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L Introduction

Why are wages 32% higher in cities than outside metropolitan areas? Higher
costs of living and the inconveniences of cities may explain why labor does not
immediately flock to those higher wages, but why do firms stay where the price
of labor is so high? If labor markets are perfectly competitive, this wage
difference implies that the marginal product of labor is 30% greater in cities than
in the hinterland.

This essay examines three possible interpretations of this fact: (1) the urban wage
premium is illusory and represents omitted ability variables, (2) the urban wage
premium comes from a level effect where cities (either because of reduced
transportation costs or because of urban externalities) enhance worker
productivity and (3) the urban wage premium is the result of greater wage
growth in cities (a growth not a level effect). We use a combination of panel data
from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (hereafter PSID) and the National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth (hereafter NLSY) to test between these alternative
hypotheses. We use a series of ordinary wage regressions, fixed effects
estimation, instrumental variables techniques and data on migrants to
distinguish between these explanations of the urban wage premium.

Wages are 32% higher in large cities (of over .5 million inhabitants) than in the
hinterland. Wages are 21% higher in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
outside large cities (hereafter non-city SMSAs) than in the hinterland. This wage
gap falls by less than 4% when we control for education, experience and race.
This wage gap falls only 2% more when we control for tenure and occupation.
The urban wage premium is significantly higher for older workers, but the gains
from living in a city are not higher for the more educated or those with more
tenure.

The urban premium, however, falls to 3% when we control for individual fixed
effects. We use the longitudinal nature of the PSID to control for an
idiosyncratic, time invariant, individual productivity effect, and the urban wage
premium disappears on average. There is, however, still an urban wage



premium for older workers even when fixed effects are included in the
regression.

The fixed effects methodology gets identification from movers. We examined
these migrants who give us the fixed effects estimates in more detail to better
understand those estimates. After they move migrants (both rural-urban and
urban-rural) experience wage growth of around 10%. Since wages rise moving
in either direction (which is necessary to compensate for the costs of mobility),
the fixed effects do not show a wage premium. Even interpreting these results
as an urban premium of 10% that works in a direct level effect received
immediately by new migrants, this effect explains at best one-third of the urban
wage premium. We believe that the faster wage growth that some migrants
seem to receive over time points to the correct explanation that the bulk of the
urban wage premium accrues over time to workers.

To further investigate, we use the NLSY to construct instrumental variables
estimators of the SMSA wage premium. Using the place of residence at age 14 as
an instrument for current urban residence, we find that the urban wage premium
rises. When we include other instruments (meant to capture other, non-ability
related, reasons for living in the city) we find that the instrumental variables
estimates of the urban wage premium rise even more.

The instrumental variables results, the fixed effects results for older workers, and
the extra wage growth received by migrants in cities all suggest that the urban
wage premium is not all omitted ability bias. However, the results showing a
low immediate migration effect and no fixed effects urban wage premium seem
to go against the view of the urban wage premium as a fixed level effect. The one
hypothesis readily compatible with all of these facts is the view of cities as
generators of human capital growth. This view also explains why the interaction
between experience and urban residence is found to be positive in the straight
wage regressions -- older workers have lived longer (on average) in the city and
have experienced longer periods of high wage growth.

To further understand the wage growth effect we distinguished between two
versions: (1) the learning hypothesis where cities enhanced general skill
acquisition and (2) the coordination hypothesis where urban labor markets
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allowed better matching between workers and jobs. We tested between these
hypotheses by including a series of characteristics meant to take account of
match quality (occupational information and tenure). After including these
variables the interaction between experience and urban resident did not
disappear. So we believe that the urban wage growth effect is not simply a result
of better labor market coordination in cities. Workers are actually acquiring
more skills in dense environments.

The next section discusses the theories of the paper. Section III presents the data.
Section IV presents the results. Section V concludes.

II. Discussion

This section presents a setting for the empirical work. We wish to put forward a
series of explanations for the differences between urban wages and non-urban
wages and some testable implications of these ideas.

Labor Supply and Costs of Living

The traditional approach to wage differences across space builds on the worker's
indifference curve (e.g. Rees and Schultz (1970)), Roback (1982)). To clarify the
issues in this paper we will assume a particular utility function and demonstrate
the workings of the traditional spatial utility model. Individuals maximize a
utility function which is Cobb-Douglas in traded and non-traded goods. The
price of traded goods is normalized to 1 across locations. The price of non-traded
goods is a function of location specific characteristics (denoted Z's) and the price
will be written P(Z). Individual wages in each community will similarly be
written W(Z). With these assumptions, individuals in a location choose their
consumption of goods to maximize:

(1) X,%X,1¢ subject to W(Z) = X, + P(Z) X,,

where X; is the individual's consumption of traded goods and X; is the
individual's consumption of traded goods. Solving this problem, the individuals'
indirect utility in a location with characteristics Z is:



(2) AW(Z)P(Z)*!

where A;=0%(1-0.)1¢ is a constant across locations. Therefore, when migration is
free and utilities are maximized across locations it must be true for two locations
with attributes Z and Z' that:

(3) Log(W(Z)/ W(Z))=(1- ®)Log(P(Z)/P(Z)).
The difference in the wages precisely compensates individuals for the differences
in the cost of the non-traded goods. Rauch (1991) presents the most complete

work on this equation. In his paper, Z is local human capital, and the non-traded
good is land.

Labor Demand Across Space

There is a labor demand side as well as a labor supply side to this problem.
Local area suppliers are assumed to maximize:

(4) G(Z)F(K, H(Z) L) - W(Z)L - RZ)K,

where K is capital and L is labor. G(Z) represents any location specific affects
that change total output and can range from reduced transport costs to human
capital spillovers that raise total output. H(Z) is a location specific effect that acts
to increase the productivity of labor. R(Z) is the location specific rental price of
capital. We assume that F(K, H(Z)L) displays constant returns to scale. Using
the notation K/LH(Z)=x, and F(K/H(Z)L, 1)=f(x) we can rewrite (4):

(4) HZ)L(G(2){(x) - W(Z)/H(Z) -R(Z)x )

We allow for free entry in this industry so total profits (i.e. (4')) must equal zero,
so:

(5) W(Z)= G(Z)H(Z)f(x) - REZ)H(Z) x .

When firms choose capital optimally, it must be true that:



(6) G(2)f (x) = R(Z), or combining (5) and (6):
(7) W(2)=G(Z)H(2)f(f-1(R(Z)/G(2))) - REZ)H(Z)fY(R(Z)/ G(2)).

This equation is the analogy for the firm of equation (3). In the case where
F(K, L) is Cobb-Douglas, i.e. F(K, H(Z)L)= K9(H(Z)L)!-9, (7) can be reduced to:

(7) W(Z)=A,H(Z)R(Z)o/o-DG(Z)(1~0)

where A;=(1-0)09/(1-9), a constant across locations. With two locations with
attributes Z' and Z this equation tells us that:

(8) Log(W(Z')/W(Z))=Log(H(Z)/H(Z)) +1/(1- 6)Log(G(Z')/G(Z))
-6/(1- 6)Log(R(Z')/R(Z)).

This equation means that a difference in wages across locations must reflect
differences in (1) the productivity of human capital (H(Z')/H(Z)) which
translates one-to-one into higher wages, (2) overall productivity ((G(Z')/G(Z)
which could mean lower transport costs or better access to suppliers or other
location specific productivity effects) or (3) lower costs of capital (due to better
monitoring or easier production of capital in some locations).

This paper will focus on wages as indicators of location speéific productivity or
human capital effects. We will not look at the labor supply side of the equation,
but we accept on faith that there must be cost of living differences to equalize
workers' utility across locations. The following sections look specifically at
potential factors which might make G(Z) or H(Z) higher in urban areas (and thus
explain the labor demand side of the urban wage premium).

Cities and Productivity: Neoclassical Explanations

The most standard explanations for differences between urban and non-urban
productivity focus on the transport gains to being in the city. Cities are
themselves large markets so transport costs to those markets are saved by firms
in those cities (see Krugman (1991)). Cities may also have better access to
national transportation networks. One version of the Krugman framework
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(Krugman and Livas (1993)) has a clear tradeoff between high urban wages
(created by savings in transport) offset by high urban rents (created by the
density in the urban areas).

One simple way to incorporate this effect into the above model requires
interpreting G(Z) as a transport cost parameter, which represents a percent of
product lost in transport when production occurs outside the city (i.e. iceberg
transport costs). In that case, G(Z)=G<1 outside the city and G(Z)=1 in the city.
When land is limited, then the cost of land can rise in the city so that the higher
wages are offset by higher prices. This transport cost driven effect makes the
above framework a fully specified model where cities have lower transport costs,
higher wages and higher costs of land.

Other neoclassical explanations also exist for urban wage premia. Inputs might
also be more accessible and cheaper (again primarily because of lower transport
costs). The cost of capital might be lower in cities since capital is easier to build
in cities or because borrowers in cities are easier to monitor. Cities might include
access to public goods in cities or private goods that have increasing returns to
scale. In general neoclassical explanations for higher urban wages ultimately
tend to rely on the lower cost of moving inputs or outputs in big cities and imply
that higher wages should be realized by all workers immediately on arrival in
cities.

Cities and Productivity: Human Capital Externality Explanations

Externality arguments have been the centerpiece of some of the most important
works in the new urban economics. Lucas (1988) and Rauch (1991) both argue
that the mass of human capital within cities acts to increase average productivity.
Ciccone and Hall (1993) is another important paper in this area. Following much
of the modern growth literature, these papers suggest that knowledge spillovers
allow us to take advantage of our neighbors’ wisdom. Since cities' density make
neighbors closer, urban areas facilitate taking advantage of local human capital.
Rauch offers evidence showing that the wages of a single worker (controlling for
that worker's human capital) are increasing in the average education of that
worker's location.



These externalities may affect different individuals in different ways. The more
educated workers may benefit more from urban areas because the more educated
are better able to learn from others or the less educated may learn more because
they have a lower stock of their own human capital. Overall these explanations
simply suggest that wages should be higher in cities an d in particular in well
educated cities (as Rauch shows). In particular, externality arguments that are
based on access to better technology in cities imply that cities will move wages as
a level effect. If higher human capital levels in cities act to make production
more efficient, that too should act as a straightforward level effect. We will
distinguish these two forms of urban externalities with other forms that suggest
that cities will not affect productivity of new workers immediately. In the
alternative urban externalities ideas, only over time will workers experience
wage growth.

Cities and Productivity: Omitted Ability Bias

A third possible explanation for the urban wage premium is that workers in
cities are simply better in some unobserved way. In a pure omitted ability bias
story these better workers are attracted to the city by non-work related
advantages to being in the city or simply by luck. Non-work related advantages
might include (1) ability of social relations (especially marriage) with a wider
range of other high ability people or (2) the presence of commodities which are
particularly desired by high ability workers. Johnson (1953) 'particularly argued
that the differences between urban and non-urban wages is related to intrinsic
ability differences. The implication of this theory is that individuals who move
to the city will not experience wage gains and individuals who live in the city for
non-ability related reasons (i.e. because of exogenous factors determining urban
location but unrelated to ability) will not have an urban wage premium. This
theory predicts also that instrumental variables estimates of the urban wage
premium will show no urban wage premium when the instruments used are
uncorrelated with omitted individual ability. The ability bias explanations also
suggest that there should be sorting into cities based on observable
characteristics. ‘

A'related explanation of the urban wage premium is a mixture between ability
bias and urban externalities. If cities are particularly attractive places for the
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more able to work then more able people will be attracted to cities. Then the
urban wage premium will reflect both (1) that cities make more able people more
productive and (2) cities attract more able people. This mixture requires that (1)
some urban wage premium remains when correcting for ability bias and (2) that
the urban wage premium is higher for more able workers.

Cities and Productivity: The Learning Hypothesis

Another possible explanation of the urban wage premium is the idea that urban
workers have higher levels of unmeasured human capital not because cities
attract the more able, but rather because cities enhance the accumulation of
human capital. This type of effect is not well explored in the literature although
both Marshall (1890) and Chinitz (1961) suggested that inside cities skills were
"in the air.” Urban density can increase skill accumulation by speeding the rate
of new experiences or the range of experiences that individuals acquire. This
faster rate of experience should speed the accumulation of human capital.
Workers learning by observing successes and particularly failures more
frequently. Cities also might raise skill accumulation by their connection to
pools of national (or international) human capital. Cities might also allow formal
institutions of learning to cover fixed costs of production and this high number of
formal schools could also help human capital grow. '

Recent papers suggesting that cities might increase the speed at which skills were
accumulated include particularly Becker and Murphy (1993). This paper points
out that cities facilitate coordination, therefore individuals can specialize in a
narrower range of activities and become proficient in those activities more
quickly. Their paper does not say that cities speed human capital accumulation,
but rather since the amount of human capital for a fixed level of efficiency is
lower in more specialized professions, within cities it will seem as if individuals
have more human capital.

A similar hypothesis is that cities act as coordinators. Because of the size and
speed of urban labor pools it is simpler for workers to connect with the right
firm. Workers will be able to match more precisely to other workers since the
available pool is larger. The coordination hypothesis predicts that the urban
wage premium will mainly work through better labor market outcomes and than
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much of the urban wage premium will disappear once variables that measure the
quality of the worker's match (like tenure) are included in the regression.

The implications of both the learning and the coordination theories are that (1)
the urban wage premium is higher for older workers who have lived in cities
longer and (2) new migrants to cities will not see wage gains immediately, but
rather over time. These theory predicts that simple fixed effects models (i.e.
where identification of the urban wage premium looks at the wage gains
experienced by individuals who move from city to hinterland) may not pick up
any urban wage premium since the movers from hinterland to city will not
experience immediate wage growth. Instead only empirical work that tracks
rural-urban migrants over time will pick up the urban wage premium.
Instrumental variables approaches will not eliminate the urban wage premium
since it is a real effect, not simply omitted variables bias.

A Formalization of the Learning Hypothesis

We, here, formalize some of the ideas described above in an extremely simple
extension to the above framework. Migration decisions are permanent and
assumed to be made at the beginning of life. We also assume that individual's
human capital can be either high or low and everyone's human capital begins as
low. Moving from low skilled to high skilled involves meeting someone who is
high skilled and then with probability C copying the high skills from that person.
I assume that each person has N meetings per period and that only a fraction § of
the population (chosen randomly among the high and low skilled) survives until
next period.

We will denote m, as the proportion of the population with high skills in
equilibrium an at time t. The evolution of r, is determined by 1-8 which is the
fraction of skilled workers which die each period and-1-(1-Cn,)N which is the
fraction of unskilled workers which become skilled. Multiplying 1-m, (the
original number over unskilled) times 1-(1-Cn)N (the share of those that become
skilled) times 3 (the share of those who survive) gives us the flow into the
population of skilled workers, or algebraically:

) M= m - (1-8)m  +3 (1-m)(1-(1-Cr)N) = f(r).
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Equilibria of this system occur when m,,;=n,. One equality occurs when n,,;= ,
= 0. Other equilibria will be fixed points of f(.).

While we do not have closed form solutions for many values of N, it is possible
(1) to give conditions under which another equilibrium exists (other than 7,=0),
(2) to show that the other equilibrium will be stable and (3) to give the
comparative statics of n with respect to N, the frequency of meetings. For this
analysis we know that:

(10) dmy,1/ Ome=f (m)=d (1-Cry)N +8CN(1-x,) (1-CrN-1 = £'(my).

Equilibria will be fixed points of f(.). When §+6CN>1, £(0)>1 and there exists an
£>0 such that § -5(1-g)(1-Ce)N >g, so the function f(r) is a continuous mapping
from [g, 1] into itself, and by Brouwer's theorem this function must have a fixed
point. Furthermore since f(r) is strictly concave this fixed point must be unique
and we will denote this fixed point, x*. As long as an,,,/9r, is greater than one at
n=0 (which is necessary for a second equilibrium n* to exist), then the =0
equilibrium is unstable by standard arguments. On the other hand at n=n*,
Ome1/0m, = £(n*) = 8 (1-Ca*)N + SCN(1-1*)(1-Cn*)N-1 <1, so that equilibrium is
stable (since f(r) strikes the 45% degree line at x* from above).

For our purposes the interesting comparative static is the relationship between =*
and N. We interpret N, the frequency of meeting, as a parameter capturing
density. The distinguishing feature of cities in this model is that individuals
meet other individuals at a rapid rate. Differentiating we find that:

(11) =*'(N)= - Log(8(1-r*) (1-Cn*)) 8(1-n*) (1-Cr*)N /
(1- 8 (1-Cr*)N +3CN(1-n*) (1-Cr*)N-1) > 0,

so the average number of skilled individuals rise in more dense areas. This
greater number of skilled individuals tells us that the overall earnings in cities
will be higher and the relationship between experience and earnings will be
higher in urban areas.
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Figure 1 shows the model in operation. The graph maps = into itself. Line C
shows (1-8)x. Curve B gives 8 (1-m)(1-(1-Cr)N) for N=1,C=5and § =.9. Curve A
use the same parameters except N=2. The higher N represents the faster rate of
meetings in the city. In Curve A the stable equilibrium shows a higher n, which
means a higher proportion of skilled workers. Figure 2 shows the wage growth
predicted by the equilibria in Figure 1. The city wages rise more quickly initially,
but eventually all workers become skilled and the wages for the oldest workers
are the same. The next model formalized a coordination based explanation of the
urban wage premium.

A Formalization of the Coordination Hypothesis

This section formalizes the idea that urban labor markets act to better match
workers and jobs. This paper represents a fairly straightforward simplification of
standard search models (see Mortenson (1986). We will simply look at the
matching of workers here, but the model is unchanged if the interpretation
because the matching of firms and workers. We will index workers with a
variable i which ranges from negative one to one. This index does not effect
productivity directly, but workers are more productive when they are matched
to other workers who are closer to them in the index. To be precise workers
make a once and for all match to another worker and from then on, total
discounted lifetime income per worker for workers with indicesiandj is:

(12) W+ A;- Ay Li-jl.

The discount rate is assumed to be B, and the interest rate is r which is
determined so 1/(1+r) = B. The wage is the flow value of the stock of earnings or
W+ Ay -rtA; i-jl.

Without loss of generality, we will look at the decision problem of the agent with
index zero and for all the agents we will relabel k=1j!. This decision problem is
the same for all agents and k can just be thought of as the distance between two
agents in a prospective match. We assume that there are agents dying and new
agents being born so that the distribution of workers met in the labor market
does not change over time (the actual size of the labor market is irrelevant, only
its distribution matters). The distribution of k's is assumed to be uniform across
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the unit interval (which is equivalent to an assumption that j's are distributed
uniformly across the interval [-1, 1]). Each worker meets another new worker
after an interval 1/N (where again N will indicate the density of the location
with more dense locations having more frequent meetings).

Workers who do not match receive the reservation wage, rtW (W is the stock
value of remaining unmatched forever). This reservation wage can be thought of
as the wage in some secondary sector or as unemployment benefits. Since we
will be observing wage growth only among employed workers, we will assume
that unmatched workers are in fact employed. Workers when deciding to make
a match or wait until the next period will decide to match when:

(13) A, - Agk > BI/Nye,

where V* represents the expected value of beginning the next period without a
match (on top of the wage in the unmatched sector which we simply subtract
from each side). The equilibrium involves solving for k*, the furthest distance
accepted in equilibrium. At k* (13) holds with equality. Solving for k*, means
solving for the expectation of V*:

(14) V*= [LIBU/NV*(K)dk + J ok"(As-A.K)f(k)dk.

Solving equations (13) and (14) for k* yields:

(15) k*=(A2+(Az2-2A:A; (BVN/(1-B1/N))) 1/2) 24,

It is true that ok*/9dN<0 so the minimum accepted match falls with the speed of
new meetings, or with our interpretation, urban density. Likewise it is easy to
show that the expected wage in the city (as a function of time) is the probability
of having a job as of time t times the expected wage conditional upon getting a

job (which we will call r(A;-A;k*/2), where r is the per period rate of interesting
to convert the stock of life earnings into a flow):

(16) Expected Wage at Time t= rW+(1-(1-k*)¥/N) r(A;-Ak*/2).
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Here it is easy to show that the cross derivative between time and N is positive
meaning that while expected earnings at time zero are equal in the city and the
suburb expected earnings as of time t are the same.

Figure 3 shows the equilibrium of this model. Line A represents A;-A;k Curves
B and C show Bl/NV(K), the benefit from waiting for a match with the minimum
acceptable cutoff being K. Curve B shows the benefit of waiting in the city (when
N=2). Curve C shows the benefit of waiting when N=1. The benefit of waiting is
uniformly higher in the city than in the hinterland, so the urban residents will
always require a higher match to settle. Figure 4 illustrates the path of earnings
in the city and the suburbs. The rural resident has higher wages than his urban
counterpart early in life, because the rural resident is less picky and accepts a
match quicker. The urban resident has higher expected wages later in life and
higher expected lifetime earnings. This model presents an alternative
explanation for faster wage growth in cities, but in this case faster wage growth
should disappear when we control for characteristics of job match.

II1. Data Description

The primary data source used in this paper is the version of the Panel Study of
Income Dynamics (PSID) used by Topel (1990). It is described more fully in
Appendix A of Topel (1990). Roughly, the basic sample includes male heads of
households from the first 16 waves of the PSID. Agriculturél worKkers, the self-
employed and workers who are part of the PSID's poverty sample were
excluded. Our second sample came from the National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth (NLSY), where we again restricted our attention to males. In this case we
used only one year of wage evidence (1989).

We have split the PSID sample up into three groups: SMSA and City, SMSA non-
city and non-SMSA. SMSA and City refers those workers in the PSID who lived
in both a SMSA and a city with more than .5 million inhabitants. SMSA non-ity
refers to those workers who lived in a SMSA outside of a city of .5 million
inhabitants. Non-SMSA refers to those workers who lived outside a SMSA. For
all geographical categories we only have information on where the worker lived,
not where he worked. For the NLSY we have split workers up only into those
we live in an SMSA and those who do not live in an SMSA.
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Tables 1 and 2 -- Means and Correlations

Table 1 gives the means and standard deviations for the variables in our
regressions. We have 43,657 person-year observations in the PSID. Of these
12,421 observations are SMSA and City observations. 15,581 are Non-city SMSA
observation and 15,655 are Non-SMSA observations. The wage variable we
chose to use was the log of hourly earnings (described in Topel (1990)). We
thought that this variable came closest to capturing the price of labor paid by
firms (which is the relevant measure of cross-space productivity effects as per
equation (3)). This variable is not deflated by the CPI, but we will use time
dummies in all of our regressions which will eliminate both inflation and
unrelated business cycle effects. The difference in log wages between the city
and non-SMSA is .316. The SMSA non-city average wage lies between those
extremes. The next row shows the wages after controlling for year effects and
that the wage differences is not simply the result of omitted inflation controls.

The third variable is potential experience (age minus schooling minus five as in
Topel (1990)). The average individual in our PSID sample has 20 years of
experience but there is little difference in this variable across locations. Schooling
does differ across locations. The average city resident has 12.6 years of schooling.
The average non-city SMSA resident has 12.5 years of schooling and the average
non-SMSA resident has 11.6 years of schooling. There is some evidence of slight
selection based on schooling, but this can only be true when comparing non-
SMSA with non-city SMSA residents. There is no difference in average schooling
between city and non-city SMSA residents. The percent non-white is much
higher in urban areas. 39% of the city dwellers are non-white in this sample as
opposed to 25.5% for SMSA non-city dwellers. Job tenure is slightly longer
inside the city.

We have also created an occupational index based on the average occupation in
the individuals one-digit SIC occupation. We find that (as in average education)
there is a difference between SMSA dwellers and non-SMSA dwellers in this
variable, but there is little difference between city and non-city SMSA dwellers in
this occupation variable as well.
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The NLSY means and standard deviations do not allow us to distinguish
between city SMSA and non-City SMSA. We are forced to group all SMSA
dwellers together. In this sample, we have many more SMSA dwellers (2492
observations) than non-SMSA dwellers. We find that the SMSA wage is lower
than the non-SMSA wage when individual characteristics are not controlled for.
We find that city dwellers have slightly more education (which means slightly
less experience). All of our workers are of a very similar age group (since this is
one year of the NLSY) so having more potential experience is closely correlated
with having less education (-70%). There are in fact more non-whites in the
SMSA, NLSY sample (due to the NLSY's sampling procedures). The
occupational indices are almost the same between these groups.

We have an extra variable in the NLSY which will perhaps help us answer the
omitted ability bias question better. We have included the 1981 Armed Forces
Qualification Test as a variable for this sample. This variable shows a higher
“ability" as measured by this variable for the residents of the city. We cannot tells
if this difference is enough to eliminate the urban wage premium until it is
placed in a regression format.

Table 2 shows the sample correlations for this group. We have done the
correlations for the entire sample for both the NLSY and the PSID samples. We
included the table to provide interested readers for more information on the
samples. '

IV. Results on Wage Regressions

Our estimation procedure basically involves no more than estimating versions of
basic wage regressions. Under the conditions sketched above, this equation will
yield information on individual productivity and how productivity changes with
urban location. Our basic procedure is to estimate:

(17) W= XyB + G + Sy + XyV*Ca + o + &,

where W ;, is the log of the hourly wage. X is a vector of individual
characteristics and f is the price of those characteristics in the non-urban labor
market. C takes on a value of one if an individual lives in a city with more than
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.5 million inhabitants. S takes on a value of one if an individual lives in a
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area but not in a city with more than .5 million
inhabitants. y represents the premium paid for certain individual characteristics
in the urban labor market and o; captures an individual specific productivity
effect (individual ability).

Our estimation procedure will focus on estimates of C and estimates of y. Our
procedure will be to begin with ordinary least squares without individual fixed
effects. We will then try estimating the equation with individual fixed effects
and with instrumental variables. The goal of those estimations is to eliminate
any urban wage premium that might be reflecting the important of omitted
ability bias (i.e. the correlation between C and a).

Table Three -- Basic Wage Regressions (PSID)

Table Three presents our basic regression results. Regression (1) shows the urban
wage premium controlling for nothing other than time dummies. This regression
suggests that the raw wage difference (C) between non-city dwellers and urban
residents is 32.34%. Residents of SMSAs who do not live in large cities also
receive a large wage premium of 20.99 %.

Regression (2) includes some predetermined individual characteristics (potential
labor market experience, education and race) We have tried to distinguish these
features (which should not be related to urban labor markets) from
characteristics which are clearly a function of agents' local labor market
conditions. We find that the urban wage premium (and the SMSA non-city
premium) both drop approximately 3% when these variables are included in the
regression. In fact there are two countervailing effects of controlling for
background characteristics. City residents are better educated, but they are also
more non-white. Controlling for education alone would lesson the urban wage
premium more. Controlling for race, raises the urban wage premium. The net
effect is this 3% move in the premium.

This small change in the urban wage premium that comes about from included
observable productivity characteristics makes it questionable whether the
remainder of the urban wage premium can be explained by omitted ability
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factors. These omitted ability factors would have to be (1) much more important
and (2) much more correlated with living in the city than the observable ability
variables that we have included in our sample. We believe that the small change
in the urban wage premium created by controlling for individual characteristics
makes it difficult to believe that the entire urban wage premium is omitted ability
bias.

Regression (3) includes controls for tenure and average occupational education
(job characteristics). It is useful to distinguish between controlling for
background characteristics (that should not be a result of urban residence) and
controlling for job characteristics (that may themselves be a function of
geographical residence). Controlling for these job characteristics drops the urban
wage premium by another 2% to 26.88%.

Regression (4) is our first fixed effects estimation. We are now controlling for an
individual fixed effect (in essence we are including 4646 individual dummies
(which is why the adjusted r-squared is so low). Identification of variables
involves looking at whether individuals who change their status in some way
have an accompanying change in wages. We see that this methodology
essentially eliminates the urban wage premium causing it to fall to 3.24%. One
interpretation of these results is that the urban wage premium is all omitted
ability factors. Another interpretation is that the urban wage premium is not
closely tied (temporally) to moving to a city.. If wages accrue to rural-urban
migrants only over time, these fixed effects regressions would not pick up an
urban wage premium since most movers are followed for only a few years.

Table Four -- Interactions and City and Individual Effects

Table Four allows the urban wage premium to differ according to individual
characteristics. Regression (5) allows there to be interactions between the city
variable and experience and education. We find that the returns to experience
are essentially untouched by place of residence. Contrary to some views of cities
which might predict that being in a city is most valuable for the most educated
(who are able to take advantage of urban productivity enhancers) we find that
cities do not raise the returns to schooling. This evidence goes against the
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version of the omitted ability bias story that claimed that better workers were
attracted to cities because the return to skill is higher in cities.

However, the returns to experience are higher in cities as shown in regression (5)
and Chart 1. The wage gap between inexperienced workers and workers with
between 20 and 25 years of experience is 12.4% higher in cities than in the SMSA
non-city or non-SMSA areas. Chart 1 shows the progression of the urban wage
premium with experience.

Regression (6) includes controls for job level characteristics. These controls are
meant to see if the urban-experience cross effect is simply a result of job quality,
as it would be under the coordination hypothesis. We believe that tenure and
average occupational education may in some sense proxy for job quality.
Controlling for these variables does not eliminate the higher returns to education
in cities at all. We also find that the returns to being in a "better" occupation are
less in cities than in the non-city areas. This means that being outside a city hurts
individuals in low schooling occupations more than high schooling occupations.

Regression (7) includes fixed effects into regression (6). One interpretation for
the positive connection between urban residence and experience is that less able
individuals leave cities over time. So we observe a positive cross -effect between
city residence and experience coming from this selection effect. By controlling
for individual fixed effects we can eliminate this effect. We still find in equation
(7) that the difference between inexperienced workers and workers with between
20 and 25 years of experience is over 10% more in cities than in the non-city
areas.

Regression (7) also tells us that the urban wage premium for a white, untenured
worker, with less than five years of experience, with 12 years of education and 12
years of education in his occupation is -5%. However, that worker with 20 years
of experience has an urban wage premium of 6.5%. The urban wage premium is
zero or negative with fixed effects estimates for younger workers. Still it is
positive for older workers.
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Table Five -- Instrumental Variables and the NLSY

Our primary method of dealing with omitted ability bias is to use the experience
of migrants. We will return to this methodology in the following section.
However, instrumental variables also provide a means of identifying the urban
wage premium. If there is a series of variables that are unrelated to individual
ability but that do increase the likelihood that an individual will reside in a city
then we can use these variables to estimate the urban wage premium. This
instrumental variables methodology will also be robust to some of the problems
of fixed effects estimation (such as when wage gains are not immediately tied to
changes in status).

We have switched from the PSID to the NLSY because the NLSY gives us a more
complete individual history and a broader range of taste variables. We will be
comparing the wages of 30 years olds. Regressions (8), (9) and (10) in Table Five
shows the basic wage regression or this sample. We are here using only the
SMSA dummy. Regression (8) shows that the basic SMSA premium was 19.37%
for this sample. This premium is not directly comparable to either premium in
Table Three because (1) it includes both city SMSA workers and non-city SMSA
workers and (2) the NLSY sample is considerably younger and we know that the
urban wage premium rises with age. In regression (9) the SMSA wage premium
falls to 16.76% once the experience, education and race variables are included in
the regression. '

Regression (10) includes the AFQT variable from the NLSY. This variable is an
ability test given to the members of this sample and is one possible measure of
omitted ability that is not captured by the standard individual characteristics. In
fact, this variable is higher in SMSAs than in the hinterland so it does make it
possible that part of the urban wage premium is omitted ability bias. Controlling
for AFQT scores causes only a 1.15 % fall in the urban wage premium. As we
argued above, since observable ability factors make only small differences in the
urban wage premium we find it difficult to believe that unobservable ability
factors are driving the ability bias that remains.

Regressions ' (11) and (12) present our instrumental variables estimates.
Appropriate instruments must be related to the likelihood of living in a city but
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unrelated to omitted individual ability. In equation (17) these instruments must
be correlated with C but not with a. We have focused on (1) individual's place of
birth and (2) taste parameters. Our primary instrument is where an individual
lived (country or town) at age 14. This instrument is the main contributor to our
results and we find that using this instrument we still get a statistically
significant 24% urban wage premium as shown in regression (9). We performed
a Wu-Hausman test and these instruments passed the exogeneity requirements.

We also included a series of instruments that are less likely to be orthogonal to
individual ability: individual taste parameters. The taste parameters we thought
might be related to the decision to live in a city (and indeed they are correlated
with that decision) are (1) religion dummies that reflect the frequency of religious
attendance , (2) attitudes towards traditional role models, (3) age at which first
smoked, and (4) a taste for a more active social life (captured in the age the
worker first had sex). These variables are meant to capture taste parameters and
were all correlated with urban location. They also passed a Wu-Hausman test of
the overidentifying restrictions.

The overall effect (after instrumenting with taste variables and the residence at
age 14) rises to 25.6% . This result, bigger SMSA premiums with instrumental
variables suggest that omitted ability is not driving the urban wage premium.
This evidence does not, though, help us distinguish between cities being a wage
level or a wage growth effect.

Table Six -- Migrants

Since the Fixed Effects estimates seemed mildly contradictory to our
instrumental variables estimates we decided to examine them more closely in
Table Six. Regression 13 and 14 include a full set of regressors which are
suppressed for easier viewing. Regression 14 also includes a full set of
individual fixed effects to help eliminate ability biases or selection effects.

Regression 13 shows the OLS results on migrants. Migrants from non-SMSA to
cities earned significantly lower than their expected wages before the migration.
Within the first two years after moving the migrants to the city receive the
expected wages of city workers with their characteristics. These migrants also
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receive the SMSA premium (which is 29% in this regression). By six years after
their time of migration, these migrants seem to receive much higher (29% urban
wage premium plus 29% when comparing pre-mover dummy with post-mover
dummies -- an unbelievably high effect).

Regression (14) controls for fixed effects and gets more realistic estimates. Here
we find that the movers receive almost no wage gains during the year that they
move. However, by the next year their wages have risen by between 10 and 14%,
which is far from the urban wage premium but still a significant difference.
Since movers do receive some of their wage gains immediately upon migration,
we must ask why the fixed effects methodology failed to show us any premium.
The answer is that urban-rural migrants also receive large wage gains from
migration and since the wage gains operate in both directions the fixed effects
methods do not pick up a city effect. This wage gains working in both directions
is not surprising since mobility either way requires paying costs so wage gains
must offset those costs.

There is however, one additional fact given to us by the regressions. Wages for
urban-rural migrants had fallen precipitously in the years before migration and
the actual gain from migration only brought these workers back up to parity with
their pre-migration wages. This is not as true for newly urbanized workers. One
interpretation might be that urban-rural workers received wage gains because
they were fleeing bad job market outcomes while rural-urban workers were
receiving the gains from urban productivity effects.

The general results of the migrants evidence is mixed. It does seem that rural-
urban migrants (even controlling for fixed effects) receive a wage increase (on the
order of 10%) when they come to the city. The OLS estimates suggest that
migrants wages rise over time, suggesting the urban wage growth effect. The
fixed effects estimates aren't accurate enough to say anything about dynamics of
wage paths post migration. This evidence is compatible with a level effect on the
order of 10% and is also compatible with an urban wage growth premium.



V. Conclusion

This paper set up three simple,explanations of the urban wage premium : (1) a
level productivity effect (as in Rauch or traditional urban economics), (2) omitted
ability being correlated with urban status (as in Johnson (1953)) or (3) a
learning /coordination effect where urban status effect wage growth not wage
levels. The evidence compiled in this paper tells us that the urban wage
premium is not robust to individual fixed effects in the PSID, but that the urban
wage is robust to instrumental variables estimation in the NLSY.

Looking at migrants suggested that the pure level effects accruing to rural-urban
migrants is approximately 10% (which is no more than the level effect accruing to
urban-rural migrants). A pure omitted ability bias theory is rejected by both the
migrants data and by the instrumental variables estimation. Since (1) the level
effect on migrants is at most 10%, (2) migrants experience fast wage growth post-
migration in the OLS estimates and (3) there is a cross-effect between urban
residence and experience, we believe that the bulk of the urban wage premium
comes from an interaction between urban residence and skill accumulation.
Cities seem to speed wage growth.

We attempted to distinguish between two potential explanation of higher wage
growth in cities: coordination and learning. One explanation is that the rate of
skill acquisition was higher in cities. The other explanation suggested that cities
acted by facilitating better matching. Our evidence is that the higher urban
returns to experience do not disappear once labor market outcomes have been
included in the regression. We therefore believe that the city wage growth effect
works by enhancing skill accumulation not by improving quality of labor market |
outcomes.
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FIGURE 1: LEARNING IN CITIES
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Curve A represents the newly high skilled workers, i.e. the flow into the stock
of skilled workers, as a function of last period's skilled workers in the city.

Curve B represents the newly high skilled workers, i.e. the flow into the stock
of skilled workers, as a function of last period's skilled workers outside the city.

Line C represents the old high skilled workers who perished, i.e. the flow out of
the stock of skilled workers, as a function of last periods skilled workers.

Equilibria are the intersections of Line C with Curves A and B.
The parameters used to generate this graph are that 10% of the skilled workers

perish each period, 50% of all meetings result in skill transfer and there are two
meetings per period in the city and one meeting per period in the country.



FIGURE 2: LEARNING AND WAGE GROWTH IN CITIES

2. City Wages
1.8
1.6t Country Wages
1.4¢
1.2
2. . 4. 5. g.rime

City Wages shows the path of expected wages for an urban worker; country wages
show the path of expected wages for a rural worker. The parameters are the same
as in the above figure. In addition, we have set skilled wages equal to two and
unskilled wages equal to one.



FIGURE 3: COORDINATION IN CITIES
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Line A represents the benefit of accepting a job as a function of match distance.

Curve B represents the benefit of waiting for a job as a function of the
maximum job distance which will be accepted in the future for urban workers.

Line C represents the benefit of waiting for a job as a function of the
maximum job distance which will be accepted in the future for rural workers.

Equilibria are the intersections of Line A with Curves B and C.

The parameters used to generate these graphs that the stock value of a job is

2 minus .9 times job match, the unmatched wage is .25, the discount factor is .8
(so the interest rate is 25%). There are two meetings per period in the city and
one meeting per period in the country.



FIGURE 4: COORDINATION AND WAGE GROWTH IN CITIES
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City Wages shows the path of expected wages for an urban worker; country wages
show the path of expected wages for a rural worker. The parameters are the same
as in the above figure. Wages in the matched sector are equal to the interest rate
times the stock value of the match.




Table One - Sample Statistics

Total City Non-city SMSA| Non-SMSA
Number of Mean 43657 12421 15581 15655
(Observations
Std Dev
Log of Hourly Earnings Mean 2108 2.259 2.153 1.943
LHERNH
( ) Std Dev (0.63) {0.61) (0.58) (0.65)
Log of Hourly Eamings Mean 1.943 2.094 1.985 1.781
deflated ear
ofiated by Std Dev (0.62) (0.61) (0.58) (0.64)
Experience (EXPEST) Mean 20.015 20.042 19.234 20.772
PSID Std Dev (12.69) (12.53) (12.39) (13.05)
Education (SCHOOL) Mean 12.203 12.598 12.468 11.625
Std Dev (3.09) (2.98) (2.96) (3.21)
Non-White (RACEDM) Mean 0.287 0.394 0.255 0.232
Std Dev (0.45) {0.49) {0.44) (0.42)
Job Tenure (TENURE) Mean 6.977 7.175 6.897 6.900
Std Dev (7.39) (7.67) (7.31) (7.24)
lAverage Education in .
(one-digit) Occupation Mean 12.204 12.413 12.370 11.874
Group (OCCED) Std Dev {1.83) (1.90) (1.86) {1.70)
Mean
Std Dev
Number of Mean 3136 2492 644
O ti
bservations Std Dev (Inqludes City)
Log of hourly Earnings Mean 6.835 6.681 6.875
Std Dev {0.69) {0.60) (0.71)
Experience Mean 10.751 11.368 10.591
Std Dev (3.06) {2.96) (3.06)
E ducation Mean 12.679 12.064 12.837
NLSY Std Dev (2.42) (2.28) (2.43)
Non-white Mean 0.440 0.470 0.325
Std Dev (0.50) {0.50) {0.47)
Job Tenure (weeks) Mean 171.253 185.983 167.446
Std Dev (173.50) (186.27) (169.88)
IAverage Education in
(one-digit) Occupation Mean 12.693 12.275 12.801
Group Std Dev (1.40) (1.13) {1.44)
AFQT Score in 1981 Mean 40.690 42.155 35.020
Std Dev (29.48) {29.63) (28.18)




Table Two - Sample Corvelations

Job Ternsre




Table Three - Base Regressions (PSID)

1) @) (L] “
Wage Equation
Simple Level | Basic Wage with Labor
Effect Equation _|Market Variobles| Fixed Effects
-] 1.7687 1.6588 1.1300
IConstant SE 0.017) (0.016) ___t0.027)
SIGHF. ~ haad had
B8 0.3238 0.2903 0.2688 0.0324
ICity Premium SE {0.007) {0.007) {0.000) 0.010)
[Geographical SIONF. - - - -
[Wage Premia B 02099 0.1700 0.1541 0.0301
[SMSA non-city SE _{0.006) (0.008) {0.008)
SIONIF. haed had had
B 0.2450 0.2168 0.1934
|Experience [0.5] SE _(0010} {0.010) {0.008)
SIONF. hud haad haed
8 0.1518 0.1130 0.0833
Experk (10.15) | se .008 (0.008) (0.008)
G - - -
8 0.2685 0.13687 0.1171
Experience (1520] | sE {0.009) 0.012)
noer. - - -
. 8 03126 0.1958 0.0887
'E““““""'o " Exporience (2025) |_se 01 ©.010) ©.017)
] 0.3481 0.1968 0.0610
|Experionce (25.30) | s 011) 10.011) (0.022) ‘
’ [~ A = - -
B 0.3563 0.1787 0.0087
[Experience (30,35] SE {0011) __ ooty £0.026)
SIGNIF. hoed -
B 0.2083 0.1027 0.0515
|experience >35 SE {0.010) {0.010) (0.032)
SIONSF. haed -
B £0.3700 0.2981 0.0048
JEducation [0.9) SE (0008} {0.008) (0.020)
SIGMAF. had hoad
B £.2111 0.169¢ 0.0066
|education [10,11] SE ! {0.008) {0.018)
SIGNIF. - el
) 1Le 0.1110 0.0663 0.0293
Doocaton  leducation [13.15] | se {0007 {0.007) 0011) _
SIGNIF. hoad houd bl
] 0.3239 0.2050 0.1144
[Education = 16 SE
]
Education >16 SE
[ oy
B
INon-White SE
ST,
B
[Tenure SE
BIGNIF,
JAverage Education in (one-digit) SBE
IOccupational Group
SIGMNIF.
B
[Time Dummies SE YES YES YES YES
SIGNE.
B8
Adjusted R-Squared SE 5.09% 26.85% N.72% 1.13%
SIGNIF.
8
N SE 43657 43657 43657 43657
SIONE .




Tabie Four - Interactions of City and Human Capital

Variables - PSID
9 (6 M
Basic Wage Equation with Full Interactions (Fomed
Human Capital interactions Full Interactions Effects)
Interaction Interaction Interaction
No interaction No interaction] dummy _ {No interaction] dummy |
8 1.8762 1.0817
IConstant 3 {0.000) {0.030)
SIGNF. - -
8 0.2502 0.4194 0.1161
ICity dummy SE _(0.016) {0.050) 0.082)
SIGNIF. fnd - hd
Ls 8 0.1693 0.1507 0.0298
MSA (Non-city) dummy SE {0.006) {0.006) (0.008)
SIGNIE, - - -
l B 0.2472 0.0272 0.2112 -0.0241 £0.1781 00475
encs [0,5] SE {0.012) (0.023) (0.012) (0.022) (0.010) (0.018) |
SIGNFE. - we = =3
] 0.1374 0.0408 0.0002 0.0458 0.0704 0.0464
[Experience (10,15) SE {0.010) (0.019) (0.010) £0.018} 0. {0.014)
 SGIE. - - — - ™ -
] 0.242¢6 0.0520 0.1684 0.0660 0.107¢ 0.0350
Emm (15,20} SE {0.011) 0.021) 0.011) {0.021) (0.013} {0.018) |
| SIGNIF. ) - ™ - «ee -
Em B 0.2646 0.0074 0.1683 0.0078 0.0719 0.0650
Oummies  [EPenence (20,25) sac,:r @.2.12) (o.-ozzL (0.232) @.122) (0.210) 981)
8 0.3151 0.0520 0.1813 0.0484 0.0529 0.0405
[Experience (25,30) sE (0.013) (0.023) 0.013) 0.023) ©023) | (00203
SIGNIF. — - — - - 3
8 0.32%0 0.0500 0.1622 0.043 0.0001 0.0083
|Experience (30,35] [ se {0.013) (0.024) ©013) | (0.025 {0.027) (0.025)
SIGNF. — - aee «
8 0.2548 01171 0.0601 0.1108 -0.0566 0.0007
Experience >35 SE {0.011) (0.021) (0.012) (0.023) {0.033) m.m
SIGNIF. - - - - .
-] -0.3866 0.006 -0.2954 0.0051 0.0080 -0.0085
[0.9] SE {0.010) {0.021) (0.010) (0.021) .022) (0.026) |
SIGNIF. - -
B L.2191 £.0328 0.1565 0.0448 -0.002¢ 0011
[Education [10,11) SE {0.010) {0.019) {0.010) (0.018) {0.018] 10.024)
SIGNIE. - . - -
tion ] 0.0055 00123 0.0872 -0.0061 0.0198 0.0298
'Emm Ie ation [13,15) [ se ©0009) | (0.018) 0.000) fo0s) | 0012 (0.017)
SIGNIF. - ol .
B 0.3193 -0.0068 0.1961 0.0257 0.1138 0.0074
jon = 16 SE {0.011) (0.019) {0.012) {0.021) {0.021) {0.024)
SIGNIF. - - =
8 0.4260 -0.0488 0.2497 0.0131 0.0704 0.0201
ion >16 SE (0.013} (0.023) (0.014) (0.025) (0026 | 0N
[ SGNIF. - - - =
8 0.2032 01720 -0.0200 0.0085 0.0465
[Non-White SE {0.008) .007) (0.013) {0.035) (0.021)
SIGNIF. - - -
B 00173 0.0004 0.0009 0.0003 |
[Tenure SE (0.000) (0.001) {0.001) (0.001)
SIGNIF, - -
S . B8 0.0526 0.0158 0.0240 -0.0085
JAverage Education
[Occupstional Gmupm (onedal) € (0._0.?2 ) {0.004) 0.002) {0004
SIGNIF. - o -
8
[Time Dummies SE YES YES YES
SIGNIF.
8
Adjusted R-Squared SE 26.2% 31.3% -1.0%
SIGNIE.
8
N SE 43657 43657 43657
SIGNIF.




Table Five- Two Stage Least Squares Estimates (NLSY)

()] 9) (10) (11) (12)
OLS Wage 2SLS (Supply and
OLS Wage Equation with 25LS (Supply demand
OLS Level Effect Equation AFQT variable Instruments) instruments))
B 6.6810 6.0554 8.1001 8.0728 6.0688
CONSTANT SE 0.027) (0.143) (0.144) _{0.154) (0.153)
BIGNF hoad - el - -
B 0.1837 0.1676 0.1561 0.2432 0.2580
SMSA SE {0.030) (0.029) (0.029) {0.124) 0.114)
SIONF - - hd - -
B 0.0369 0.0149 0.0210 0.0219
EXP2 SE (0.062) 0.062) __{0.08)) (0.063)
SIGNF
B 0.1563 0.1360 0.1440 0.1452
EXP3 SE {0.230) (0.229) _0.230) {0.230)
Experience SIONF
dummies B 0.1308 0.1185 0.1348 0.1369
EXP4 SE (0.235) {0.234) __{0.236) {0.236)
[ d
B 0.1133 -0.1299 0.1333 0.1338
EXPS | sE (0.240) 0.238) (0.240) (0.240)
e d
[ 0.1048 0.0484 -0.0496 0.0497
0<sED<=11 SE (0.036) {0.0370) 0.038) (0.038)
$IGNE -
B8 0.1301 0.0805 0.0870 0.0885
12<ED<16 | SE {0.032) 0.034) {0.034) (0.034)
Education SIONF - - - -
Durnmies B 0.3185 0.2278 0.2280 0.2280
E0=18 SE (0.046) __0.049) {0.049) (0.049)
SN - - - -
B 0.2624 0.1438 0.1468 0.1474
16<ED SE (0.064) 0.067) {0.068) {0.068)
SIGNF b - - -
B -0.1383 -0.0781 <0.0803 -0.0621
NON-WHITE | st {0.024) {0.026) __{(0.031) (0.031)
SIF - huad - -
B 0.0008 0.0007 0.0007 0.0007
TENURE SE £0.000) _(0.000) (0.000) {0.000)
SIGNE - - - -
B 0.0380 0.0271 0.0241 0.0236
EDUCATION IN OCCUP. SE (0.010) (0.010} 0.011) (0.011)
SIGNE - - - -
B 0.0031 0.0030 0.0029
AFQT SE {0.001) _{0.001) _{0.001)
SIGNF - - -
8
Adjusted R-Squared SE 1.26% 12.87% 13.62% 12.94% 12.97%
JIGNTF hd
8
N SE 3138 3138 3138 3138 3138
DANF
Wu-Hsusman Test Statistic. |} —2
R HO of [ ]
o1oct HO of enogeneky sE or 09
SIONE
F-STATY for B
Results from excluded SE 92.82 18.40
First Stage “‘;‘.‘
Regressions | adjusted R-
Squared :E” 10.64% 11.32%




Table Six- Analysis of Movers (PSID)

(3) )
OoLS Fixed Effects
B 1.6705
Constant SE (0.018)
SIGNI. -
B -0.1387 -0.1098
iObserved 6 to 17
vears before a move |—SE {0.078) {0.074)
SIGNK. .
B -0.1309 -0.1413
Observed 1to 5
years before a move SE (0.048) (0.044)
SIGNIF. - -
Observed within a sBE '%:::2 '%%239
- lyear of moving (0.051) (0.037)
Move from Non- SIGNIE. - -
SMSA to City 8 50370 00024
Observed 2 years
after moving SE (0.053) {0.040)
SIGNIE.
B 0.0835 -0.0173
Observed 310 5§
years after moving SE {0.078) {0.059)
SIGNE.
Observed 6 to 17 SBE 061;? 4:).0443
years after moving (0.072) {0.059)
SIGNIF, -
Observed 6 to 17 :E '0-%-‘:70 061 354
years before a move (0.041) (0.040)
SIGNFF. -
B -0.1599 -0.0014
[Observed 110 5
years before a move |—SE {0.030) {0.029)
SIGNIF. -
Observed within a SBE 06005.;4 °-_°°1375
_ lyear of moving (0.051) 0.037)
Move from City SIGNIE.
Observed 2 years -
Jafter moving SE (0.058) (0.044)
SIGNIF.
B 0.1777 0.1060
lObserved 310 5
years after moving SE {0.090) (0.067)
SIGNF. -
Observed 6 to 17 SBE 06111:57 061:7?
ears after moving (0.105) (0.079)
SIGNE. .
Regressions contains city, SMSA, 8
Education, Experience, Non-white SE
land ime dummies SIGNF.
B
IAdjusted R-Squared SE 26.93% -1.94%
SIGNIF.
B
N SE 43657 43657

SIGNIF.




(Equation 5)
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Chart One: Experience component of City Wage Premium
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