firms 

significantly increased. 

Second, Table 11 presents results where Massachusetts is compared only to the other 

New England states (excluding Vermont), but not also New York.  Though Massachusetts abuts 

New York, that border is far from each state’s respective population hubs; crossing that state 

border is rarer than, say, movement across the New Hampshire or Rhode Island borders, since 

both are close enough to enable regular commuting to Boston.  Given the closer population-

weighted geography, the control group in Table 11 should be more similar to the Massachusetts 

population.  But the results are similar to previous estimates: a statistically significant decrease in 

employer-changing in Massachusetts relative to this smaller set of states, and no evidence that 
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transitions from large to small firms, or out of employment, increased.  The one exception: older 

workers are somewhat more likely to move from small to large firms. 

Third, the definition of “small firm” – fewer than five employees in the CWHS 1-percent 

sample in that year – may include too many large firms; after all, four sampled workers should 

correspond to 400 employees in the population if the sampling is entirely random across 

employers.  This expansive definition may understate transitions between small and large firms.  

Table 12 presents separate results using two alternative definitions of small firms.  The top panel 

classifies a firm as small if it only has one employee in the sample (about 23 percent of firms).  

The estimates for large-to-small transitions using that definition are statistically insignificant and 

small for both age groups, and small-to-large transitions are surprisingly positive and statistically 

significant for prime-age workers, but negative and statistically significant for transitions from 

small to large firms, in keeping with theory.  The bottom panel categorizes firms as small if it has 

at most two employees in the sample (about 31 percent of firms).  There is no evidence of any 

change in transition rates for prime-age workers under this definition, and statistically significant 

evidence of a decline in employer changes for older workers, but again the small-to-large 

transition rates falls as expected for workers age 55 and older.  Other than some evidence that 

older workers are less likely to seek out jobs at large firms when alternative means of acquiring 

health insurance are available – evidence that does not concur with the rest of the estimates in 

this study – the results are robust to these alternative definitions. 

 

Summary 

In summary, the evidence for the “unlocking” of jobs after Massachusetts opened up 

access to health insurance coverage, is weak.  The only results that are consistent with job lock 

are a somewhat modest but statistically significant decrease in the probability of changing from a 

small firm to a large firm, which is present only among select subgroups (Massachusetts workers 

who live out of state, or older workers in the alternative definitions of a small firm or when New 

York is excluded from the control group).  All of the other results – a decline in the rate of 

changing employers or moving from a large firm to a small firm, or no change in the probability 

of exiting employment entirely – stand in contrast to the direction that job lock theory would 

suggest, and are robust to alternative specifications and definitions. 

 

Conclusion 
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One of the goals of both Massachusetts’ health reform in the mid-2000s and the ACA 

that followed a similar model was to ease job lock, the idea that workers avoid changing 

employers – especially to small firms or self-employment – because they fear losing access to 

their health insurance.  Similarly, workers who would rather retire, take care of a loved one, or 

otherwise opt not to work instead remain in a job to maintain health benefits, or are forced to 

find a new job to gain coverage.   

The predicted response to these reforms was that employer mobility should have 

increased, especially to small firms, and employment exits should have increased.  Because the 

ACA was rolled out nationally and all at once, the Massachusetts reform is better designed for 

evaluating whether these predictions have come true.  This project uses administrative data on 

employment relationships to determine whether mobility across employers and out of 

employment increased. 

The results provide very little evidence that Massachusetts’ reform eased job lock.  Some 

workers in select groups decreased the rate at which they moved to large firms, as predicted.  But 

most of the predictions about labor market mobility did not come to pass: employer transition 

rates decreased more in Massachusetts than in neighboring states, as did transitions from large to 

small firms and out of employment altogether.  Further, there is little evidence that either the 

employer mandate or any of the individual-side reforms – the individual mandate, Medicaid 

expansion, or the creation of the Commonwealth Connector – had separate effects on the labor 

market. 

On the whole, the results suggest 1) that job lock was not tying workers to unproductive 

jobs in Massachusetts to the extent that earlier research had suggested; 2) that the Massachusetts 

reform may not have eased workers’ concerns about access to health insurance enough to make 

them consider moving jobs or leaving employment; or 3) the premiums, even when subsidized, 

for plans purchased on the Connector did not make individual coverage attractive enough 

relative to employer-sponsored insurance to ease job lock.  This result runs contrary to well-

established labor economic theory.  The null result, however, is consistent with recent literature, 

including the initial results from the ACA (e.g., Kaestner et al 2015).  The recent spate of null 

results suggests that COBRA and HIPAA may have reduced job lock to the point where it would 

be hard to detect in policies that further increased access outside of the worker’s current 

employer.  In the case of the ACA in particular, null results are likely related to the uncertainty 
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surrounding the law’s political fate and concerns that the plans available on the exchange would 

not match employer-sponsored insurance in price and quality. 

This study uses administrative data with large sample sizes, which should allow for the 

effect of health reform on labor market mobility to be more easily detectable, yet the results 

provide little evidence that the reform eased job lock.  Still, this dataset is short on individual 

characteristics—most importantly workers’ initial health insurance status.  The Massachusetts 

reform was also implemented immediately before the Great Recession, so post-reform outcomes 

are likely affected by the downturn—in particular, workers may have felt apprehensive about 

changing employers, especially to a small firm, if it increased their exposure to job loss, even if 

health insurance reform made such a move more feasible (though the effect of the recession on 

Massachusetts was similar to neighboring states).  Therefore, further work is needed to establish 

whether more freely available health insurance, and at what price, will reduce labor market 

inefficiencies, to the extent that they exist.  
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Table 1. Sample Selection 
 
  Person-years Unique persons 
Living and/or working in New England or New York 2,997,227       
Living in New England (excluding VT) or New York 2,141,328   

 
Between ages 30-64 1,338,228  246,973  
Not missing EIN in consecutive years (for graphical analysis) 1,169,235  180,176  
Not missing individual characteristics (for regression analysis) 1,156,326   179,615   
 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample 2000-2011. 
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Table 2. Summary Statistics Before and After Reform, MA vs. Northeast 
 
  All years   Pre-reform   Post-reform 
  MA Northeast   MA Northeast   MA Northeast 
Number of individuals     44,424         143,915            37,440      122,609        30,926      102,813    
Number of person-years   264,651        891,675        167,704     566,875       96,947     324,800   
Number of businesses (EIN)     30,466        101,856          24,097       79,825       16,770       56,094   
Small firms         0.46              0.47              0.47           0.47           0.45           0.46   
Large firms         0.54              0.53              0.53           0.53           0.55           0.54   
Firm size          105               283               102            282            112            286   
Median Medicare taxable wages     36,936          34,931          34,429       32,822       41,964       39,058   
Age (continuous)         45.2              45.2              44.7           44.8           46.0           46.0   
White         0.70              0.61              0.71           0.62           0.68           0.60   
Black         0.05              0.10              0.05           0.10           0.05           0.10   
Asian         0.03              0.04              0.03           0.04           0.04           0.04   
Hispanic         0.03              0.06              0.03           0.06           0.04           0.07   
Other         0.01              0.01              0.01           0.02           0.01           0.01   
Male         0.51              0.50              0.51           0.50           0.50           0.50   
Participating in a 401(k)         0.45              0.39              0.45           0.38           0.47           0.41   
State unemployment rate           5.3                5.6                4.6             5.0             6.6             6.7   
Employer change | Employed in       
t - 1         0.14              0.12              0.15           0.13           0.12           0.11   
Large to small | Changed employers         0.39              0.37              0.40           0.37           0.37           0.37   
Small to large | Changed employers         0.34              0.32              0.34           0.32           0.35           0.33   
Exit | Employed in t - 1         0.03               0.03                0.03            0.03             0.03            0.03    
 
Notes: “Northeast” excludes Massachusetts and Vermont. 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 3. Unadjusted Difference-in-Differences in Labor Market Outcomes, MA vs. Northeast 
 
  Pre-reform   Post-reform Difference in 

differences   MA Northeast   MA Northeast 
Ages 30-54                       
Employer change (+) 0.161  0.143   0.127  0.117  -0.008  
Large to small (+) 0.403  0.376   0.373  0.371  -0.026  
Small to large (–) 0.336  0.320   0.351  0.332  0.003  
Exit (+) 0.029  0.032   0.028  0.031  0.000  
            
Ages 55-64            
Employer change (+) 0.107  0.089   0.081  0.072  -0.008  
Large to small (+) 0.411  0.366   0.354  0.362  -0.054  
Small to large (–) 0.331  0.302   0.358  0.321  0.008  
Exit (+) 0.036   0.040     0.031   0.037   -0.003   
 
Notes: “Northeast” excludes Massachusetts and Vermont.  Large-to-small and small-to-large transition rates are 
among workers making any employer change.  Hypothesized direction in parentheses after each outcome. 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 4. Linear Probability Model Estimates for Labor Market Outcomes 
 
    Independent variables N and R2 
Dependent variable Post-reform MA MA × Post 
Ages 30-54         
Changing employers -0.013 *** 0.020 *** -0.006 *** 849,447  
  (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.002)  0.052  
Large to small | Changing 0.006  0.022 * -0.020 ** 51,677  
  (0.011)  (0.011)  (0.010)  0.022  
Small to large | Changing 0.019 *** 0.0135 *** 0.0036  64,634  
  (0.007)  (0.0036)  (0.0077)  0.018  
Exiting employment 0.0026 *** 0.00031  0.00048  876,550  
  (0.0009)  (0.00069)  (0.00106)  0.068  
Ages 55-64         
Changing employers -0.010 *** 0.017 *** -0.007 *** 190,814  
  (0.001)  (0.003)  (0.002)  0.022  
Large to small | Changing -0.016  0.044 ** -0.052 *** 7,433  
  (0.016)  (0.021)  (0.010)  0.020  
Small to large | Changing 0.014  0.029 ** 0.010  8,748  
  (0.017)  (0.012)  (0.017)  0.012  
Exiting employment 0.0004  -0.0038 *** -0.0016 ** 198,313  
    (0.0010)   (0.0012)   (0.0006)   0.059   
 
Notes: Each row is a separate regression; MA and MA × Post coefficients are relative to residents of New York and 
other states in New England.  Regressions also include age, gender, race and Hispanic ethnicity, defined 
contribution pension participation, state unemployment rate, and Medicare taxable wage quartile.  Significance is 
indicated to the 1-percent level (***), 5-percent level (**), and 10-percent level (*). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
 
 
  



28 

Table 5. Employer Change Regressions Including Interactions with Firm Size 
 
    Age 30-54 Age 55-64 
Large firm -0.024 *** -0.014 *** 
  (0.003)  (0.002)  
Post-reform -0.015 *** -0.011 *** 
  (0.002)  (0.002)  
 × large firm 0.004 *** 0.002  
  (0.001)  (0.002)  
MA residence/employment 0.018 *** 0.012 *** 
  (0.004)  (0.003)  
 × large firm 0.005  0.011 *** 
  (0.003)  (0.002)  
 × Post-reform -0.002  -0.001  
  (0.002)  (0.002)  
 × large firm × Post -0.007 *** -0.012 *** 
  (0.001)  (0.003)  
Sample size 849,235   181,300   
R2   0.053   0.023   
 
Note: Other the interactions displayed above, regressions include the same controls as the other regressions.  
Significance is indicated to the 1-percent level (***) and 5-percent level (**). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
 

Table 6. Cross-Tabulation of MA Residence and Employment 

    Employer location 
    Other Northeast Massachusetts 

State of 
residence 

Other 
Northeast 

891,675   23,664   
77.1 % 2.1 % 

MA 60,593  180,394  
5.2 % 15.6 % 

 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 7. Separate Linear Probability Estimates for MA Residence and Employment 
 

    
Post-reform MA residence MA employment MA residence × MA 

employment N and R2 

Ages 30-54                             
Changing employers -0.013 (0.002) *** 0.067 (0.002) *** 0.032 (0.005) *** -0.096 (0.005) *** 849,447  
 Interaction with Post    -0.031 (0.001) *** -0.020 (0.004) *** 0.054 (0.004) *** 0.053  
Large to small | Changing 0.006 (0.011)  0.029 (0.012) ** 0.051 (0.014) *** -0.072 (0.014) *** 51,677  
 Interaction with Post    -0.016 (0.011)  -0.038 (0.017) ** 0.037 (0.017) ** 0.023  
Small to large | Changing 0.020 (0.007) *** 0.078 (0.003) *** -0.009 (0.010)  -0.069 (0.009) *** 64,634  
 Interaction with Post    -0.045 (0.006) *** 0.049 (0.038)  0.007 (0.038)  0.019  
Exiting employment 0.003 (0.001) *** 0.004 (0.001) *** -0.004 (0.002) ** -0.001 (0.002)  876,550  
 Interaction with Post    -0.001 (0.001)  0.006 (0.003) ** -0.005 (0.003) * 0.076  
Ages 55-64               
Changing employers -0.010 (0.001) *** 0.056 (0.002) *** 0.041 (0.010) *** -0.094 (0.010) *** 190,814  
 Interaction with Post    -0.017 (0.001) *** -0.018 (0.015)  0.031 (0.015) ** 0.023  
Large to small | Changing -0.016 (0.016)  0.023 (0.020)  0.037 (0.051)  0.002 (0.050)  7,433  
 Interaction with Post    -0.036 (0.013) *** -0.046 (0.048)  0.018 (0.051)  0.020  
Small to large | Changing 0.015 (0.017)  0.043 (0.012) *** -0.003 (0.037)  -0.011 (0.037)  8,748  
 Interaction with Post    0.005 (0.019)  0.058 (0.015) *** -0.059 (0.014) *** 0.012  
Exiting employment 0.000 (0.001)  0.005 (0.002) *** 0.002 (0.008)  -0.014 (0.008) * 198,313  
  Interaction with Post       -0.007 (0.001) *** -0.006 (0.005)   0.014 (0.005) *** 0.059   
 
Note: Each row is a separate regression.  Regressions include both MA indicators plus the same controls as the other regressions.  Significance is indicated to the 1-
percent level (***), 5-percent level (**), and 10-percent level (*). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 8. Separate Linear Probability Estimates for MA Residence and Employment at Ages 30-
54, by Gender 
 

Dependent variable 
Independent variables N and R2 

Post-reform MA MA × Post 
Women                 
Changing employers -0.011 *** 0.021 *** -0.008 *** 415,295  
  (0.002)  (0.003)  (0.002)  0.044  
Large to small | Changing 0.009  0.011  -0.003  26,193  
  (0.008)  (0.010)  (0.008)  0.019  
Small to large | Changing 0.015  0.007  0.007  27,857  
  (0.010)  (0.006)  (0.010)  0.010  
Exiting employment 0.002 *** 0.001 ** 0.000  430,015  
  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.001)  0.066  
Men         
Changing employers -0.015 *** 0.021 *** -0.004 ** 434,152  
  (0.001)  (0.003)  (0.002)  0.063  
Large to small | Changing 0.003  0.033 ** -0.037 ** 25,484  
  (0.016)  (0.013)  (0.018)  0.024  
Small to large | Changing 0.022 *** 0.018 *** 0.002  36,777  
  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.006)  0.012  
Exiting employment 0.003 *** 0.000  0.001  446,535  
    (0.001)   (0.001)   (0.001)   0.071   
 
Note: Each row is a separate regression.  Regressions include the same controls as the other regressions.  
Significance is indicated to the 1-percent level (***), 5-percent level (**), and 10-percent level (*). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 9. Separate Linear Probability Estimates for MA Residence and Employment at Ages 55-
64, by Gender 
 

Dependent variable 
Independent variables 

N and R2 
Post-reform MA MA × Post 

Women        
 

Changing employers -0.008 *** 0.016 *** -0.004 ** 96,044  
  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.002)  0.018  
Large to small | Changing -0.044 ** 0.021  -0.043 *** 3,580  
  (0.022)  (0.026)  (0.014)  0.015  
Small to large | Changing -0.003  0.038 *** 0.003  3,840  
  (0.021)  (0.011)  (0.027)  0.019  
Exiting employment 0.001  -0.005 *** 0.001  100,064  
  (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.001)  0.064  
Men         
Changing employers -0.012 *** 0.019 *** -0.010 ** 94,770  
  (0.001)  (0.004)  (0.004)  0.026  
Large to small | Changing 0.002  0.014  -0.021 ** 96,931  
  (0.008)  (0.013)  (0.009)  0.015  
Small to large | Changing 0.029  0.024  0.012  4,908  
  (0.019)  (0.015)  (0.018)  0.008  
Exiting employment 0.000  -0.003 * -0.004 ** 98,249  
    (0.001)   (0.002)   (0.002)   0.053   
 
Note: Each row is a separate regression.  Regressions include both MA indicators plus the same controls as the other 
regressions.  Significance is indicated to the 1-percent level (***), 5-percent level (**), and 10-percent level (*). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 10. Linear Probability Model Estimates for Labor Market Outcomes, Dropping 2007 
Observations 
 
    Independent variables N and R2 
Dependent variable Post-reform MA MA × Post 
Ages 30-54                 
Changing employers -0.012 *** 0.020 *** -0.005 *** 695,495  
  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.002)  0.053  
Large to small | Changing 0.000  0.024 * -0.024 ** 42,694  
  (0.011)  (0.014)  (0.010)  0.024  
Small to large | Changing 0.025 *** 0.0122 *** 0.0041  53,445  
  (0.007)  (0.0040)  (0.0091)  0.018  
Exiting employment -0.0002  0.00081  0.00081  717,935  
  (0.0006)  (0.00063)  (0.00110)  0.069  
Ages 55-64         
Changing employers -0.010 *** 0.017 *** -0.004  153,399  
  (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003)  0.022  
Large to small | Changing -0.025  0.043  -0.061 *** 6,095  
  (0.018)  (0.026)  (0.022)  0.020  
Small to large | Changing 0.021  0.013  0.035 ** 7,096  
  (0.018)  (0.011)  (0.015)  0.012  
Exiting employment -0.0032 ** -0.0031 *** -0.0021 *** 159,547  
    (0.0015)   (0.0009)   (0.0007)   0.061   
 
Note: Each row is a separate regression.  Regressions include the same controls as the other regressions.  
Significance is indicated to the 1-percent level (***), 5-percent level (**), and 10-percent level (*). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 11. Linear Probability Model Estimates for Labor Market Outcomes, Dropping New York 
Residents 
 
    Independent variables N and R2 
Dependent variable Post-reform MA MA × Post 
Ages 30-54         
Changing employers -0.009 *** 0.019 *** -0.008 ** 376,468  
  (0.003)  (0.007)  (0.003)  0.053  
Large to small | Changing -0.040 ** -0.015  0.013  23,370  
  (0.017)  (0.012)  (0.020)  0.022  
Small to large | Changing 0.004  0.0101  0.0138  30,464  
  (0.015)  (0.0066)  (0.0130)  0.013  
Exiting employment 0.0052 *** 0.00157  -0.00201  387,988  
  (0.0014)  (0.00112)  (0.00148)  0.071  
Ages 55-64         
Changing employers -0.009 *** 0.014 *** -0.007 ** 85,951  
  (0.004)  (0.004)  (0.003)  0.025  
Large to small | Changing -0.006  0.000  -0.050  3,437  
  (0.056)  (0.013)  (0.042)  0.019  
Small to large | Changing 0.061 *** 0.053 *** -0.032 *** 4,395  
  (0.011)  (0.009)  (0.007)  0.014  
Exiting employment 0.0033 * -0.0007  -0.0026  89,047  
    (0.0017)   (0.0013)   (0.0016)   0.062   
 
Note: Each row is a separate regression.  Regressions include the same controls as the other regressions.  
Significance is indicated to the 1-percent level (***), 5-percent level (**), and 10-percent level (*). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table 12. Linear Probability Model Estimates for Labor Market Outcomes Using Alternate 
Definitions of Small and Large Firms 
 
    Independent variables N and R2 
Dependent variable Post-reform MA MA × Post 
Small firm = 1 sampled employee               
Ages 30-54         
Large to small | Changing 0.000  -0.006  0.001  78,714  
  (0.005)  (0.007)  (0.008)  0.017  
Small to large | Changing 0.016 * 0.0142 *** 0.0246 *** 37,597  
  (0.009)  (0.0051)  (0.0055)  0.015  
Ages 55-64         
Large to small | Changing -0.009  -0.004  -0.010  11,158  
  (0.006)  (0.013)  (0.012)  0.012  
Small to large | Changing 0.006  0.060 *** -0.042 *** 5,023  
  (0.010)  (0.018)  (0.015)  0.012  
          
Small firm = 1-2 sampled employees        
Ages 30-54         
Large to small | Changing 0.006  0.000  0.001  64,517  
  (0.009)  (0.010)  (0.009)  0.020  
Small to large | Changing 0.030 *** 0.0174 *** -0.0048  51,794  
  (0.007)  (0.0047)  (0.0089)  0.018  
Ages 55-64         
Large to small | Changing -0.015 ** 0.030 ** -0.051 *** 9,324  
  (0.007)  (0.015)  (0.010)  0.015  
Small to large | Changing 0.001  0.036 *** -0.023 * 6,857  
    (0.010)   (0.012)   (0.012)   0.011   
 
Note: Each row is a separate regression.  Regressions include the same controls as the other regressions.  
Significance is indicated to the 1-percent level (***), 5-percent level (**), and 10-percent level (*). 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Figure 1. Histogram of Firms by Number of Employees, 2000-2011 
 

 

Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Figure 2. Employer-to-Employer Transitions Over Time at Ages 30-54, MA vs. Northeast 
 
a. Changing Employers 

 
 
b. Large Employer to Small Employer 

 
 
c. Small Employer to Large Employer 

 
 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Figure 3. Employer-to-Employer Transitions Over Time at Ages 55-64, MA vs. Northeast 
 
a. Changing Employers 

 
 
b. Large Employer to Small Employer 

 
 
c. Small Employer to Large Employer 

 
 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Figure 4. Exit from Employment Over Time by Age, MA vs. Northeast 
 

a. Ages 30-54 
 

 
 
b. Ages 55-64 
 

 
 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Figure 5. Predicted Effect of MA Reform on Labor Market Outcomes for MA Residents and 
Employees 

 
a. Ages 30-54 

 

 
 
b. Ages 55-64 
 

 
 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
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Table A1. Trends in Employment Outcomes before Massachusetts Health Insurance Reform, 
2000-2006 
 

  
Changing 
employers Large to small Small to large Exiting 

employment 
Age 30-54                 
Time trend -0.382  0.098  0.269  -0.026  
 (0.250)  (0.136)  (0.155)  -0.072  
MA 2.766  2.725  -0.432  -0.070  
 (2.601)  (1.883)  (1.306)  (0.542)  
MA x Time trend -0.191  -0.047  0.069  -0.050  
 (0.492)  (0.368)  (0.232)  (0.097)  
Constant 15.840 *** 16.010 *** 17.050 *** 3.318 *** 
 (1.256)  (0.651)  (0.849)  (0.400)  
         
N (unweighted) 14  14  14  14  
R-squared 0.493  0.570  0.340  0.277  
         
Age 55-64         
Time trend -0.285 ** 0.221  0.412  -0.085 ** 
 (0.096)  (0.139)  (0.318)  (0.037)  
MA 2.577 * 4.138 * -0.900  -0.009  
 (1.358)  (1.901)  (1.840)  (0.384)  
MA x Time trend -0.175  -0.294  0.470  -0.0992  
 (0.250)  (0.373)  (0.597)  (0.0638)  
Constant 10.140 *** 15.550 *** 14.990 *** 4.522 *** 
 (0.528)  (0.782)  (1.028)  (0.215)  
         
N (unweighted) 14  14  14  14  
R-squared 0.708   0.568   0.385   0.673   
 
Note: Observations are weighted to reflect population in MA and control states in each year.  *** p<0.01, ** 
p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
Source: Continuous Work History Sample-Longitudinal Employee-Employer Data merged file, 2000-2011. 
 
 


	This paper examines the impact of the Massachusetts Health Insurance reform of 2006 on job mobility and employment exit using administrative data from the Social Security Administration.  The Massachusetts reform mandated that every resident have insu...

