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0. 028 0.071°* 0. 094 0.126™ 0.103™* 0.083™
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Experience
(0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.021) (0.021)
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(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.0006) (0.005)
-0.195™ 0.501 -0.081" 0.523™ 1.366™ 2. 065
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(0.043) (0.041) (0.047) (0.070) (0.005) (0.005)
R 0. 395 0.391 0.393 0. 390 0. 393 0. 390
12197 11425 12197 11425 12197 11425
0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
F P
R 0. 862 0. 758 0. 862 0. 758
0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
F P
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2002 2007 2002 2007 2002 2007
Infrastructure 0. 005 ™ 0. 020
Education (0.002) (0.008)
0. 090 ** 0.129™* 0. 094 0.301 ™ 0. 089 0.091
Infrastructure
(0.015) (0.014) (0.024) (0.038) (0.018) (0.015)
Education 0. 065 0. 067
(0.002) (0.003)
Huk 0.110™ 0.330™ 0. 040 0.376™* 0.265™ 0.463™
ukou
(0.019) (0.014) (0.094) (0.044) (0.018) (0.014)
CPC_member 0.113 0.117 0. 160
(0.014) (0.019) (0.021)
Ability 0.110 0.171 0. 145
(0.012) (0.033) (0.012)
Gend 0.162™ 0.183™ 0. 082" 0.133™* 0.224™ 0.202
sender
(0.011) (0.011) (0.018) (0.028) (0.014) (0.012)
. 0.206 0.257™ 0.295™ 0.414™ 0.197* 0.161 ™
Experience
(0.021) (0.018) (0.037) (0.047) (0.030) (0.019)
E . ) —-0.029™ —-0.052* —-0.056™ —-0.087™ —0.041™ —0.043™
Tperience (0. 005) (0. 004) (0.010) (0.014) (0.018) (0.005)
0.361™ 0.2217* 0.355™* 0.350™ 0.364™ 0.244
Contract
(0.015) (0.013) (0.029) (0.046) (0.018) (0.013)
Sect 0. 0437 -0.062* 0.181™ 0.038 ™ -0.026" —-0.088™
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(0.012) (0.011) (0.019) (0.029) (0.019) (0.012)
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0s
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. . -0.018™ —-0.014™ —0.024™ -0.016™ -0.014™ -0.014™
Climate_index
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002)
0.718™ 1.269 1.019™ 1.379™ 0. 4437 11727
Constant
(0.047) (0.032) (0.112) (0.092) (0.056) (0.034)
12197 11425 4069 1945 8128 9480
R 0.394 0. 390 0.256 0.256 0.287 0. 308
0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
F P
R 0. 882 0.752 0. 851 0.759
0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
F P
D 1% 5% 10% .

0780




= &
] )

2017

1

o

2S5LS

o

CHIP

2002

. 2002
9.4%

o

N

2007

2007
12. 6% -

(2015)

«

( CHIP) ”

30. 7%

2007

3.4

c79.



2002 2007 2002 2007
Infrastructure 0. 006 ™ 0.014™
Education (0.002) (0.007)
0.097 ™ 0.104™ 0. 088 0. 105
Infrastructure
(0.017) (0.012) (0.018) (0.012)
. 0. 0627 0. 064 0.061 ™ 0.064"
Education
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
0. 120 0.343™ 0.120™ 0.339™
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(0.022) (0.014) (0.023) (0.014)
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(0.018) (0.018)
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0.170™* 0.181™ 0.1717 0.180™
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(0.013) (0.011) (0.013) (0.011)
. 0. 186 0.246™ 0. 184" 0.250™*
Experience
(0.025) (0.018) (0.025) (0.018)
. ) -0.027" -0.051™ -0.027" -0.051™
Experience
(0.006) (0.004) (0. 006) (0.004)
0.358™ 0.199™* 0.362™ 0.201*
Contract
(0.018) (0.013) (0.018) (0.013)
) 0.019 -0.074 0.019 -0.073™
Sector
(0.015) (0.011) (0.015) (0.011)
Cost 0.167™ 0. 080 0.179™* 0. 080 ™
0s
(0.029) (0.004) (0.029) (0.004)
. 0. 046 -0.071™ 0.043 ™ -0.071™
Population
(0.009) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007)
. . -0.014™ -0.014™ -0.014™ -0.014™
Climate_index
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
R} -0.065 0.502™ 0. 684 1.2207
Constant
(0.058) (0.042) (0.057) (0.032)
8267 10920 8267 10920
R 0. 433 0. 397 0.434 0. 399
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How Urban Infrastructure influence
Individual Wage Income:
Premium or Discount

Zheng Dan Tatsuaki Kuroda

Abstract: Existing studies of infrastructure primarily focus on the impact of infrastructure on urban
growth. By comparison this paper investigates how urban infrastructure influences individual wage
income. Combining micro — level data of CHIP —2002 CHIP —2007 and macro — level data of city
characteristics  this paper adopts 2SLS method to estimate the impact of urban infrastructure on
individual wage income. In particular the change of urban land revenue is adopted as instrument
variable of urban infrastructure. After controlling for the influences of urban living cost and population
size the estimation results confirm the existence of wage premium effect of urban infrastructure. It is
found that wages are higher in cities with higher level of infrastructure. It is also found that the wage
premium effect of urban infrastructure varies with individual’ s education level. The higher the level
of education the larger the effect of wage premium. The estimation results are robust to various tests
of endogeneity and sample selection bias.

Keywords: Urban Infrastructure; Education Heterogeneity; Wage Income; 2SLS.
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2001

2006

3.362 1. 641
0. 667 0. 188
-0.067 -0.003
-0.329 -0.335
-0.500 -0.374
1.078 —-0.288
0.977 -0.642
-0.129 -0.185
-0.363 -0.475
1. 610 —-0.495
0. 806 0. 165
-0.309 0.614
-0.384 1.113
-0.547 0.317
0. 081 0. 45
-0.292 -0.148
-0.597 -0.718
0. 620 -0.825
0. 155

-0.312

0.331

-0.372

-0. 668

0. 301

-0.411

-0.414

-0.404

-0.434

-0.503

-0.681
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