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Outline of Talk: Good and Bad of Cities

ADo the same factors that predict success in the wealthy world also hold for three
large developing countries?

A Computer vision techniques for measuring income, infrastructure and assessing
housing prices.

ADealing with the downsides of density.

AA broad lesson: Cities are about interactions and hence institwilikes rule of
lawg that govern interactions are particularly critical in cities.

ACITIES AND RULELAW ARE COMPLEMENTS.



Figure 6: Population and income residuals, 2010

USA
- ]
e - - -
- - - - - -
-_ " s = % -l- _‘.'—-15_ -
1L EmateRian
- _ﬁ-_w a0 wE.,
_ -
r:' 1 I’,‘%r -l-.‘ -I-.‘ - }
- .
- - [
"F i ]
1I1 '|I2 1I3 1!'1- 1Iﬁ- 1Iﬁ
Log of Populaton, 2010
[ = Awerage Wage Residuals, 2010 Fitted walues
Fegression: Inoome=—_TSE 66 - 105 005 Populafon A= 33
China (urban population only)
7 -
wy -®
o _— -
. J——
'|I|:| 1I2 :4 | 1IEF
Liog of Lirban Populaton, 2010
& Ayerage Income Residual, 205 Fitted values

Fiespressiom- Log Wage Reshd P11 55000 245710 1400017 iPopababon FR2-0_11

Brazil (urban population only)

wa
- -
e=a -
|.|'!_ -
. -
.'T_ 1 T T T L]
8 10 12 14 16

Ln of Urban Popalaton, 2070

|- Average log wage residual

Fitbad walses

Sourca: Popaiaton Consus S000. Brno
Aogressior: WingoHes = <1 25 ( 0.13) =

India (urban population only)

1n|u.u1;|m|=upl (F-sguarnd = D1E)

-

12
Log of Urban Populaticn, 2011

= Aperspge wage residual n distnct

Frited valu=s

— .

e o L e e n | e e E R e e e e o

16




OLS regressions

Log of urban population

Log of density

Observations

I'V1 regressions

Log of urban population

Log of density

O bservations

USsA Bra=il China India
(MSASs) (Microregions) (Clities) (Districts)
Log wage Log wage Log wage Log wage
D.0538*** 0. Q525 ** 0.0875 0.07TO***
(D.00720) (0.013) (0.0708) (D.0264)
R2—=0.255 R2=0.321 R2=0.014 R2—0.251
D.0457*** D.026%* 0. 192 ** 0.07T60***
(D.00865) (0.010) (0.0321) (0.0195)
R2=0.235 R2 = 0.318 R2=0.237 R2—=0.257
28.5M 2,172 K 147K 9,778
D.0559%** D.05] %** 0.0320 0.160
(D.00753) (0.014) (0.102) (D.0998)
R2=0.256 R2 = 0.321 R2=—0.173 R2=0.237
D.043] *** D.026%* 0. 159%** D.0828%**
(0.00888) (0.011) (0.0367) (0.0218)
R2=0.253 R2 = 0.318 R2=0.240 R2—=0.253
28.5M 2,172 K 143K 7,627
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Figure 7: University graduates share and wage residuals 2010
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OLS regressions
Share of Adult population with BA

Log of density

R-squared

Oheervations (thousands)

IV1 regressions
Share of Adult population with BA

Log of density

R-squared

(Observations

USA Brazil China India
(MSAs) (Microregions) (Cities) (Districts)
Log wage Log wage Logwage Logwage Log wage Logwage Log wage Log wage
1‘272*** 1‘{}[}1*** 31616*** 44719*** 6174‘ Koo 5‘262*** 3‘215*** 1‘938**
(0.155) (0.200) (0.269) (0.440) (1.088) (0.862) (0.851) (0.841)
{}‘{}241*** _{}‘{}29*** {}‘112*** 010542***
(0.00746) (0.008) (0.0199) (0.0169)
0.26 0.255 0.342 0.346 0.120 0.139 0.256 0,255
JaM 2TM 2172 K 21712 K 147K 147K 12K 12K
1237*** 1‘126*** 21985*** 34784*** 61572*** 2‘911*** 2‘1241#*
(0.202) (0.231) (0.332) (0.486) (0.925) (0.988) (1.074)
0.0216%** -0.018** 0.0425"*
(0.00769) (0.009) (0.0178)
0.254 0.255 0.341 0.344 0.120 0.240 0.243
2™ 2TM 2,172K 2172 K 147K 11K 11K
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Table 11: Human capital and growth, 1980-2010

USA Brazil
[MSAS) (Microregions)

Log change in population, 1980-2010

University graduates [%0) l.621*** 2.136%** 4. 384%** F.343%**
in 1980 (0.340) (0.283) (0.734) (0.987)
M =249 N=249 N=442 N=442
R2=0.084 R2=0.496 R2 = 0.055 R2=0.311
Initial income levels comntrol No Yes Mo Yes
Initial population control No Yes Mo Yes
Climate amenities controls No Yes Mo Yes

Log change in income per capita, 1980-2010

University 0.224 0.Be37*** 23 .015%** 17.19]1***
graduates (%) (0.140) (0.129) (2.206) (1.026)
in 1980 M =249 M= 249 N =442 N =442
R2=0.010 RZ2=0_336 R2=0278 RZ2 =0.845
Initial income levels control Mo Yes Mo Yes
Initial population control Mo Yes Mo Yes

Climate amenities controls Mo Yes MNo Yes




China India
[Cities) (Districts)

Log change in population, 1980-2010
University graduates (3} In 7695+ 18.93%** 0.196 0.466*
1980
(3.971) (4.496) (0.249) (0.260)
M=252 MN=249 MN=445 MN=375
R2=0_156 R2=0_382 R2=0_001 R2=0.120
Initial income levels control Mo Yes Mo Yes
Initial population control Mo Yes MNo Yes
Climate amenities controls Mo Yes Mo Yes
_ Log change in inCcome per ca pita, 1980-2010 _
University graduates (%) -12.75* 9.403
in 1980 (7.493) (9.615)
M=274 MN=249
R2=0.011 R2=0_085%
Initial income levels control Mo Yes Mo Yes
Initial population control Mo Yes No Yes
Climate amenities controls Mo Yes Mo Yes
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Measuring Streetscapes (with Nikhil Naik)
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Predicting Income from Imagery

Prootof-concept experiment for the U.S.

i

Median Income of the Census Block group: $60,000
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