ED 28i 926

INSTITUTION

SPONS AGENCY
PUB DATE
GRANT

NOTE
PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIF IERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

UD 025 475
Wilson, Franklin D. . o o )
Intercity Variations in Returns to Migration. CDE
Working Paper 84-22.
National Inst. of Child Health and Human Development
(NIH), Bethesda, Md. Center for Population Research.;
Nat1ona1 Science Foundation, Washington, D.C..
Wisconsin Univ., Madison. Center for Demography and
Ecology.
Aug 82
5P01-HD-0-58776; SES-7826853

2%p.
Reports - Research/Technical (143)

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.

*Economic Factors; Educational Attainment; Employment
0pportun1t1es,f*Fam1ly Mobility; Income; *Labor _
Market; *Migration; Higrat1on Patterns; *Occupat1onal
Mob111tylW*Re1ocation, Socioeconomic Status

Supply and Demand

This paper explores the follow:ng guestions: Does the

demand/suppiy allocation process affect the return migrants receive

for their human capital attributes? Speczfzcaiiy, do returns to

migration vary across places of destination, and does this variation

reflect 1abor suppiy and demand d:fferent:ats and/or other

T s - — e i g% —— — —— g

attainment of m:grants, using data for 1970 and changes between 1970

and 1976,

reveals that substantial variation exists between Standard

Hetropolztan Statistical Areas (SMSA) with respect to annual earnings

returns to occupationzl and educational attainment, and occupational

atta;nment returns to educat:onai atta:nment Tﬁe ‘level of these

- — g% —— 5 — —

between-SMSA variations 1ncreased as well. Analysis also xndxcates

that SMSA differences in socioeconomic returns to migrants,
part;cularly among the college educated _were more responsive to

nonm1grants in 1370 but _ changes in socioeconomic returns occurr:ng

during the 1970-76 perlod were not related to these factors for a
smaller number of SMSA's. Tables illustrate the findings

statistically. (Author/PS)

***********************************************************************

* Reproductions supplied by .EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. = *
*****************************************t************f****************




PERMISSION TO REFAODUCE THIS !
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

- U.8. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Oftice of Edu R ) and Improvement
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES {NFORMATION
o . CENTER (ERIC)
ma documant._has _been reproduced as
eived from the person or organization
__ ofiginating it
O Minor changes have béén made io improve
reproduction quality.

® Pointsof view of opinions stated in {his doci-
ment do_not-necessarily represent official
OERI position or policy.




Intercity Variations in Returns to Migration*

Frankiin b: Wiison

Center for Bemography and Ecology

University of Wisconsin

Madison, Wisconsin 53706

August 1984

®*The research reported here was supported in part by. Grant No. SES-7826853

from the National Science Founda. .n. Data acquisition and processing
were

No. 5PO1=HD=0-58776 awarded to the Center for Demography and Ecology of

supported in part by .. Population Research Center Grant

the University of Wisconsin by the Center for Population Research of the

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development* The assistance

of Barbara Weston in the preparation of this article is gratefully

acknowledged Conclusions and interpretations are the sole responsibility
of the author.

z;



Abstract
This paper reports the findings of an analysis of the impact of
selected characteristics of destinations on the Socioceconomic

attainment of migrants. Results from analysis of data for 1970 and

changes between 1970 and 1976 indicate substantial variation exists
and educational attainment, and occupational attainment returns to
educational attainmént. The levél of these returns not oniy declined
across the board between 1970 and 15716, but between-SMSA variations
increased as well., Further analysis indicates that SMSA differences
in socioeconomic returns to migrants, particularly among the college
educated, were more responsive to factors reflécting changing economic
conditions than those of nonmigrants in 1970, but changes in
socioeconomic returns occurring during the 1970-76 period were not

related to these factors for a smaller number of SMSA's,



INTERCITY VARIATIONS IN RETURNS TO MIGRATION

The association of migration with socioeconomic attainment is a well
established generalization in the demographic literature: Migration is
not only highly selective with respect to socioeconomic attributes (see
Shaw, 1975; Ritchey, 1976; Wilson, 1981 for reviews) but it is also
associated with increased income and oc’c’u'p’étiohal attainment (Blau and
Duncan,  1967; Lansing and Mueller, 1967; WilSon, 1982). Moreover.
migration also plays an important rolé at the aggregate level, namely, it
can be viewed as an equilibrating méchanism, wherein area differentials in
the demand for 1labor lead to a reallocation of the labor supply
(Greenwood, 1981; Cebula, 1979; Dedong and Gardner, 1981; Mueller, 1982).
Previous research has established that thé flow of migrants to places is
in response to economic conditions (particularly economic growth), as well
as a host of other factors (see Mueller, 1982). This paper seeks to
extend our knowledge in this area by focusing on the question of whether
the demand/supply allocation process affects the return migrants receive
for their human capital attributes. Specifically, the investigation of
two issues is of concern here: (1) whéthér returns to migration vary
across places of destination, and (2) whether this variation reflects
labor supply and demand differentials and/or other characteristics of
places of destinatiun.

It is generally assumed that the flow of migrants to spécific
destinations tends to be influenced greatly by available job opportunities
and the amount of real wages paid to workers. A great deal of the
discussion on this issue has focused on the extent to which level of

earnings, changes therein, and job vacancies stimulate inmigration. No
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attention has been given to the question of whether thé amount of returns
Migrants receive for théir human capital attributes may also reflect
market supply and demand considerations. For example, when the demand for
labor is expanding in an area, the opportunity for individuals to upgrade
théir occupational standings and earnings should be greater. Conversely;
as the demand for labor contracts, thé nét benefits associated with
changing jobs in the aggregate should also declire. Although an
ih&ivid&ai migrant may Select that destination which, in his estimation,
has the potential for maximizing his socioeconomic standings, it does not
necessarily follow that the average returns received by migrants going to
a sSpecific destination will be higher than that received by the migrants
selecting any other destination.

Previous research focusing on the achievements of individual migrants
tends to attribute their higher rates of socioeconomic advancement to
motivations such as achievement orientation, willingness to t-ke risks,
drive, and, in the case of repeaters, knowledge gained from previous moves
(Blau and Duncan, 196T7; Davanzo and Morrison, 1981; Wilson, 1982).
These explanations ignore the possible role played by structural factors
associated with areas that tend to attract migrants. At any obe point in
time, a certain percentage of vacant positions in a local labor market
will be filled by migrants, which will probably vary with the nature of
the positions and the number available for vu.upancy. This suggests that
opportunity is a critical factor, but there are probably others that also
operate to disproportionately advance the Socioeconomic attainment of
migrants.

The economic structure of a place should affect the average
socioeconomic returns received by migrants choosing that place as =

6
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destination. Previous studies point tc a number of factors that influence
interarea variation 1in wages and income level-~such as industrial
structure, city size, cost of living, environmental and social/cultural

amenities, regien; and changes in economic opportunities (sée Bartlett, et

City size is often identiiied as being the most important of these
factors, partly because it 1is strongly related to most of the other
factors. Income and occupational status are both thought to increase with
city size, because size is associated with the presence of a diversified
and dynamic labor market; capable <f generating new opportunities and
increasing the possibility of individuails securing highly specialized
positions unavailable at other locations (Featherman and Hauser,
1977:Chapter 10; Mueller, 1§?H: Thompson, 1965; Goldfarb and Yezer;
1976). Aggregate level studies of these relationships overiook the role
of compositional Eaciors. as they operate at the individual level in

for example, indicate that although city size does seem to have an effect,
this effect 1is small relative to that of other factors that tend to
allocate individuals into different income and occupational categories
(see Mueller, 1974; Kauser and fééthérman; 1977): In passing; it should
be noted that these studies were concerned principally with the effects of
cities on the status allocation procéss, and thus cannot explain net
differences between cities, even though they iay be small.

In the analysis presented below, the effeécts of attributes of places
of destinatiocn on returns to socioceconomic attainment are explored further
once the compositional effects mentioned earlier are taken into account.
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Particular attertion is directed toward evaluating the effects of factors
that are reflective of cnanging supply and demand conditions in cities:
The fundamental question that is to be addréssed is that of whether the
socioeconomic returns of migrants are enhancéd or reduced by choice of
destination, particularly if the latter is characterized by either an
expanding economy or a stagnant declining economy. Although previous
studies do not address this issue directly, it can be assumed that areal
changes in economic opportunities, whether in the form of changes in wages
or changes in employment, are more likely to be reflected in tha
Socioeconomic standing of migrants (or hew entrants into the 1labor Fforce
gererally). Employers can more easily adjust the occupational status and
earnings of new hires and transferred employees to take account of current

labor markét conditions. Migrants are at a disadvantage when the demand

for labor is low or is declining with respect to securing the most
prestigious and economically remunerative jobs. This is because distance
acts as an impediment to the transmission of information about job
vacancies, and also delays the response time to information about job
vacancies. Nonmigrants; because of the length of residence, should also
have greater knowledge of interfirm variations in job benefits within a
labor market aréa, increasing their chances of greater socioeconomic
attairment. On the other hand, migrants are in a more favorable position
if demand is high, and there exist a limited number of residents of the

area with the required skills to f

11 particular kinds of positions.

Data ard Hethods

The analysis of intercity variation in returns to migration is

separated into two Stages. In the first stage, annual earnings returns to
occupational status and education attainment, and occupational status
raturns to education attainment are estimated for ail males, and male

8
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migrants age 18-64, 1iving in 113 separate SMSA's in 1970 and 35 SMSA'S in
1976. The estimates are derived from equations in which occupational

status in 1970 and 1976, and annual earnings in 1969 and 1975 are treated
were at least 75 sampled respondents, identified in the 17100 Public Use
Sample for county groups of the 1970 Census (5% universe), and the 1976
Survey of Income and Education, who migratéd from another labor market
area between 1965 and 1970, or 1970 and 1976. This rimber of respondents
were judged sufficient to derive stable estimatés of coefficients for each
SMSA sub-sumple. The first stage estimation equations were of the

following form:

e R e d o B o Crieiseoiiiioooo— . ,,,é - [
STATUSt or t4n =@ + b, EXPERIENCE # b, EXPERIENCE® + b, GRADE
+ b, COLLEGE # b, DEGREE + b, MARRIED

+#b_ BLACK + b, WSEKS + b HOURS + b._ PRIVATE

10
¥ bii PUBLIC # Bié DISTRIBUTIVE + bié GOODS
+ b. SOCIAL + b. PERSONAL % e (1)
1y 15
B 5 Sk i , 7 - = _ i . _ Ll L . ,,,,,777,,,,,,75
EABNINGt or t+n © a + bi STATUSt + b2 EXPERIENCE * bg EXPSRIENCE

+ b8 BLACK + bg WEEKS + bib HOURS # bii PRIVATE
+ bié PUBLIC # biS DISTRIBUTIVE + Jih GOODS

+ b SOCIAL + b.. PERSONAL # e (2)
15 16

where STATUSE or .. 13 occupational status in 1970 or 1976 (Duncan's SIE

index); EARNING; or ,_ is annual earnings in 1969 or 1975; EXPERIENCE and

g
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EXPERIENCE 2 are potential work experience and pefential work experience
squared (the former is defined as age minus five pius years of schooling
completed); GRADE iS years of Schooling completed; and ranges from 0 to
12, where individuals with 13 or more wears of schooling are coded
12; COLLEGE is years of college compléted, and ranges from O to 5, where
individuals with 1less than one year of collége completed are coded 0 and
individuals with 5 or more years of college completed aré codad 5: DEGREE

is coded one if the individual completed four years of college: MARRIED is

coded one if the individual is married; BLACK is one if the individual is
black; WEEKS is the number of weeks worked in 1969 or 1975; HOURS iS the
number of hours worked during the week prior to the interview; PRIVATE and
PUBLIC are one if an individual works in a private or public organization
respectively (seif-employed is coded zero on both variablés); and
DISTRIBUTIVE, GOODS, SOCIAL, and PERSONAL are one if an individual works
in a distributive, goods, social, or personal service industry
fééﬁééii%éiy (individuals working in transformative industries or
industries not reported are coded zero). [See Singélmann and Browning
(1980) for a desoription of these industry groups.]

Results for ch2 total male population are included to provide a frame
of reference with which to Jjudge the significance of the results for
migrants. The primary issue is not simply that of whether differences in
the  :conomic conditions of places result in differences in the

socioeconomic returns of individuals but rather, whether these conditions

differentially affect the standings of migrants. The expectation is that

ef changing economic conditions would be transmitted via ‘he socioeconomic
standings of new entrants inte a iocal labor market:

10
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Table 1 reports summary statistics for SMSA's derived from the
estimation of equations (1) -and (2) for 1970: (The results for 1976 will
be presented in another section.) The independent variables ir each of
these equations explain an average of 42 percent of the total variation in
and 48 percent of the variation in these variables in the case of the
migrant samples. Moreover, it should be noted that the multiple RZ values
for the migrant samples exhibit twice the amount of variation across
SMSA's than those for the total sample.

In another analysis (not reported here) an effort was made to
determine whether SMSA of residence affected the occupational status and
annual earnings of sample respondents: This was accomplished by

estimating equations (1) and (2) for the total sample and the total
subsample of migrants, adding to each a variable representing the
deviation of each SMSA meann from the mean of the total sample (total
migrant subsample) for each dependent variable. The inclusion of this
deviation value, which represents between-SMSA variation in the dependent
variables, is analogous to including a dummy variable for each SMSA in the
sample. The inclusion of this variable resulted in an additional 1.5
percent of the variation in occupational status being explained, and an

additional 3 percent of explained variation in annual earnings in the case
of both the total and migrant subsamples. These results are consistent
with those reported by Mueller (1974), indicating SMSA of residence does
have a small but statistically significant additive effec: on the average
level of occupational status and earning obtained by respondents.

In the Second stage of the analysis, multiple regression equations
are estimated in which the dependént variables are transformations of the

11
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coefficients for GRADE, COLLEGE, and STATUS obtained from estimating
equations (1) and (2). Table 2 provides a description of all the
variables included in this part of the analysis. The estimation of
separate equations for theé twWwo educational subgroups is based on the
assumption that labor markets are segmentéd by educational levels and
hence respond differently to individuals on that basis. The use of the
return coefficients for GRADE, COLLEGE, and STATUS are preferred, since
the influence of other attributes of workers that affect occupational and
earnings attainment are taken into account:. These estimateés are free of
the compositional effects alluded to earlier, and théir usé will allow us
to get a clearer picture of the effects of attributes of place of
destination. In the actual estimation process, the ratios of thée reéturn
coefficients divided by their standard errors are used. These ratios are
used to reduce the heteroscedasticity of cthe error variance resulting from
the fact that the variance of the coefficients are not constant (Rso and
Miller, 1971:77-80). For the same reason, each independent variable
related to the return coefficiconts are also expreéssed as ratios of the

standard error of these coefficients.

Table 3 reports average net return coefficients for the 113 SMSA's
occupational status on 1969 annual earnings, and the effects of education
levels on occupational status for all males and male migrants. The ratios
of the net return coefficients to their respective standard errors
indicate tnat educational levels have statistically significant effécts on

-8ignificant effects on annual earnings. The values for the total sample

12



reflect primarily those of nonmigrants, Since migrants represent only 16
percent of the total. These results are consistent with the findings of
‘national surveys on the determinants of sociceconomic attainment (see
Featherman and Hauser; 1978). Moreover, £heselresuits also indiecate that

the human capital attributes of educational attainment and occupational
status (in the case of annual earnings). This is indicated by the sizes
of the ratios of the coefficients to their standard error. Coefficients
that are Eii&é the size of their standard errors would be Statisticaiiy
signiffcant at approximately the (.01) level if such a test were applied.
It should be emphasized;, however,; that the between-SMSA variation in
return coefficients, (as indicated by the standard deviations), although

it appears substantial, still accounts for no more than 3 percent of the

total variation associated with the annual earnings and occupational

status of individuals.

Differences in the sizes of the net return coefficienrts between
migrants and the total sample can also be observed in Table 3, although
they are not substantial, except in the case of earnings returns to
occupational status. The return coefficients for migrants exhibit much

greater variations across SMSA's than those for the total sample.
Migrant/nonmigrant SMSA differences in sample sizes may account for a

portion of the differences in coefficient variability. Another
possibility is that the net returns of migrants may be more reflective of
changing labor market conditions than those of nonmigrants. Virtually all

of the migrants included in this analysis moved to a different iabor

market, indicating that a change in job, though not necessarily employer,
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and earnings of new hires and transfeirred employees to take account of

current labor market conditions: If this observation is reasonable,
between~SMSA variations in socioeconomic returns to migrants should be
for the total sample.

A test of thé plausibility of the above observation can  be
accomplished by relating SMSA specific return coefficients to factors
believed to be related to area differences in earnings and occupational
status. Table 4 presents the results of this test for the total sample of

males and male migrants (see Table 2 for a definition of the variables

included in the analysis). The dependent variables are the partial

regression coefficients (derived from the estimation of equations 1 and 2)

divided by their standard errors, indicating the effects of level of

education and occupational status on 1969 annual earnings and level of
education on 1970 occupational status. In the discussion of results,
primary attention will be given to the effects of variables that capture
changing labor market conditions, i.e., AEMPLOY, AJOB, and AWAGES. [A
cost of living indéx was not included in this analysis because its effects
are captured by the annual wage variable.] The assumption is that returns
to migrants should be affected to a greater extent by thése factors than
those for the total sample.

in earnings and occupational status returns, as indicated by the multiple
R? values, are accounted for by the variables included in the equations
for migrants. These results imply that the returns of migrants are

influenced to a greater eatent by conditions unique to individual SMSAs.

14
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In the case of the effects of individual variables, it is clearly the
case that 1abor force size is the most important factor related to both
occupational and annual earnings returns. This finding is consistent with

those of previous studies indicating that large size places offer certain
éggiomérétioﬁ advantages not obtainable in smaller places. The effects of
the other varisbles are more varied: In general, the statistically
significant effects of variables indexing changing economic conditions in
some of the equations indicate migrants, primarily those who have
completed at least one year of collsge, do benefit more when local
economies are expanding. The effect of changes in labor force size on
annual wage returns for years of college and occupational status are
positive and larger for migrants, and its effects on occupational returns
to years of college are statistically significant but not larger than that
of the total samplé. Similarly, a greater increase in new hires over
layoffs and job quits ( JOB) is positively related to occupational status
returns to years of college among migrants. The positive coefficients for
the effect of changes in SMSA wage level on earnings returns indicates
that m grants benefit both with réspect to graded schooling and years of
college completed. In sSum, the results indicate that the sociceconomic
returns of migrants who have completed at least oneé year of collége are
more sensitive to changing labor market conditions than those of
possible interpretation of these results is that increases in the labor
force of the SMSA's included in the sémpié occurred primariiy as a result
of expansion in positions requiring some college, and these individuals
benefited more because employers had to go beyond the local labor market
to hire persons tétfiii these positions. Job searches beyond loecal 1labor

15
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markets for individuals with limited skills or no cellege training occur
less frequently, because these individuals are more numerous in the area,
and because :mployers have 1less of a long=term commitment to them

(particularly since little or no training is involved).

Changes in Returns

In the previous section, static measures of socioeconomic returns

were related to factors reflective of changing labor market conditions in
SMSAs: The results from this specification indicate that the
socioeconomic returns of migrants at destination, in some instances, were
greater in those SMSAs that experienced increased écdnomic growth between
1965 and 1969. A more appropriate specification mighf be to relate
changes in labor market conditions to changes in returns to sSocioeconomic
attainment. This specification requires the estimation of return
coefficients for two points in time, and relating changes in these
coefficients to changing labor market conditions., This approach is
applied in this section based on the estimation of net return coefficients
for 1970 and 1976 for individuals iiving in 35 of the SMSAs included in
the analysis reported in the previous section:

Table 5 reports average net return coefficients for 1976 and changes
between 1970 and 1976 for the effects of levels of education on annual

annual earnings for 35 GSMSA's: Between-3MSA variations in the return
coefficients for 1976, as indicated by the standard deviations and
coefficiénts of variations, are substantial and, in all but one instance;

substantial differences between all males and male migrants exist oniy in

16
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the case of annual earnings returns to graded schooling. Moreover, as was
the case with results reported previously for the larger sampie of SMSA'S
in 1970, the net return coefficients for migrants exhibit much greater
variation across SMSA'S, and the statistical significance of the
eaéééiéiéhts. as estimated by the ratio reported in the bottom panel of
Table 5, are substantially less than that reported for the total sample.
Sample size differences between migrants and nonmigrants and the PUS and
SIE samples, and the fact that the mean values were computed over fewer
SMSA units in 1976, probably contributed to the differences noted. It is
also 1likely that the 1575-76 recession contributed to these differences as
well, given that all local economics did not feel the effect of this
factor to the Same extent.

several interesting patterns. First, mean returns to education attainment
and occupational status, in moSt instances, declined considerably between
1970 and 1976, indicating that the value of a year of schooling with
réspéct to occupational statu: and earnings, and the value of a unit of
occupational status with respect to earnings were less in 1976 than in

1970. . Migrant/nonmigrant differences are greatest with respect to
occupational status returns to education, in which returns to graded
schooling declined by 16 percentage points and returns to college
increased “by 18 percentage points among migréhts. and changed only to a
minor extent among all males. Second; the percentages reported in the
bottom panel indicate that the reésponsiveneéss of annual earnings to
occupational status and education, and occupational status to education
was subject to a great deal more variability across SMSAS in ié?é than in
1970: In other words, not only did the mean value of Socioéconomic

1
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returns decline, but the variation associated with the predictive value of
both education and occupational status declined as well.

The results reported in Table 5 indicate substantial change in net
return coefficients over the 197C :76 time period. The economic recession
of 1975-76 probably contributed to the declines observed in earnings
returns to both education and occupational status. DMNcreover, of immediiate
concern is whether changes in earnings and occupational returns during the
1970-76 period were systematically related to changes in ecahoﬁic
opportunities; as indicated by changes in employment and earnings. A

lagged regression model is wused to assess these relationships.

Essentially this involves estimating equations of the following form:

RETURN { = a + bj RETURN ;i + b5AJOB + b3y EMPLOY(Log)

+ DLAEMPLOY + bgWAGES + bgAWAGES + bjSOUTH + e (3)

where RETURN_ and RETURN __ refer to annual earnings returns to education
attainment and occupational status in 1969 and 1975, and occupational
status returns to education attainment in 1976 and 1976 (see Table 2 for a
definition of the independent variables). Since a lagged measure of the
dependent variables is included in the equation, the partial regression
coefficients for all of the other variables can be interpreted as unit

changes in the deperdent variables caused by a unit changes in these
variables.

Table 6 reports the results of appiying equation 3 to the 35 SM3A's
for which data are available. The multiple R? value reported in the
bottom panel of the tablé indicateés that equation threée's ability to
explain between—SMSA variation in changes in returns to Socioeconomic

attainment is considérably 1éss than the preévious effort to explain SMSA

18
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variations in returns to socioeconomic attainment in 1970, particularly in
the case of migrants. This difference is not due simply to the reduced
number of variables in the equation, but is due more likely to the fact
that the pradictive power of the variables included is considerably less:
One can observe in Table 6 that not one of the indices of changes in

economic opportunities i.e., JOB, EMPLOY, and Wages (in constant 1975
dollars)-——has statistically significant effectzs on changes in the net
return coefficients: These results imply that the socioeconomic returns
of migrants are no more responsive to changing economic ccnditions than
those of nonmigrants; which contradicts somewhat the findings reported in
the previous section: Moreover, the previous findings are probably more
robust thar those reported in Table 6, because they are based on a larger
number of SMSA'S; and economic conditions in 1970 were more stablé than

they were in 1975,

Summary
This investigation focused on two issues: (1) whether socioeconomic
returns to migration vary across places of destination; and (2) whether
this variation reflects labor supply and demand differentials and/or other
characteristics of places of destination. 1In regard to the first issue,

results from analysis of data for 1970 and changes between 1970 and 1976
indicate substantial variation between SMSA's with respect to annual
earnings returns to occupational status and educational attainment; and
occupational status returns to educational attaiiment. The leveil of these

returns not only declined across the board between 1970 and 1976; but
between SMSA variations increased as well. Results from further analysis
provided only partial support to the issue of whether SMSA differences in

the sosioeconomic returns to migrants are résponsivé to changing economic

19
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conditions and other characteristics. Spécifiéally; tke results for 1970
indicate that the socioeconomic returns of migrants who have completed at
least ore year of college are more sensitive to changing labor market
conditions--as indicated by changes in labor force size, ratio of new
hires to quits and layoffs, and changes in wages between 1965 and

1969--than those of nonmigrants and migrants who have compléted no more
than high school. Moreover, changes in socioéconomic returns between 1970
and 1976 were rnot related to changing labor market conditions. The
robustness of the analysis for the 1970 to 1976 period is suspeéct due to
the 1limited number of SMSA's for which data are available, and the belief
that the 1975-76 recession probably altered the nature of theseé relations.

Overall; this z alysis has been basically exploratory in character,
and the substantive value of the findings and their implications should be
viewed in this context. The question of whether destination choice

matters in regard to the ability of individuals to maximize the returns
received for human capital attributes should be pursued further. The
approach employed in this analysis differs from those used by previous
ctudies as the measure of benefit or gains is not global in nature (as is,
for example, annual income or wages). The substantive value or yiéld from
future analyses would probably be enhanced if a larger number of SMSA's
are considered. For éXéEﬁié; the analysis focusing on 1970 included the
113 largest SMSA's as of that date, and the analysis of change between
1970 and 1976 included only the 35 largest SMSA's as of that date. The
growth experience of these SMSA's (both economically and demographically),
at least during the 1965-80 period; were not representative of those

piaces that weré smaller in size €See Wilson, 1984).

20
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sble 1. Summary statistics for SMSA's Derived from the Estimation of Equations (1) and (2

Mean Number of
Observations Mean sS.D. c.V. Mean S.D. Cc.V.

ibgroups
ynual Earnings
Total 2792 $7917 919 11:61 4215 ;034 8.07

Migrants 316 $7712 1327  17.21 .47i2  .088  18.68

icupational Status
Total 2792 37.60 3.10 8.24 (4170 .o44 10.55
Migrants 316 41,00 7.3% 17.88 .4810 .099  20.58
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Table 2. Description of Variables Included in Aggregate SMSA Analysis

Dependent Variables®

R.GRADEe Ratioc of regression coefficient for annual
earnings returns ts graded schooling to
its standard error.

R.COLLEGEe Ratio of regression co. Ticient for annual
earnings returns to years of college completed
to its standard error.

R.OCCUPATIONe Ratio of regression coefficient for annual
earnings returns te occupational status to its
Standard error.

R.GRADEocc Ratio of occupational status returns to graded
schooling to its standard error.

R:COLLEGEocc Ratio of occupational status returns to graded
schooling to its standard error.

Independent Variables

EMPLOY(Log)## The natural log of size >f SMSA labor force in
1965 or+1970"

AEMPLOY## Percentage change in SMSA labor force size
between 1965 and 1969, or between 1970 and 1975

AJoB"* Average job accession rates between 1965 and 1969
or between 1970 and 1975.

WAGES## Annual SMSA wages in 1965 or 1970

AWAGES#® Percentage change in annual SMSA wages between

1965 and 1969, or between 1970 and 1975,
expressed in 1975 dollars

ENVIRONMENTAL#®##

HEALTH-EDUCATION Quality of life indicators for SMSAs in 1970
SOUTH Ig one if an SMSA is located in the South region
WEST IS one if an SMAS is located in the West region

Sources: * 1/100 PUS for county groups and the 1976 Survey of Income
.. and Education -
%% Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earnings
___ Reports for the years indicated
®E% 1iu (1976)

»
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Table 3. Net Return Coefficients for the Effect of Education on Annual Earnings and

Occupational Status, and the Effect of Occupational Status on Annual Earning

Average SMSA Values for 1970

Rat1o of Return Coefficient

Subgroups and Net Return Coefficients to Standard Error
Variables Means  S.D. C.V. Means s.D. C.v.
TOTAL
‘Anpual earnings - o -
Graded Schooling 210.53 80.26 - 38.12 3.46 2.05 59.25
College 669.00 268.95 140.15 4.39 2.75 62.64
Occupational Status 51.17 10.56 20.F4 9.00 5.48 60.89
Occupational Status o - S
Graded Schooling . 2.43 .49 20.16 11.11 5.97 53.74
College . 5.65 1.05 18.58 10.36 6.24 6C.23
MIGRANTS
Annual Earnings o
Graded Schooling 398.40 361.20 90.89 1.87 1.51 80.75
College 735.00 642.11 87.36 1.85 1.0 75.M11
Occupational Status 35.66 22.66 63.54 2.53 2.12 83.97
Occupational Status - S o -
Graded Schooling 3.03 1.63 53.83 3.36 2.18  64.81
College 4,67 2.7 £8.14 2.99 2.13 71.22




feble 8. Analysis of the Determinants of Earnings Returns to Education and Occupational Status, and Oé’c’iiiia’tionii ﬁe’t’ums
to Edusation

1969 Annual vages 1970 Occupational Status

'ariables R.GRADE  R.COLLEGE ~ R-OCCUPATION 'R.GRADE R:COLLEGE

Total Migrants Total Migrants ‘Total Migrants Total Migrants Total Migrani
MPLOY (Log) 24.1783% ~7:7919  79:0761®  43.8437e 7.7967% 8:4550% ;23548 [1982° ;56158 ;33521
EMPLOY .0000 - .0000 -0059 .0188° .0008% -0010° .0001% 0000 -0001% 000"
JOB_ NA _ _HA_ NA NA A - S -.0065 .0375 -.0732¢ -180¢
2GES -.0079 -.0159_ -.0040 ~-.08088% -.0010 -.0007 1.3 KA NA KA
WAGES _.2272 _7.3380% _=-1365 18.65289 1086 =.2699 L. N LY. W
NVIRONMENT -26.8993 -233.1386% ~13.7359 ~57.2364 ~.4853 2.0109 ~.0974 -.1777 -.8931%  ~. 6694
EALTH- : - : - f - : -
DUCATION 7.6637 67.4157% 40.5385 93.0945" 0513 ~7.9168# -0773*  .0814 -0259 1612
OYTH L3259 -.0268 .6899% 23198 -:0038 -.5686¢ ~1.3756 21654 -1.4732% -.B16(
EST ~.1747 .0000 -.7893" 2301 -.0062 .A0h0 -.7763 =.2050 - -.2733 -.0625
ntercept .1828 .3998 -.1919 .3976  -.0129  -.5849 2.0342  .8500 12182 5082
2(corrected) .6715 .5608 .5985 .3428 .9022 .6796 .9116 .6879 .9383 .5951
bservations 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 113




Table 5. Net Retugniggggf;g;ents gogfgyg Effect of Education on
Annual Earnings and Occupational Status, and the Effect
of Occupational Status on Annual Earnings: Average SMSA
Values for 1976 and Changes Between 1970 an3 1976 (N=35)
Percentage
Change
N in Return
777777 1976 o Coefficients
Means S.D. c.v. 1970-1976
Net Return Coefficients
TOTAL
Annual Earnings *
Graded .Schooling 341.43 189.24 55.43 -20.9
Coilege : 719.94 267.08 37.10 -47.6
Occupational Status 63:61 15.22 23.93 -46.9
9ccupational Status
Graded Schooling 2.29 RN 17.90 1.0
College 5.20 . .80 15.38 4.2
MIGRANTS :
Annuai Earnings *
Graded Schooling 722.99 533.10 73.74 -20.3
College 767.07 1010.80 131:79 -43:3
Occupational Status 60.63 49,74 82.04 -32.5
Occupational Status
Graded Schooling 2.34 2.08 88.89 -16:1
College 5.01 2.74 54.69 17:6
Ratio of Return Coefficient to Standard Error
TOTAL

Annual Earnings

Graded Schooling 2.19 1.29 58.90 -47.6
College 2.82 1.32 446, 81 -50.2
Occupat ional Status 5:38 1.7 31:78 =57:4
Occupational Status , - o
Graded Schooling 5.25 1.58 30.10 -64.8
College 7:21 1.72 23.86 -50.8
MIGRANTS
Annual Earnings o o -
Graded Schooling 1.33 .86 64 .66 =52.8
College 1.12 1.40 125.00 =52.7
Occupational Status 1.84 1.38 75.00 =52.3
Occupational Status o o
Graded Schooling 1.71 1.14 66.67 =65.6
College 2.57 1.39 54,09 =40.5
*Expressed in constant 1975 dollars 27
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