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U.S. growth patterns?

2. J. of Regional Science 50" Anniversary
Workshop in New York in April 2009.

'+ Cities Rule!

v

Storper, Michael and Allen J. Scott



+ [economists/regional science] “...mistakenly
identify amenities as significant drivers of
urban growth...” (p. 164)

« About climate, they write people “... cannot

malca lf a nermanent part nf thair lnlne if thowv
nIidanse 14 HG InIdaIrIGiIIc ’Ja & VI uIiIvII 1nivew 11 ui y

do not simultaneously have opportunities for
earning a living.” (p. 154)
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E.g., Why were there Southern cities prior to air conditioning?



Outline—continued

4—M|grat|on Is reglonal success® ? l-'eople

compensat::’ng dlfferentlaly itis not th
correct metric of regional well being.
5. A race, given the world of 1950, which
correctly forecasted 1950-2009 growth:
S & S, NEG, or Amenity-Led.

— Phil Graves, Paul Kruagman, or S&S?

- 6. What lessons should the rest of the
winrld dArawr Lawwill ctrace the Fl
YW UITAavy 1 vviilil DI.IGOO LUIC La\J.







+  Back to the future because the household sorting issues
that dominate modern regionai/urban economics are
assumed away. They don’t existin S & S.

Though regional scientists of the 1960s would have used data to back up their case.
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*  What are “household” amenities? Something that
- shifts the lab o#sumlv. ply or iso-utility curve.

+ Philip Graves (and coauthors like Tom Knapp) work in
the 1970s and 1980s with major recent contributions

| by Jordan Rappaport and others.
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+ Urban amenities such as cultural venues, recreation,
- urban milieu. (Glaeser et al., 2001, Adamson etal.,

SO00A4- Flarida 2004\
LUV, T IUNIUA, £UVST)

+ Facilitate natural amenities such as boat ramps or ski
resorts (Deller et. al. 2001; Kim et al. 2005)
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* North American workhorse that is applied in
hedonic and migration studies and underlies
much of the empirical work in environmental

................. B e T oe
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— Firms maximize profits, households maximize utility

and perfect mobility leads to equalization across
regions—shifts or shocks lead to arbitrage with

factor movements.
« Linked to Tiebout self-sorting where people
vote with their feet to maximize utility. -

In a static setting Glaeser and Mare (2001), JLE note that the model easily explains
higher metro wages as productivity effects—but static interpretation in that | want to

stress dynamic growth factors.



and lower wages as people crowd Into hlgh-amenlty
areas
Eventuallv. this would shut off amenitv miaration.
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their job and that constraints limit self sorting.

* E.g., if parents move towards good schools, S & S
would dismiss claims that it was due to preferences for
good schools. |.e., once the families got there, ex post,

the narents would claim thev moved for schools
i\ .[ol\-dl N T TN VIV AT Aty or lv'" TTIN VA TN NN TN,
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White flight
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Labor Supply Shift Due to Increase
in HH Amenities—i.e., “People”
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Identified by rising E and falling W
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Labor Demand Shift Due to
Increase in Firm Productivity—i.e.,
“Jobsu s

w1

—F
/

EO E1 Employment 12

Wage

Identified by rising E AND rising W
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Graves, P.E. and P.D. Linneman. 1979. Household Migration: Theoretical and
Empirical Results. Journal of Urban Economics. 6(3): 383-404.

Roback, J. 1982. Wages, Rents, and the Quality of Life. The Journal of Political
Economy. 90(6): 1257-1278.
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* NEG (basic location theory) predicts more
concentration in the core of the U.S.
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state, etc. (holds even if they are not

cantrallad far)
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ngﬂon Growth from 1960 to 2008

Kean=89.1

Kedian=43.4

Population Growth from 1960 o 2008
(%)

-133.9-811.5

m35.6 - 129.5

. 52.8-88.0
36.8-434 s e

—26.2-358

Kap Created on Novembesr 18, 2009

--225-223
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1990/91 2006 North Amerlcan Populatlon Growth

Percent Growth

B < 00%
[ J00t00.4%
[ 04 t00.8%
I 08 to 1.5%
| ERESA

_Popumtn growm I Canaca 19912006
PopUiatDN GOW In US 1990-2006

Soume: Canada Ruml Economy Reseamn 1991 & 2006 Census. SBUsHcs Canada: 1990 Census. US. Census Bureau. 2006 U'S. Census Bureau estimates.

Notes: The map snows 1990-2006 avemge roalpereant growtn for US counties.
T 1572005 pescam Gopon chnaye £ Cantinn chess s e Stacs Caaiia data sl 268 et o 1995 coneied Bouadache
Sroomfle s County. CO (05 fsec ofe counties of Adams (05001). Bowider (05013). Jefferson (05059) and Wekd SOuroE: NED /MW W. 0ENES GOVIGEO W ww RIDErICY Cing Rtmi¥ 1990

Darker shades of red are population growth; darker shades of blue is population
loss.

Describe the Prairies and Alberta fitting into broader North American population
trends. Not simple NDP vs Conservatives or Dems vs Reps in U.S.

That is local economies are not enough to explain huge regional patterns that
extend across borders.

Note the high amenities in the western U.S. (not oil) and the rapid population loss in
the Great Plains. See the SE Sunbelt Coastal growth and signs of growth in the
Northern Woods of MN, MI, and WI and SC Appalachia.

Data note: The component counties that made up Broomfield CO, Colorado are
merged for purposes of calculating population change.
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1969-2007 Growth By Metro Area Size in 1969 (%)
80
B
60
40 -
20 -
0 i

B Metro Area Average B Non-Metro Average

® Large MSA (8) M Large-Medium MSA (27)

B Small-Medium MSA (85) = Small MSA (230)
Large MSA is > 3 million population in 1969. There are 8 MSAs in this category: New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, Boston, 368
Francisco and Washington DC. The Large-Medium MSA have a 1969 population of 1 million - 3 million ( 27 MSAs). The Small-Medium Metro Areas are
250,000 - 1 million 1969 population ( 85 MSAs). Small MSAs have a 1969 population of 50,000 - 250,00 (230 MSAs).

2008 MSA definitions. Makes non-metro growth appear especially small.
Big metro is dominated by Washington DC

Notes: Large MSA is > 3 million population in 1969. There are 8 MSAs in this
category: New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, Boston, San
Francisco and Washington DC. The Large-Medium MSA have a 1969 population of
1 million - 3 million ( 27 MSAs). The Small-Medium Metro Areas are 250,000 - 1
million 1969 population ( 85 MSAs). Small MSAs have a 1969 population of 50,000 -
250,00 (230 MSAS).

17 Metros with less than 50,000 population in 1969 were omitted due to a small
base. These were generally in UT, NV, and FL and grew very rapidly.
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1990-2007 Growth By Metro Area Size in 1969 (%)

25
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o
B Metro Area Average B Non-Metro Average
M Large MSA (8) M Large-Medium MSA (27)
B Small-Medium MSA (85) m Small MSA (230)

Large MSA is > 3 million population in 1969. There are 8 MSAs in this category: New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, Boston, 49
Francisco and Washington DC. The Large-Medium MSA have a 1969 population of 1 million - 3 million ( 27 MSAs). The Small-Medium Metro Areas are
250,000 - 1 million 1969 population ( 85 MSAs). Small MSAs have a 1969 population of 50,000 - 250,00 (230 MSAs).

17 Metros with less than 50,000 population in 1969 were omitted due to a small
base. These were generally in UT, NV, and FL and grew very rapidly.
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1969-2007 Growth For Representative Metro Type

(o)
200 I
150
100
50
~ m Traditional Core (4) ® Rustbelt (4)
 Sunbelt (6) B Mountain/Landscape (4)

[The Traditional Core includes New York, Boston, Philadelphia and Chicago. The Rustbelt includes Detroit, Cleveland, Pittsburgh and St Louis. Sunbelt 2U
ncludes Miami, Atlanta, Phoenix, Tampa, Orlando and Las Vegas. Mountain/Landscape includes Seattle, Denver, Portland, and Salt Lake.

The Traditional Core includes New York, Boston, Philadelphia and Chicago. The
Rustbelt includes Detroit, Cleveland, Pittsburgh and St Louis. Sunbelt includes
Miami, Atlanta, Phoenix, Tampa, Orlando and Las Vegas. Mountain/Landscape
includes Seattle, Denver, Portland, and Salt Lake.



1990-2007 Growth For Representative Metro Type

0/0)
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M Traditional Core (4)
u Sunbelt (6)

M Rustbelt (4)
B Mountain/Landscape (4)

The Traditional Core includes New York, Boston, Philadelphia and Chicago. The Rustbelt includes Detroit, Cleveland, Pittsburgh and St Louis. Sunbelt
ncludes Miami, Atlanta, Phoenix, Tampa, Orlando and Las Vegas. Mountain/Landscape includes Seattle, Denver, Portland, and Salt Lake.
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Internat/onal Econ find housmg prices and wages move
the opposﬂe of NEG predlctlons and mstead find that
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latter 20t Century And by commdence they happened to
be nice places to live in terms of natural amenities.

These “factors” are unmeasureable or we could put them
in a regression and wipe out the amenity effect AND these

“factors are uncorrelated W|th standard controls Ilke

g
q
g
q
a
a
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<
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Q
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Industry composition, education, state fixed effects
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primary initial factor.
« Air conditioning accelerated the trend
— Weather is exogenous, so a key empirical
advantage is—unlike say agglomeration or policy
variables— it is exogenous.
» Perhaps the strongest evidence of amenity
e

ects is rural America (McGrana

I T Al Al 7 ATl 1WA 1|v|w\_l| LI}

McGranahan, David. 1999. “Natural Amenities Drive Ru  ral Population
Change.” ERS, USDA, Washington, DC, AER 781.

McGranahan, David. 2007. “Landscape Influence on Re  cent Rural Migration
in the U.S.” Landscape and Urban Planning (85): 228-240.



Basic Empirical Evidence
« Capitalized into wages and housing costs
— Gabriel et al. (2003, p. 632) found the range of quality

of life effect, (1989%) or about double for 2009:
Variable Min— 1989% Max—1989%
Heating Degree Days (5.091) - “ 0 “ -$15,716 “ “
Cooling Degree Days (1,215) - 0 -$7.358
Wind Speed (9.36 mph) - -$1,450 -$2,992
Coast (1=state on coast) + $0 $5
Inland Water (2.7% of land) + $52 $3,228
Violent Crime (475 per 100k) +* $19 $499 .
Air Quality (0.12 pts per mil) - -$812 -$7,456

Gabriel, SA; Joe P. Mattey; William Washer. “Compens  ating Differentials and
Evolution in the Quality of Life among U.S. States. 7 Regional Science and
Urban Economics. 2003 (33): 619-649.
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Racier Emniriceal Exnandancae ~nnt
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e« Gabriel & Rosenthal (2004 p 440 RESTAT
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— For 37 metro areas, examine Quality of Life and
Business Environment. Find an inverse association.

City QOL Rank QOL $ (2002%) QofBus Env QBE $ (2002%)
| Rank
Miami 1 7,990 34 -4,644
San Jose 14 -603 1 13,187
Detroit 37 -8,589 9 3,645
Tampa-St. 5 3,802 37 -7,044
Petersburg
Cleveland 31 -2,796 21 90
Chicago 19 1,448 8 3,997
Columbus 24 -1,789 26 -1,595

This shows the net compensation due to high household QOL and net
compensation for businesses due to favorable business climate. + good; - bad.
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« Evidence suggests smaller amenity effects in other
countries

+ See Ferguson et al. (2007) for Canada. Too little
variation to find strong amenity effect.

'+ See Cheshire and Magrini (2006) for W. Europe for

finding a within country effect.

Ferguson, Mark, Kamar Ali, M. Rose Olfert, Mark D.  Partridge. “Voting with
their Feet: Jobs Versus Amenities.”  Growth and Change 38 (Winter 2007, 1):

77-110.

Cheshire, Paul and Stefano Magrini. (2006). “Populat  ion Growth in European
Cities: Weather Matters — But only Nationally.” Regional Studies. (40), 23-37.
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» Predicted impacts of some amenltles on 1950-
L&

2000 pantilation arowth a
<2000 popUiation- growitrtdi

economic conditions

* An example is the effect of climate between
Detroit and Orlando and for other natural

S NJITL Al S 1 1NAl A AN I A ] | isAas

For the underlying regression model: See Partridge,
Kamar Ali and M. Rose Olfert. (2008). “Lost in Space

the American Hinterlands and Small Cities.”

: Population Dynamics in
Journal of Economic Geography

doi: 10.1093/jeg/Ibn038. Printed version online.

Mark D., Dan S. Rickman,

28



Table 1: Difference in populatmn rowth over 1950-2000

variapies D alipies M- Sl Ldl"C
meno metro metro
Mean pop growth % (std. dev.) 32.20 122.47 138.00
(122.93) (271.64) (257.38)
Jan temp (ditt Detroit — Orlando) -135.58 -768.63  -731.88

July temp (diff Detroit — Orlando) 94.87  323.93 255.89

July humidity (dift Detroit — Orlando) §7.61  215.23 162.94
Sunshine hours (diff Detroit-Orlando) 7.69 ~ -257.88  -248.06

Percent water area (1 std. dev.) 11.03 0.53 -3.04
Great Lakes (within 50 kms) -45.19 37.25 52.44
Atlantic Ocean (within 50 kms) 56.09 205.85 133.31
Pacitic Ocean (within 50 kms) -28.28 -162.18 -177.55
Typography (most mtn. to coast plain) ~ 26.1 24.6 22.29
Amenity rank (diff between Detroit (3) =09.7 -153.1 -143.1
and Orlando (5) on a 1-7 amenity scale

Mean *distance’ penalty due to -96.6 -99.8 NA
remoteness from urban hierarchy.

retween Detroitand Orlando uses their actual values. “1 std dev.” represents a
-estimared with USDA ERS amenity rank replacing all 9 individual
ailable online al ERS. The amemty scale 15 | lowest, 7 hiohest

Note: Boldface mdicates significantal 100% level. The differen
one-standard deviation change in the variable. The models wers
climate/amenity variables o caleulate (he amerity rank effecls

This is the effects on 1950-2000 population growth from some Amenity
variables:

For the underlying regression model: See Partridge, Mark D., Dan S. Rickman,
Kamar Ali and M. Rose Olfert. (2008). “Lost in Space:  Population Dynamics in
the American Hinterlands and Small Cities.”  Journal of Economic Geography
doi: 10.1093/jeg/Ibn038. Printed version online.

Note the amenity effect appears to be about 1/3 smal ler this decade.
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» Partridge et al. (2008) finds great regionai
variation in how amenities affect growth.

\AT

Tl o { B £ J &1 ££ 1
¢ 1NCy Use d UVVIR 1O NNG Mese CliecCls

I e e e M e L A b LA o

s FOraevambpble Niadnh amenities 1tend 10 Interat
1 A~ | VI\MIIIrJIV, lllull LATTINAT ITRINOSY BT TNA WO AT TN AN
with hinhar initial eharae nf ~Anlladna Aradiiatac
VVILI |||H||¢| miuial o11al' o Ul UU"GHG quuuqlca
¢ 1 L + 41
1O produce evell 1aster growin

30

Partridge, Mark D., Dan S. Rickman, Kamar Aliand M . Rose Olfert. “The
Geographic Diversity of U.S. Nonmetropolitan Growth Dynamics: A
Geographically Weighted Regression Approach.” Land Economics, 84 (May

2008,2): 241-266.



Nonmetro Employment Change 1990-2004

fa: Wariations in the Cosfi. of January Temperaturs
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[__]-0.451--0.064

[ ]-0.064 - 0.275 % %
I 0.275 - 0.590

\:l Not used Note: 2003 MA boundary definitions used

This maps the regression coefficients across the co untry: Note the
heterogeneity of positive and negative responses

Southeast and Northeast have the expected positive impact of January
temperature (NE negatively, SE positively)

West has very little impact from Jan temp

Upper MW benefits from colder marginal Januarys, pe  rhaps due to winter
recreation

Should not simplistically conclude that an area wil | suffer unless they have
warm winters
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on the basis of nonmonetarv in situ amenities
LI} LI} 1 LI LN} na l] Il VIt GALTIWIE IR .

— Amenity growth will occur and will be reinforced by

Even in Italy.
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Chile or Brazil, though tastes differ, there

will ha at tima when incnome lav
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sorting and amenities lack any supporting empirical

- evidence.

| MMissed the Important roie or numan capital and

institutions. | omitted something that is of crucial
importance in understanding regions.

Italy/Spain El Paso /Juarez

35
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I 7787, oo v — .
Il 1157.36 - 1974.71 200 0 200 400 600 800 Miles ﬂ
Bl 1974.71 - 4911.86 I

U.S. average over 1950-2000 = 84.60%

Sunbelt growth. Some around mountains and Oceans. G~ rowth around cities.

Yet, many areas lagged over longer period due to tr  ansition from traditional
natural resource extraction industries. N. Ml is an example of growth that is
linked to amenities. N. Rockies or N. MN, N. WI,

Source, U.S. Census Bureau. See. Partridge, Mark D., Dan S. Rickman, Kamar
Ali and M. Rose Olfert. (2008). “Lost in Space: Popu lation Dynamics in the
American Hinterlands and Small Cities.”  Journal of Economic Geography
doi: 10.1093/jeg/Ibn038. Printed version online.
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Notice how northern amenity rich areas stand out mo re in the northern
Rockies and in the woods country of MN, WI, and Ml —as well as the Ozarks.
Primary sector declined in the ca 1950-80 period an  d has been replaced by
amenity led growth.

Source, U.S. Census Bureau. See. Partridge, Mark D. , Dan S. Rickman, Kamar
Ali and M. Rose Olfert. (2008). “Lost in Space: Popu lation Dynamics in the
American Hinterlands and Small Cities.”  Journal of Economic Geography

doi: 10.1093/jeg/Ibn038. Printed version online.
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Note the rapid growth in high-amenity areas, but also that Lake Superior is not a
panacea by itself.
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