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m Data: County Business Patterns (yearly, 1964—2016)
m Employment

m Total (= private nonfarm)
B Manufacturing (sometimes imputed from county’s establishment-size distribution)

m Payrolls — Avg. earnings per job (total only)
m We combine some small counties & Virginia city/counties
m Exclude AK and HI
m ~ 3,100 US counties — 2,909 sample “counties” in our balanced dataset
m We will also use some county-level demographic data from Census
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Four Population-Density Groups

Density No. of Share
Percentiles Counties of Pop.
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8695 291 =~ 25%
9699 116 ~ 30%
100 29 ~15%
Total 2,909 100%
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Population and Employment Shares
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Earnings per Job Averages by Density Percentile

Relative to population-weighted mean across all counties
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Earnings per Job Averages by Density Percentile

Relative to population-weighted mean across all counties

2016

1 L]
] -
4 L]

\d '.
4 L]

,vwlb'
o & . > %o
IRY ) o.o’..'n:o ';:\..ﬁp'-\.‘“:'.'.. .
0 20 ‘ ‘ 80 100

1964

© ] ©
< -
a a

8 8

S A
& - g

ﬁ‘_,’ ™) ﬁ‘_,
§O ...o §o
- ./0 o
g2 % o odhy g
TV ot °® o™ R
2 o o a'e S
< LR . () <

@ | LY P o0 PN 4 L]
4 A o g 0T 27
Sel L™ o Cme ® <
w© | ©
© | ©

0 20 ‘ ‘ 80 100

Couillard & Foote (Boston Fed)

Recent Employment Growth

4 0
Density Percentile

October 3, 2019

7/22



Earnings per Job Dispersion: Inter-Quartile Range
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All Counties Bottom 85% of Counties
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County-Level Regression Model

= Timing:

m Regressions run separately year-by-year (not panel)
m Dependent Variable:

m Average earnings per job
m Regressors:

m Average January temperature

m Log population density and indicator for densest 5% of counties

m Manufacturing share of employment

m Log share of persons with bachelor’s degrees (interpolated from Census and ACS)
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Spatial Specification

Y = XeBt + WXyt + ¢
Y = XiBt + WXyt + (AWer + 1)
N\

error=c;

m Weighting matrix W is “second-order contiguity matrix”
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Spatial Specification

Yi = XiBt + WXyt + &t
Y = XiBt + WXyt + (AWer + 1)
—_—

error=c;

Weighting matrix W is “second-order contiguity matrix”

Neighboring variables will be weighted averages of X’s in surrounding counties
Errors can also be spatially correlated

A+ measures strength of error correlation (“clumpiness” of residuals)

Estimate via GMM
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Neighboring Manufacturing Shares in 1980
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Log Earnings Per Job: Average January Temperature
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Log Earnings Per Job: Education and Manufacturing Shares
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Spatial Error Term

m Hypothesis: Starting in mid-1990s,
superstar cities pull away from other
cities

m |QR of earnings rises at top end of
density distribution (seen earlier)

o m Similar movements in superstar cities
constituent counties increase
o “clumpiness” of regression residuals ()
1965 1975 1985 1995 2005 2015
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m Rural vs. urban
m Relative earnings-per-job in densest 5% counties picks up in 1980s, even controlling for
county’s college share and its manufacturing-employment share
= Low employment and population growth in 2000s
m “Superstar” cities vs. less-successful cities
m Conditional on county-level density, earnings-per-job dispersion generally declines for
most of the sample period.
m But dispersion starts rising in 1990s, probably b/c of superstar cities
m Center cities vs. suburbs
m Evidence that employment suburbanization stalled for ~ 20 commuting zones with
densest core counties starting in 2000s
m Less evidence for ~ 50 cities with less-dense cores
m Population suburbanization slows in 2000s for both groups
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Manufacturing Employment Growth by Density Group

Within-Group Manufacturing Employment Change
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Manufacturing Employment Growth by Density Group
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Additional Questions Related to Manufacturing Share

El Why have recent declines in the US manufacturing share had such large effects on
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H Implication: Current job-losers less able to diversify than earlier job losers
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