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Abstract It is well known that, in a competitive model with perfectly elastic capital, native labor must benefit on average from immigration. But, this “immigration surplus” argument may fail if workers are not paid their marginal product. Specifically, if migrants have lower reservation wages, firms can exploit their arrival by offering lower wages to migrants and natives alike. I show how this effect materializes in an equilibrium model with monopsonistic firms, with labor productivity fixed. But, workers are to some extent compensated by the entry of new firms to the market, enticed by lower wages. The overall impact on native employment and welfare - whether they rise or fall - will depend on the matching technology and elasticity of job creation. Finally, the model predicts migration affects not only the average level of natives wages, but also the distribution - if firms are heterogeneous.
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Introduction



It is well known that, in a competitive model with perfectly elastic capital1 , native labor must benefit on average from immigration. If natives and migrants are not perfect substitutes in production, migrants will be paid less than their total contribution to output; and assuming zero profits, this “immigration surplus” will be returned to natives (see Borjas, 1995; Dustmann, Frattini and Preston, 2012). St Catharine’s College, University of Cambridge; Centre for Economic Performance, LSE. I am grateful to Stephen Machin and Jeremy Lise for supervising this work during my PhD at UCL, and to Alan Manning for his support at CEP. I would also like to thank David Green, Barbara Petrongolo and Jan Stuhler for their helpful comments. 1 This is certainly plausible in a long run analysis, though Ottaviano and Peri (2008) also estimate that capital adjusts quickly following immigration even in the short run. ú
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But, I show this argument may fail if workers are not paid their marginal product. In competitive models, any contraction of wages reflects a decline in productivity. However, under imperfect competition, wage effects can materialize even with labor productivity held constant. Specifically, if migrants are willing to accept lower wages than natives, a rising share of migrants (with productivity unchanged) will encourage monopsonistic employers to cut wages for natives and migrants alike.2 Given the lower wages on offer, workers will also be compelled to accept lower quality matches. Having said that, the overall impact on native employment and welfare is ambiguous. This is because there is an offsetting response from firm entry which benefits natives, and it is not clear a priori which effect dominates. This will depend on the matching technology and the elasticity of job creation. In this exercise, I ignore any possible effect arising from changes in the marginal product of labor whether through diminishing returns in the goods market (e.g. Cortes, 2008) or production technology - and focus instead on how the rents from employment are shared. This story of “cheap” migrant labor undercutting native wages has strong resonance in the public consciousness3 , but has largely been neglected by economists. This is despite the success of the monopsony approach in many other fields of labor economics (see Manning, 2003). On the other hand, these ideas have received some attention in the sociological literature, as part of a debate over whether minorities work in segregated occupations or compete directly with incumbent workers. See, for example, Hodge and Hodge (1965), Snyder and Hudis (1976) and Catanzarite (2002). This theory has practical implications, both in terms of empirical methodology and public policy. Beginning with Borjas et al. (1997), several studies have computed the wage effects of immigration based on calibrations of competitive models, rather than relying purely on the data for identification. More recent work in this literature (and in particular, Card, 2009; Manacorda, Manning and Wadsworth, 2012; Ottaviano and Peri, 2012) has tended to identify only weak effects on low skilled wages, after accounting for imperfect substitutability 2



This idea is closely related to Beaudry, Green and Sand (2012), and the comparison is instructive. They show, using US data, that the wage bargain in a given job is responsive to local industrial composition (keeping productivity fixed): workers in cities dominated by high-paying industries have more attractive outside job options. In this story, it is the composition of industries which matters; while in my paper, the key factor is the composition of the labor force itself. I am grateful to David Green for this observation. 3 This story is popular across the political spectrum. For example, Terence O’Sullivan, the president of the Laborers’ International Union of North America, claims that “workers don’t depress wages. Unscrupulous employers do” (New York Times, 2009). Similarly, the manifesto of the British Labour Party decries “the exploitation of migrant workers, which undercuts local wages” (The Labour Party, 2015). And on the right, Hanson (2013) writes in the National Review that “the bargaining power of other minorities, Latino- and African-American citizens especially is undercut by illegal labor.”
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between native and migrant labor.4 But, these calibrations may underestimate the wage effects if firms do indeed have monopsonistic power. And in terms of policy, interventions which are ostensibly designed to protect wages by stemming the flow of migrants may be self-defeating in a frictional world. For example, in the face of restrictions on welfare benefits or visa time limits, migrants will reduce their wage demands - and in some circumstances, natives may ultimately suffer. The idea that recent migrants have lower reservation wages than native-born workers is well-rooted in the literature. Much of this discussion originates from early studies of migrant assimilation in the labor market. Chiswick (1978) suggests that recent arrivals are willing to accept low wages at the beginning of their stay, but their wage demands grow as they gather more information about job opportunities in the host country. Using Portuguese employer-employee matched data, De Matos (2011) finds that one third of this wage catchup is due to firm heterogeneity - as migrants move to larger, better-paying firms within the same occupations. Nanos and Schluter (2014) use a structural on-the-job search model with wage-posting to purge the native-migrant wage gap of productivity differences. They find that reservation wages are generally lower for migrants, but also more dispersed. The gap is largest for low skilled service workers, but small in skilled blue-collar occupations. Dustmann and Preston (2012) and Dustmann, Frattini and Preston (2012) link the idea that migrants are paid below their marginal product with skill “downgrading”: they tend to work in jobs that are lower skilled than their measured education would suggest (see also Eckstein and Weiss, 2004).5 Despite all this, the economic literature has paid little attention to the implications of these low wage demands for natives. There are exceptions though. On the empirical side, Malchow-Moller, Munch and Skaksen (2012) address these questions using Danish employeremployee matched data. They find that, within firms, migrant employees put downward pressure on native wages; and they cite lower reservation wages as an explanation. Similarly, Malchow-Moller et al. (2013) claim that cheap migrant labor has allowed Danish farms to expand. And using French data, Edo (2013) finds that non-naturalized migrants put downward pressure on native employment rates (in comparisons across age-education cells), but naturalized migrants have no effect. 4



Having said that, the question of imperfect substitutability is a matter of dispute: see, in particular, Borjas, Grogger and Hanson (2012). 5 Note that reservation values may manifest themselves in workplace amenities as well as wages. Orrenius and Zavodny (2009) find that migrants, and especially those with poor English skills, tend to work in riskier industries and occupations (with higher fatality and injury rates); though this finding contradicts earlier results from Hamermesh (1998).
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In terms of theory, the two important references are Chassamboulli and Palivos (2014) and Chassamboulli and Peri (2014). To my knowledge, these are the first (and only) theory-based studies to assess the impact of immigration in a frictional labor market. In particular, the latter paper draws interesting implications for policy on undocumented migrants. In contrast to my approach, they assume wages are individually negotiated between firms and workers ex post - once a match has been made. In this framework, immigration actually causes native wages to grow. Firms respond to migrants’ low reservation wages by creating more vacancies; and a tighter labor market improves natives outside option in the wage bargain. But as I show, this intuition collapses in a wage posting model, where firms set wages ex ante. While a wage posting model can yield an immigration surplus under certain parameterizations with marginal products fixed, this is no longer guaranteed. Clearly, the assumption on wage determination is absolutely fundamental. And on this front, the evidence does suggest that wage posting is more prevalent than bargaining, at least in low skilled markets: see Hall and Krueger (2012). Various theroetical explanations have been proposed to explain this: notions of fairness, informational imperfections (Hall and Lazear, 1984), or the idea that a posted wage is a credible commitment not to negotiate (Ellingsen and Rosen, 2003). See Manning (2011) for a survey. My model builds on Albrecht and Axell (1984), who study the wage and employment implications of heterogeneous leisure values, in the context of wage-posting monopsonistic firms. Similarly, I consider an economy with two worker types - natives and migrants with different reservation values. I assume natives and migrants are equally productive and perfectly substitutable in production6 , and that returns to labor are constant within firms. Migrants may have lower reservation values for three reasons: (1) lower out-of-work utility, whether due to ineligibility for social transfers or visa requirements; (2) less efficient job search, due to lack of information, language barriers, exclusion from social networks or unauthorized status; or (3) heavier discounting: many migrants intend to work for only a limited period in the host country (see Dustmann and Weiss, 2007), or there may be binding visa time limits, or deportation risk in the case of undocumented workers. Fixed costs in production make labor markets “thin”, and this is the source of firms’ monopsony power. Unemployed workers are randomly matched with firms, but this search process takes time. When they eventually meet a firm, workers draw a random disutility parameter - which may account for workers’ particular aptitudes, preferences over job de6



Of course, these are strong claims. But, the aim of the model is merely to illustrate the reservation wage mechanism - and this mechanism will operate as long as the markets for native and migrant labor are not entirely segregated.
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scriptions or commuting costs. This random draw is an important deviation from Albrecht and Axell (1984): with sufficient match heterogeneity, it ensures the supply of native labor to the firm is not perfectly elastic at the equilibrium wage, so firms can exploit the arrival of (less demanding) migrants by setting lower wages for all. Since wages necessarily fall, fewer natives accept job offers - all else equal. And furthermore, since the value of natives’ outside options decline, those offers which they do accept are of lower quality on average. In practice, this may be associated with displacement across industries and locations. But despite all this, the overall effects on native employment and welfare in the model are in fact ambiguous. This is because I allow for an elastic job matching rate - following the example of Chassamboulli and Palivos (2014) and Chassamboulli and Peri (2014). Lower wages encourage more firms to become active in equilibrium, and workers are to some extent compensated by tighter markets. The overall impact on employment and welfare (whether they rise or fall) depends on the matching technology and the elasticity of job creation. Unfortunately, there are not many studies in the empirical literature which estimate the market-level elasticity of job creation. An important exception is Beaudry, Green and Sand (2014), who find a relatively weak job creation response at the city level. This might suggest an adverse impact on native employment and welfare is feasible (with the marginal product of labor fixed), though this is certainly an open question. In the baseline model, there is a single wage in equilibrium. But, I also study an extension with heterogeneous firms. This yields some interesting distributional implications. The arrival of migrants with low wage demands enables lower productivity firms to enter the market - which previously would have been excluded. In this way, immigration causes the wage offer distribution to expand, with less productive firms disproportionately employing migrants (which is consistent with evidence on skill downgrading of migrants cited above). Given an expanding offer distribution, earnings inequality between natives also grows - despite no change in labor productivity within firms. Those natives who do accept low offers may partly compensated by match quality; but the nature of a frictional model is that this also reflects the erosion of the employment rents accruing to labor. Finally, throughout the main text, I assume that firms cannot set separate wages for natives and migrants. While this kind of discrimination is certainly feasible if wages are individually negotiated, it is presumably difficult for firms to post ex ante distinct native and migrant wages for the same work in the same workplace. On the other hand, it is certainly the case that natives and migrants could be recruited to distinct operations at distinct (posted) wages - to the extent that natives and migrants participate in distinct 5



labor markets, segregated perhaps by language barriers or ethnic networks. As I show in the Appendix, we should then expect any effect of migration on native outcomes to be somewhat blunted. Nevertheless, it seems intuitive that natives should face at least some direct competition from migrants in at least some parts of the labor market, without the protection of full discrimination or market segregation - and for the reasons I have argued above, the immigration surplus result then becomes vulnerable.



2 2.1



Baseline model Overview



I begin by presenting a simple labor market model in continuous time with homogeneous wage-setting monopsonistic firms, where labor is the sole factor of production. The economy contains n workers, of whom nM are migrants and nN are natives, as well as k firms - where k is endogenous. Firms produce a homogeneous output good whose price is normalized to 1. The aim of this exercise is to demonstrate how, in equilibrium, immigration can reduce the surplus accruing to labor, even if workers’ productivity is unchanged. I therefore assume the marginal product of labor is exogenous. To keep things simple, I also assume productivity is invariant across worker types T = {N, M }, i.e. natives and migrants: all workers contribute a fixed output of p. To simplify the exposition, I assume only the unemployed can search for work. But, it is intuitive that the qualitative results should be unaffected by this restriction. Ultimately, if migrants have lower reservation wages, firms will exploit this by setting lower wages for all workers - irrespective of whether or not workers can search on-the-job. Unemployed workers of type T receive a leisure flow utility of bT > 0 and are randomly matched with firms. I allow natives and migrants to search with differing efficiency, denoted by the parameter mT . The flow of meetings involving type T workers is determined by a q Cobb-Douglas matching function mT (u, k) = mT u– k 1≠– , where u = T mT uT is the aggregate efficiency-weighted unemployment stock, and uT is the unemployment stock of type T workers. On meeting a firm, workers draw a random disutility parameter Á: this may account for varying effort costs (due to workers’ particular aptitudes), preferences over particular job descriptions, or commuting costs. Once an offer is agreed, workers are separated from their jobs at an exogenous rate ⁄. To guarantee the existence of a unique equilibrium, it is necessary to impose some structure on F Á . To keep things simple, I assume Á is uniformly distributed in the analysis below. 6



But I initially set out the model in more general terms, merely requiring that F Á is continuous and differentiable over the full support of Á. Each firm j chooses its wage wj to maximize profit, trading off profit per worker with labor force size. I assume there are many firms in equilibrium, so individual firms take their competitors’ choices as given when setting their own wage. Firms are free to enter the economy, so tmonopsonistic power must then be maintained by some barrier to entry or hiring. In the basic framework, I impose a fixed cost c which each firm must pay to produce any quantity of output. Of course, there are alternative means of sustaining market power in equilibrium7 , but the specific modeling decision is immaterial for the theoretical results.



2.2



Workers



The value of employment for a worker of type T = {M, N }, given wage w and match utility Á, is: rT ET (w, Á) = w ≠ Á ≠ ⁄ (ET (w, Á) ≠ VT )



(1)



where VT is the unemployment value. In turn, VT can be characterized as:



rT VT = bT + mT ◊



1≠–



ˆ ˆ w



Á



mT 1≠– = bT + ◊ rT + ⁄



max {ET (Á, w) ≠ VT , 0} dF Á dF w



ˆ ˆ w



(2)



max {w ≠ Á ≠ rT VT , 0} dF Á dF w



Á



where I define ◊ = uk as labor market “tightness”, so mT ◊1≠– is the rate at which workers meet firms. F w is the (endogenous) distribution of wage offers across firms: workers are equally likely to meet each firm. On meeting a firm, a worker draws a random disutility Á from the distribution F Á . Equation (2) can also be expressed in terms of the discounted unemployment value, vT = rT VT : mT 1≠– vT = bT + ◊ rT + ⁄



ˆ ˆ w



Á



max {w ≠ Á ≠ vT , 0} dF Á dF w
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(3)



For example, in the standard Diamond-Mortensen-Pissarides model (see e.g. Pissarides, 2000), market power is founded on costly vacancy creation; and Manning (2006) studies a more general framework with turnover costs.
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Notice that, holding other variables fixed, vT is increasing in the leisure utility flow bT , increasing in the matching efficiency mT , and decreasing in the discount rate rT . I assume that bM Æ bN , mM Æ mN and rM Ø rN , with at least one of these inequalities holding strictly - such that the discounted unemployment value is lower for migrants: vM < vN . The equilibrium stock of type T unemployed workers can be derived by equating inflows with outflows: ⁄ (nT ≠ uT ) = mT ◊



1≠–



ˆ



w



µT (w) dF w · uT



(4)



where ⁄ is the exogenous job separation rate, and µT (w) denotes the probability that a type T worker accepts a wage offer w. Specifically:



µT (w) = Pr (ET (Á, w) Ø VT )



(5)



= F Á (w ≠ vT )



Notice the acceptance probability µT (w) is increasing in w, given the flow reservation value vT . Consequently, firms face upward-sloping labor supply curves, a necessary condition for monopsonistic power.



2.3



Firms



Once it has paid the fixed cost c, an active firm j maximizes its profit ﬁ by setting its wage offer wj . The firm’s wage-setting problem is: max ﬁ (w) = (p ≠ wj ) wj



ÿ T



lT (wj ) ≠ c



(6)



where p is the marginal product of labor, and lT (wj ) is the stock of type T workers in the firm’s labor force. The steady-state level of lT (wj ) can be derived by equating the inflow of type T workers into firm j with the outflow: ◊≠–



m T uT µT (wj ) = ⁄lT (wj ) u



(7)



where the term m uuT gives the probability that any given worker (who the firm meets) is of type T . Substituting the steady-state lT (wj ) into the firm’s problem yields: T
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ÿ m T uT 1 max ﬁ (wj ) = (p ≠ wj ) ◊≠– µT (wj ) wj ⁄ u T



(8)



Since firms take the unemployment stocks as given (there are many firms), the (interior) first order condition is: q



mT uT F Á (wj ≠ vT ) Á T mT uT f (wj ≠ vT )



p ≠ wj = qT



(9)



after substituting (5) for µT (wj ). Equation (9) holds under the assumption that at least some workers reject job offers in equilibrium; I return to this point below. Notice the right q hand side of (9) is simply the inverse elasticity of the firm’s total supply of labor, T lT (wj ). Intuitively, the mark-up is smaller if labor supply is more elastic. In the limit, as the elasticity becomes infinite, the mark-up converges to zero: this represents the competitive case.



2.4



Equilibrium with no migrants



I begin by describing an equilibrium with no migrants, and I then study the effect of introducing migrants into the economy. To simplify the analysis, I assume the match disutility Á is uniformly distributed between 0 and Á˜ Ø 0. The uniform assumption ensures there is a single wage in equilibrium. This can be appreciated from the fact that the left hand side of the first order condition (9) is monotonically decreasing in wj , while the right hand side is monotonically increasing. More generally, a monotone hazard rate assumption on F Á is sufficient to ensure there is a single wage in equilibrium (with no migrants), as long as F Á is continuous and differentiable over its support. If some workers reject job offers in equilibrium, the first order condition (9) collapses to: 1 (p + vN ) (10) 2 if F Á is uniform. But (10) does not describe all equilibria. In particular, firms will never set a wage exceeding vN + Á˜: such a wage would already ensure that all workers accept their offer, so there would be no value in increasing it further. Notice this upper bound will fall below 12 (p + vN ) if Á˜ is sufficiently small, and specifically if Á˜ Æ 12 (p ≠ vN ). In those cases, the upper bound binds, and the equilibrium wage is equal to w = vN + Á˜, with all job offers being accepted. Substituting this wage equilibrium into the unemployment value T (3) yields vN = bN + rTm+⁄ ◊1≠– 2Á˜ . In the extreme case, if Á˜ = 0 (which matches the set-up of Albrecht and Axell, 1984), vN = bN in equilibrium, and so w = bN . This is simply a w=
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restatement of the “Diamond paradox” (Diamond, 1971): any amount of search frictions in a wage-setting model drives the wage down to the outside option. The paradox is broken here by the existence of match-specific rents, as represented by a non-zero Á˜. Notice though that migration in this class of equilibrium will have no direct effect on native wages8 - that is, through the wage-setting decision. Intuitively, this is because Á˜ is so small that the supply of labor facing individual firms is perfectly elastic in equilibrium. Any effect of migration will enter indirectly through changes in market tightness ◊, which affects the value of the outside option. This discussion certainly highlights the importance of match heterogeneity in driving the wage effects which motivate this study - and in moving beyond the results of Albrecht and Axell (1984). For the remainder of this paper, I choose to restrict attention to those (arguably more realistic) equilibria with Á˜ > 12 (p ≠ vN ), with wages characterized by (10). The model yields a unique equilibrium in w and ◊. Given the restriction on Á˜ just stated, this equilibrium can be most intuitively characterized in terms of (1) a positive w-◊ relationship, analogous to the “wage curve” in the Diamond-Mortensen-Pissarides framework (see e.g. Pissarides, 2000); and (2) a negative w-◊ relationship, analogous to the “job creation curve”. Consider first the “wage curve” relationship. If there is a unique wage in the economy, W F collapses to a unit mass, and the reservation value can be expressed as: vN = bN +



mN 1≠– 1 ◊ (w ≠ vN )2 rN + ⁄ 2˜ Á



(11)



given F Á is uniform, and assuming at least some offers are rejected in equilibrium. On substituting (10) for w in (11), it is clear that these equations are sufficient to solve for a unique equilibrium in vN and w, for a given value of ◊. But, this result is in fact general for all F Á satisfying the monotone hazard rate condition.9 What happens when ◊ changes? A rise in ◊ improves the outside option of workers in (11), so vN must grow in equilibrium: this is clear after substituting (10) for w. And based on the first order condition (10), firms must then offer higher wages to attract workers. This yields the positive “wage curve” relationship 8



That is, unless there are so many migrants that firms find it optimal to set wages below the reservation value of natives. 9 This can be appreciated by inspection. Based on (3), vN is bounded below at bN (for w = vN ) and is monotonically increasing in w with a gradient strictly less than 1. Moving to the firm’s first order condition in (9), assuming there are no migrants in the economy, the wage-setting response must exceed bN for vN = bN ; and the wage must also be monotonically increasing in vN with a gradient of strictly less than 1. Therefore, for a fixed value of ◊, the shape of equations (3) and (9) guarantee the existence of a unique equilibrium in v N and w.
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between w and ◊. This mechanism is almost identical in the Diamond-Mortensen-Pissarides framework, except wages there are set ex post - after the match is created. Next, consider the “job creation curve”. This relationship is determined by the free entry condition, which ensures that profit net of the fixed production cost c is equal to zero in equilibrium. That is: ﬁ = (p ≠ w) lN (w) ≠ c = 0



(12)



Substituting (7) for lN (w) and rearranging gives an expression for market tightness: p≠w (w ≠ vN ) ⁄c˜ Á where I have imposed that F Á is uniform. And substituting (10) for vN then gives: ◊– =



(13)



(p ≠ w)2 ◊ = (14) ⁄c˜ Á Notice that market tightness ◊ is strictly decreasing in w: firms create fewer vacancies if labor is more costly. Together with the “wage curve” described above, this “job creation” relationship yields a unique equilibrium in w and ◊, as illustrated by Figure 1. Monopsony power in this model ultimately depends on the fixed cost c. As c falls towards zero, the job creation curve becomes more elastic. In the limit, when c = 0, firm entry drives market tightness ◊ to infinity, guaranteeing all unemployed workers an instant job match: the job creation curve in Figure 1 then becomes flat at w = p. –



2.5



Response to migration



What happens when migrants enter the economy? Again, I restrict attention to equilibria where at least some natives reject offers. For simplicity, I also assume at least some migrants reject offers, though this makes little difference to the results. Given the uniform assumption on F Á , migration enters the model entirely through the firm’s first order condition (and hence through the wage curve). Once I include migrants, the first order condition (9) now collapses to: w=



1 [p + vN ≠ “ (vN ≠ vM )] 2



where “=



m M uM u 11



(15)



Figure 1: Wage and job creation curves is the efficiency-weighted share of migrants in the unemployment pool. So the optimal wage choice is the average of labor productivity p and a weighted average of reservation values vT across worker types T . Notice the job creation curve however is unaffected by migration. q With migrants included, the free entry condition becomes (p ≠ w) T lT (w) ≠ c = 0. But after substituting (7) and (15), this yields an expression identical to (14). Importantly, the equilibrium is invariant to the size of the population, n, all else equal. Intuitively, since I have assumed a matching function with constant returns and a fixed marginal product p, there are no scale economies at the aggregate level. Rather, it is the composition of the population which matters. The key parameter is this respect is the efficiency-weighted share of migrants in the unemployment pool, “; and it is trivial that this parameter “ is increasing in the migrant share of the population, nnM . Therefore, the effect of immigration can be studied purely in terms of an increase in “. In this section, I show the effect of “ on wages is unambiguously negative; and workers can also expect to form lower-quality matches on average. But, the signs of the effects on other key outcomes - market tightness, the native unemployment value and employment rate - depend on the parameters. Throughout, I am assuming that the migrant reservation value vM is smaller than the native value vN , whether because of lower leisure values (bM < bN ), less efficiency matching (mM < mN ) or higher discount rates (rM > rN ). 12



Figure 2: Mechanics behind wage curve Consider first the effect on wages. Equation (15) shows that firms will exploit a larger “ by cutting wages for all - for given vN , vM and p. This can be understood in terms of the elasticity of labor supply facing individual firms: given the uniform distributional assumption, a lower wage corresponds to a more inelastic part of the labor supply curve which ensures firms have sufficient monopsonistic power to maintain that lower wage offer. This ultimately causes the wage curve to shift down. The mechanics behind this shift are illustrated in Figure 2, which depicts the native and migrant reservation values (for given ◊), together with the wage-setting response. In the face of migration, the position of the curves will be unchanged; but the wage equilibrium wú moves down from the line marked “ = 0, equal to 12 (p + vN ), towards the line marked “ = 1 - equal to 12 (p + vM ). The corresponding ú ú equilibrium reservation values are then vN and vM . Of course, based on the logic of Figure 1, this wage effect will be somewhat offset as more firms enter (◊ rises) and the economy moves down the job creation curve: this improves the value of unemployment, which drives up workers’ wage demands. But, the overall effect on w must be negative: as (14) shows, ◊ can only be larger if w is indeed smaller. Given the assumption of uniformly distributed match disutility, it is possible to derive a closed form expression for the effect of “ on wages. To keep things simple, I evaluate the effect when there are no migrants in the economy; that is, “ = 0. As I show in the Appendix: 13



C



D



dw p ≠ vN + 4 (vN ≠ bN ) – =≠ (vN ≠ vM ) d“ – (p ≠ vN ) + 2 (vN ≠ bN ) 2



Clearly, migration only affects the wage to the extent that the unemployment values vN and vM differ: if they are equal, there is no composition effect since natives and migrants are effectively identical. For given vN and vM , notice the wage effect is increasing in –, the elasticity of matching with respect to unemployment. Intuitively, a larger – means job creation is less elastic, so there is a weaker response from ◊ (which would otherwise serve to moderate the wage effect). The decline in w and increase in ◊ have opposing effects on the native unemployment value vN , to the extent that vN may either rise or fall - depending on the parameter values. As I show in the Appendix, in an initial equilibrium with no migrants (ﬁ = 0), the effect of ﬁ on vN can be expressed as: dvN 2 (vN ≠ bN ) = (1 ≠ 2–) (vN ≠ vM ) d“ – (p ≠ vN ) + 2 (vN ≠ bN )



Again, the value of – is critical. For given vN and vM , the effect of migration on vN is decreasing in –. Intuitively, this is for two reasons. First, as noted above, the impact of migration is manifested more in w (and less in ◊) if – is larger; so the (negative) effect of w is then more likely to dominate the (positive) effect of ◊. And second, a larger – also means that market tightness ◊ matters less for the arrival rate of job offers, so the direct effect of ◊ on utility will be weaker: this is clear by inspection of (11). Notice that if – = 12 , vN is invariant to ﬁ: the effects of w and ◊ entirely offset each other. If – > 12 , the wage effect dominates and vN falls; and if – < 12 , the change in ◊ dominates and vN grows. The positive effect of migration on vN for small – may appear counterintuitive, but it can easily be explained from an efficiency perspective. In choosing their reservation wage, workers do not take into account the effect on market tightness ◊; and this gives rise to a negative externality on other workers. In some circumstances then (when – is small, so changes in ◊ become relatively important), migration can help eliminate this inefficiency by forcing wages downwards. The impact of migration on in-work value is not limited to the wage: the match disutility is also important. Next, I explore the impact of migration on the expected disutility of a job for natives, conditional on the job being accepted: E (Á|w ≠ Á > vN ) = 1Á˜ (w ≠ vN ). Notice this is identical to the native job acceptance probability, F Á (w ≠ vN ), given the uniform distributional assumption. Intuitively, a larger acceptance probability is indicative of a 14



higher tolerance for bad matches. For an economy with initially zero migrants (ﬁ = 0), the response of expected disutility (or the acceptance probability) is: A



B



dF Á (w ≠ vN ) 1 dw dvN = ≠ d“ Á˜ d“ d“ C D – (p ≠ vN ) + (1 ≠ –) 4 (vN ≠ bN ) 1 = ≠ (vN ≠ vM ) – (p ≠ vN ) + 2 (vN ≠ bN ) 2˜ Á The effect on expected disutility is always negative. Intuitively, the effect of migration enters the system entirely through the wage w. So, given the existence of moderating effects via ◊, there is no reason why the unemployment value vN should decline more than w. This means any effect on the wage observed in the data may underestimate the overall effect on in-work value: for example, native workers may be displaced to distant locations or second-choice industries or occupations. These effects may alternatively be characterized as “mobility costs”. Finally, I consider the effect of migration on the native employment rate, which I denote by ﬂN . This is the product of the offer arrival rate and the job acceptance probability: 1 (w ≠ vN ) Á˜ Similarly to the effect on vN , there are two opposing forces: market tightness ◊ grows, pushing ﬂN upwards; but the acceptance probability 1Á˜ (w ≠ vN ) contracts, pushing pN downwards. Again, either effect may dominate; and this depends on the parameter values. As I show in the Appendix, with ﬁ initially set to zero, the elasticity of migration with respect to ﬂN is: ﬂN = mN ◊1≠– ·



C



D



1 dﬂN (2 ≠ 3–) (p ≠ vN ) + 4 (1 ≠ –) (vN ≠ bN ) vN ≠ vM = ﬂ d“ – (p ≠ vN ) + 2 (vN ≠ bN ) p ≠ vN



For given vN and vM , the effect is decreasing in –. This is for two reasons. First, a larger – makes the market tightness ◊ less responsive to the mark-up (p ≠ w): this is evident on inspection of (14). And second, as above, a larger – means the impact of migration is manifested more in w and less in ◊; so the (positive) effect of ◊ is less likely to dominate. The overall effect on ﬂ is unambiguously positive for – Æ 23 and unambiguously negative for – = 1. It is instructive to contrast these predictions with those of Chassamboulli and Palivos (2014) and Chassamboulli and Peri (2014), who assume wages are negotiated ex post by indi15



vidual bargaining - rather than being set ex ante. In their set-up, the wage curve pertaining to natives is effectively static in the face of migration. Migration enters the model instead entirely through the job creation curve, which shifts outwards. That is, firms are encouraged to enter by the arrival of migrants with low wage demands. The effect on native wages (as well as welfare and employment) is then unambiguously positive, since natives demand a higher wage given the tighter market (that is, a movement up along the wage curve).
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Policy implications



The acknowledgement that labor markets are imperfectly competitive throws up new complications in the analysis of policy. In particular, many policies whose intention is to stem the flow of migrants (and thereby protect native wages) may in some circumstances be selfdefeating. The overall wage effect ultimately depends on how the wage-setting response of firms shifts following the policy change. Holding vN constant, the effect of a migration policy on the wage response can be broken down in the following way: dw =



1 [“dvM ≠ (vN ≠ vM ) d“] 2



(16)



The key point is that policies which are intended to reduce the efficiency-weighted migrant share, “, will often force down vM also. And so, the overall impact on wages may end up being negative. If – is sufficiently large, this would have negative implications for native welfare. Importantly, equation (16) shows that changes in vM will matter more if there are already many migrants in the country. For example, government may attempt to discourage migration by restricting access to out-of-work benefits. But if bM falls relative to bN , firms will exploit migrants’ lower wage demands (all else equal) by cutting wages for all. Similarly, policies which constrain visa time limits (so rM grows relative to rN ) will cause “ to fall, but migrants’ wage demands (as defined by vM ) will decline also. A particularly interesting case is that of migrants’ matching efficiency mM . Consider, for example, the implications of amnesty policies or other interventions which improve assimilation (such as subsidized language instruction) and thereby raise mM . Clearly, in the extreme case, if mM is initially equal to zero (so “ = 0), this must have a negative effect on native wages (since vM < vN ). But, the opposite may be true if mM is large. For example, if bM = bN and rM = rN , it is clear that setting mM equal to mN will ensure a wage outcome equivalent to that under “ = 0 (since migrants are now identical to natives). And so, if 16



bM = bN and rM = rN , there must be some value of mM (below mN ) at which native wages are increasing in migrants’ matching efficiency, mM . Chassamboulli and Peri (2014) also consider the effect of various migration policies in a frictional labor market. But, their assumption of ex post bargaining yields very different implications: changes in vM and “ in their model (all else equal) yield the reverse effects to those in mine. In particular, an increase in the migrant value vM (all else equal) is harmful for natives if wages are bargained ex post: higher migrant reservation wages would discourage firm entry, and natives would therefore suffer from lower wages, employment and welfare. And an increase in the efficiency-weighted migrant share “ is beneficial for natives (all else equal), because this encourages firm entry. In general then, native wages in their model (as well as employment and welfare) are best supported by the presence of many migrants with ideally low wage demands. But, it is specifically these conditions which are the most detrimental for native wages in my set-up.



3



Heterogeneous firms



So far, I have assumed that firms are identical - with only a single wage in equilibrium. However, allowing for heterogeneity across firms brings to light some interesting distributional implications of migration. In incorporating this heterogeneity, I follow the approach of Albrecht and Axell (1984). They demonstrate that the presence of distinct groups of workers (with distinct leisure values) facilitates a separating equilibrium, where high-productivity firms offer high-wage jobs to the general population, while low-productivity firms offer lowwage jobs targeted specifically at the low-value group. I build on these results by incorporating some dispersion in match quality (driven by job-specific disutility Á˜) in the model. As I have already argued, this match dispersion makes the supply of native labor to individual firms somewhat inelastic in equilibrium, so native wages will adjust as migrants enter the economy. However, now that I allow for firm heterogeneity, migration affects not only the level but also the distribution of native wages. Suppose there is a fixed population of firms, which can either pay the fixed cost c and produce - or remain inactive. These firms are heterogeneous in the following sense: an employee of firm j produces pj units of the output good, and pj varies across firms according to some distribution F p . Effectively, there is a limited supply of productive firms. In this setup, only the most productive firms will produce, and all but the marginal firm will receive positive profits (net of the fixed cost c) in equilibrium. I denote the productivity of the 17



marginal firm as p¯, and the stock of active firms as k. As before, market tightness ◊ is defined as uk , where u is the efficiency-weighted stock of unemployed workers. Equilibrium can be characterized by five unknowns: vN , vM , F w , ◊ and p¯, together with the following equations. The discounted unemployment value is: mT 1≠– 1 vT = bT + ◊ rT + ⁄ 2˜ Á



ˆ w



(w ≠ vT )2 dF w



(17)



for T = {N, M }. The wage offer distribution can be derived by integrating over the distribution of firm productivities, above the marginal productivity p¯: 1 F (x) = 1 ≠ F p (¯ p) w



ˆx



f w (wú (p)) dF p



(18)



p¯



where wú (p) is the firm’s optimal wage decision. If match disutility Á is uniformly distributed10 : Y _ ]1



wú (p) = _ 2 [1



[p + vN ≠ “ (vN ≠ vM )] if p > vN + “ (vN ≠ vM )



(p + vM ) 2



otherwise



(19)



If the marginal productivity p¯ is sufficiently small, there will be some firms in equilibrium which employ only migrants - and thus take no account of the native reservation value vN . And finally, free entry guarantees that the profit of the marginal firm net of the fixed cost c is equal to zero: [¯ p ≠ wú (¯ p)]2 (20) ⁄c˜ Á All but the marginal firm will receive positive profits in equilibrium. Notice that more productive firms have more employees in equilibrium. This is because they set higher wages, so more workers accept job offers. This is consistent with empirical evidence on the relationship between firm size and wages (e.g. Brown and Medoff, 1989; Oi and Idson, 1999). And it has often been argued that this relationship reflects the upwardsloping labor supply curves facing monopsonistic employers (e.g. Weiss and Landau, 1984; Burdett and Mortensen, 1998; Manning, 2003). ◊– =



10



To keep things simple, I have assumed in (19) that Á˜ is sufficiently large (or the maximum p sufficiently small) such that, in equilibrium, there are always at least some migrants who reject offers from even the most productive firm. This ensures that the supply of migrants is never entirely inelastic for any firm.
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More productive firms also employ relatively fewer migrants - as a share of their workforce. I show in the Appendix that, for a firm with productivity p, the migrant share is: YË _ ]



lM (w (p)) = ú lM (w (p)) + lN (wú (p)) _ [1 ú



wú (p)≠vM wú (p)≠(1≠“)vN ≠“vM



È



ﬁ



if p > vN + “ (vN ≠ vM ) otherwise



(21)



which is decreasing in p. Intuitively, for any given wage w, the supply of native labor is relatively more elastic than the supply of migrants; so more productive firms (with higher wages) will attract relatively more natives. The disproportionate concentration of migrants in low-value firms bears a clear relation to evidence on skill downgrading (see e.g. Dustmann and Preston, 2012). What is the effect of migration? An increase in “ causes wages to fall, and this effect arises through two channels. First, there is the direct effect of “ illustrated in equation (19): migration will always drive down wages in equilibrium if vN exceeds vM . And just as in the baseline model, this effect is moderated by a smaller – and more elastic job creation curve. But, in this model with heterogeneous firms, there is also a second channel. The introduction of migrants with low reservation values facilitates the entry of less productive firms. As the marginal productivity p¯ drops, workers can expect to receive lower wage offers on average. The flip-side of this is increasing rents accruing to firms with productivity exceeding p¯. This contrasts with the baseline model, where all profits are necessarily wiped out in equilibrium by the fixed cost c. Having said all that, the implications for welfare and employment remain ambiguous - for the reasons outlined above. In this framework, migration also has important distributional consequences, even within the native population. As p¯ drops and firm productivity becomes increasingly dispersed, wage differentials between natives must grow. Some of this is compensated by match disutility. But, there is also an element of luck: imperfectly competitive models necessarily yield rents. So overall, there must be larger dispersion across individual natives in the value of employment ex post. The wage gap between natives and migrants also increases with “. This is the case even in equilibria with no segregation, with all firms employing at least some natives. This is because migrants are relatively more willing to accept wage offers from the low productivity firms which are entering the market. Finally, in an economy with heterogeneous firms, migration can facilitate the emergence of labor market segregation. In an equilibrium with no migrants (“ = 0), the productivity p¯ of the marginal firm p¯ (and it’s wage) must lie above the native reservation value vN . As 19



“ grows though, p¯ will eventually fall below the threshold vN + “ (vN ≠ vM ); and the new marginal firms offer wages which are so low that only migrants accept them. Labor market segregation is incomplete here though, in the sense that there can never exist firms which employ only natives: migrants can always receive (and are free accept) offers from any firm. Since migrants in this model are not excluded from any part of the economy, there is no particular reason to expect the emergence of this kind of segregation should dull the impact of migration on native outcomes. In the Appendix though, I also study the implications of exogenous segregation - where barriers are erected between native and migrant labor markets due to outside considerations, such as language or social networks. In these circumstances, competition between natives and migrants can indeed be blunted.



4



Conclusion



According to the “immigration surplus” result, if capital is perfectly elastic, native labor should benefit on average from migration - or at least, it should not lose. However, I have shown this result is vulnerable if firms have monopsonistic power in the labor market. If migrants have lower wage demands than natives (and there is good theoretical justification, as well as empirical evidence, to substantiate this claim), firms will be able to exploit the arrival of new migrants from abroad by offering lower wages for all - even if productivity is entirely unaffected. The model also predicts workers will be compelled to accept lower quality offers - an adverse effect typically unobserved in the data. Of course, I have abstracted away from skill heterogeneity throughout this paper, focusing instead on homogeneous workers. But, these results are easily transferred to a more complex economy. In particular, my results suggest the migrant employment share within skilldefined cells will matter for wages within those cell, even if employment in those cells (which presumably determines the marginal product) is held constant. I have also explored the implications of heterogeneity among firms. Migration in this case not only affects the average level of natives wages, but also the distribution. This is because the low wage demands of migrants facilitates the entry of low productivity firms, which causes the wage offer distribution to expand. Importantly, despite the unambiguously negative effects on native wages in this model (with productivity held fixed), the impact on native employment and welfare is uncertain. This is because the entry of new firms (encouraged by migrants’ low wage demands) offers natives some compensation in terms of a tighter labor market. Either way though, the fact 20



remains that the immigration surplus result is vulnerable. Finally, I have offered a brief discussion of the policy implications. The main message here is that policies outwardly designed the stem the flow of migrants (and thereby support native wages) may in some circumstances be self-defeating. For example, restricting access to outof-work benefits may discourage migrants from entering the country; but at the same time, those migrants already present are likely to reduce their wage demands - with repercussions for natives’ earnings. On the other hand, amnesty-type policies which foster access to the labor market may ultimately serve to support native wages, as migrants improve their outside options. An alternative (more direct) approach would be to protect native wages through minimum wage legislation. In concluding, it is worth emphasizing that the overall impact of many of these policies is ambiguous from a theoretical perspective, given the existence of various countervailing effects. Ultimately, their efficacy is an empirical question, which I leave to future research.



Appendix A



Segregated labor markets



In the main text, I have assumed that natives and migrants compete in the same labor market. However, language barriers and ethnicity-based job networks (see e.g. Munshi, 2003) may dull the competition between natives and migrants. Also, firms which employ undocumented migrants (especially if they pay below the minimum wage) may conduct their recruitment activity somewhat discreetly, outside the general labor market. Ultimately, all this will blunt all the effects of migration on native outcomes analysed in the main text. But, we should still expect some impact to the extent that segregation is incomplete. I model market structure in the following way. There are two distinct markets, characterized by their own matching functions: the “general market” and “ethnic market”. I distinguish outcomes in the ethnic market notationally by hats ( ˆ ). I assume in this exercise that firms are identical, with labor productivity p. Firms can choose which market to enter; but to keep things simple, I assume they cannot participate in both markets simultaneously.11 From the perspective of firms then, this is a problem of directed search in the 11



Alternatively, firms may be permitted to participate in both the general and ethnic markets (and offer different wages to each market), as long as they do not recruit from both markets to the same plant or workplace (for equivalent work). I assume though that each plant requires a fixed cost c to remain active; and in this sense, they can be treated as distinct firms in the analysis. Critically, I do not permit firms
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style of Moen (1997). But, I impose more restrictions on the search patterns of workers. Native workers search with efficiency mN in the general market, but have no access to the ethnic market. Migrants, however, do participate in both markets: they search with efficiency (1 ≠ „) mM in the general market and „mM in the ethnic market, where „ œ [0, 1]. The flow of matches in the general and ethnic markets are u– k 1≠– and uˆ– kˆ1≠– respectively; where k and kˆ are the stock of firms in the general and ethnic markets, and u and uˆ are the efficiency-weighted unemployment stocks. Specifically, u = mN uN + (1 ≠ „) mM uM and uˆ = „mM uM . Notice that „ = 0 corresponds to the basic model with no segregation (the ethnic market becomes redundant); „ = 1 indicates total segregation between natives and migrants (so there is no competition between them); and „ œ (0, 1) is the more interesting in-between case. Following the logic of equation (8), the profit maximization problem of a firm j in the general market is: 1 [mN uN µN (wj ) + (1 ≠ „) mM uM µM (wj )] ≠ c (22) wj ⁄u where ◊ is the tightness of the general market. Based on the argument above, and assuming F Á is uniform, the first order condition collapses to: max ﬁ (wj ) = (p ≠ wj ) ◊≠–



w=



1 [p + vN ≠ “ (vN ≠ vM )] 2



(23)



where



(1 ≠ „) mM uM u is the efficiency-weighted share of migrants in the general market unemployment pool. As in the main text, the optimal wage choice is the average of p and a weighted average of the reservation values, with the weights corresponding to the efficiency-weighted unemployment stocks. And for the same reasons as above, all firms in the general market must choose the same wage w in equilibrium. Similarly, the profit maximization problem for a firm j in the ethnic market is: “=



1 max ﬁ ˆ (wˆj ) = (p ≠ wˆj ) ◊ˆ≠– µM (wˆj ) ≠ c w ˆj ⁄



(24)



where ◊ˆ is the ethnic market tightness. Assuming F Á is uniform, the first order condition to offer different wages (ex ante) to natives and migrants in the same market (for equivalent work). This extreme type of discrimination is presumably increasingly difficult to implement.
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collapses to: 1 (p ≠ vM ) (25) 2 And again, all firms in the ethnic market set the same wage wˆ in equilibrium. Given there is a single wage in each market, the unemployment value for natives is: wˆ =



mN 1≠– 1 ◊ (w ≠ vN )2 rN + ⁄ 2˜ Á



(26)



È mM 1 Ë · (1 ≠ „) ◊1≠– (w ≠ vM )2 + „◊ˆ1≠– (wˆ ≠ vM )2 rM + ⁄ 2˜ Á



(27)



v N = bN + and the migrants’ value is:



vM = bM +



The model is closed by a free entry condition in each market, which ensures profits net of the fixed cost c are equal to zero. Following the logic of (14), these conditions can be expressed as: ◊– = in the general market and



(p ≠ w)2 ⁄c˜ Á



(p ≠ w) ˆ 2 ◊ˆ– = ⁄c˜ Á



in the ethnic market. How do the results vary from the baseline model above? Suppose again that bN Ø bM , mN Ø mM and rN Æ rM , with at least one of these inequalities being strict. It follows that the native unemployment value vN exceeds the migrant value vM . As I have already explained, if „ = 0, the model is identical to the baseline framework set out in Section 2. But as the exogenous measure of segregation „ grows, the ex ante expected wages of natives and migrants begin to diverge. Since the only participants in the ethnic market are migrants (with lower reservation values), firms have greater monopsonistic power, so they will set wages which are lower than in the general market: wˆ < w. On the other hand, given free entry in each market, it must also be that ◊ˆ > ◊. Notice that migration (represented by an increase in “) always causes w to fall and ◊ to grow in the general market, though the effect is decreasing in „. The one exception is the 23



extreme case of „ = 1, where natives are entirely protected from migration.



B



Derivations of results



[TO DO]



Bibliography Albrecht, James W., and Bo Axell. 1984. “An Equilibrium Model of Search Unemployment.” The Journal of Political Economy, 92(5): 824–840. Beaudry, Paul, David A. Green, and Benjamin M. Sand. 2012. “Does Industrial Composition Matter for Wages? A Test of Search and Bargaining Theory.” Econometrica, 80(3): 1063–1104. Beaudry, Paul, David A. Green, and Benjamin M. Sand. 2014. “In Search of Labor Demand.” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper No. 20568. Borjas, George J. 1995. “The Economic Benefits from Immigration.” The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 9(2): 3–22. Borjas, George J, Jeffrey Grogger, and Gordon H Hanson. 2012. “Comment: On Estimating Elasticities Of Substition.” Journal of the European Economic Association, 10(1): 198–210. Borjas, George J., Richard B. Freeman, Lawrence F. Katz, John DiNardo, and John M. Abowd. 1997. “How Much do Immigration and Trade Affect Labor Market Outcomes?” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 1997(1): 1–90. Brown, Charles, and James Medoff. 1989. “The Employer Size-Wage Effect.” The Journal of Political Economy, 1027–1059. Burdett, Kenneth, and Dale T. Mortensen. 1998. “Wage Differentials, Employer Size, and Unemployment.” International Economic Review, 39(2): 257–273. Card, David. 2009. “Immigration and Inequality.” American Economic Review, 99(2): 1–21. Catanzarite, Lisa. 2002. “Dynamics of Segregation and Earnings in Brown-Collar Occupations.” Work and Occupations, 29(3): 300–345. 24



Chassamboulli, Andri, and Giovanni Peri. 2014. “The Labor Market Effects of Reducing Undocumented Immigrants.” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper No. 19932. Chassamboulli, Andri, and Theodore Palivos. 2014. “A Search-Equilibrium Approach to the Effects of Immigration on Labor Market Outcomes.” International Economic Review, 55(1): 111–129. Chiswick, Barry R. 1978. “The Effect of Americanization on the Earnings of Foreign-Born Men.” The Journal of Political Economy, 897–921. Cortes, Patricia. 2008. “The Effect of Low-Skilled Immigration on US Prices: Evidence from CPI Data.” Journal of Political Economy, 116(3): 381–422. De Matos, Ana D. 2011. http://personal.lse.ac.uk/matos/jmp.pdf.



“The



Careers



of



Immigrants.”



Diamond, Peter A. 1971. “A Model of Price Adjustment.” Journal of Economic Theory, 3(2): 156–168. Dustmann, Christian, and Ian Preston. 2012. “Comment: Estimating the effect of immigration on wages.” Journal of the European Economic Association, 10(1): 216–223. Dustmann, Christian, and Yoram Weiss. 2007. “Return Migration: Theory and Empirical Evidence from the UK.” British Journal of Industrial Relations, 45(2): 236–256. Dustmann, Christian, Tommaso Frattini, and Ian P. Preston. 2012. “The Effect of Immigration Along the Distribution of Wages.” Review of Economic Studies, 80(1): 145– 173. Eckstein, Zvi, and Yoram Weiss. 2004. “On the Wage Growth of Immigrants: Israel, 1990-2000.” Journal of the European Economic Association, 2(4): 665–695. Edo, Anthony. 2013. “The Impact of Immigration on Native Wages and Employment.” Documents de Travail du Centre d’Economie de la Sorbonne, 2013.64. Ellingsen, Tore, and Asa Rosen. 2003. “Fixed or Flexible? Wage-setting in Search Equilibrium.” Economica, 70(278): 233–250.



25



Hall, Robert E., and Alan B. Krueger. 2012. “Evidence on the Incidence of Wage Posting, Wage Bargaining, and On-the-Job Search.” American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics, 4(4): 56–67. Hall, Robert E., and Edward P. Lazear. 1984. “The Excess Sensitivity of Layoffs and Quits to Demand.” Journal of Labor Economics, 233–257. Hamermesh, Daniel S. 1998. “Immigration and the Quality of Jobs.” In Help or Hindrance? The Economic Implications of Immigration for African Americans. , ed. Frank D. Bean Daniel S. Hammermesh. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. Hanson, V.D. 2013. “Illegal Immigration: Elite Illiberality.” National Review Online, 17 June 2013. Hodge, Robert W., and Patricia Hodge. 1965. “Occupational Assimilation as a Competitive Process.” American Journal of Sociology, 249–264. Malchow-Moller, Nikolaj, Jakob R. Munch, and Jan R. Skaksen. 2012. “Do Immigrants Affect Firm-Specific Wages?” The Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 114(4): 1267–1295. Malchow-Moller, Nikolaj, Jakob R. Munch, Claus A. Seidelin, and Jan R. Skaksen. 2013. “Immigrant Workers and Farm Performance: Evidence from Matched Employer-Employee Data.” American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 95(4): 819–841. Manacorda, Marco, Alan Manning, and Jonathan Wadsworth. 2012. “The Impact of Immigration on the Structure of Wages: Theory and Evidence from Britain.” Journal of the European Economic Association, 10(1): 120–151. Manning, Alan. 2003. Monopsony in Motion: Imperfect Competition in Labor Markets. Princeton: Princeton University Press. Manning, Alan. 2011. “Imperfect Competition in the Labor Market.” In Handbook of Labor Economics. Vol. 4B, , ed. David Card and Orley Ashenfelter, 973–1041. New York: Elsevier. Moen, Espen R. 1997. “Competitive Search Equilibrium.” Journal of Political Economy, 105(2): 385–411.



26



Munshi, Kaivan. 2003. “Networks in the Modern Economy: Mexican Migrants in the US Labor Market.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 118(2): 549–599. Nanos, Panagiotis, and Christian Schluter. 2014. “The Composition of Wage Differentials between Migrants and Natives.” European Economic Review, 65: 23–44. New York Times. 2009. “Editorial: Immigration and the Unions.” 20 April 2009. Oi, Walter Y., and Todd L. Idson. 1999. “Firm Size and Wages.” Handbook of Labor Economics, 3: 2165–2214. Orrenius, Pia M., and Madeline Zavodny. 2009. “Do Immigrants Work in Riskier Jobs?” Demography, 46(3): 535–551. Ottaviano, Gianmarco I.P., and Giovanni Peri. 2008. “Immigration and National Wages: Clarifying the Theory and the Empirics.” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper No. 14188. Ottaviano, Gianmarco I.P., and Giovanni Peri. 2012. “Rethinking the Effect of Immigration on Wages.” Journal of the European Economic Association, 10(1): 152–197. Pissarides, Christopher A. 2000. Equilibrium Unemployment Theory. The MIT Press: Boston. Snyder, David, and Paula M. Hudis. 1976. “Occupational Income and the Effects of Minority Competition and Segregation: A Reanalysis and Some New Evidence.” American Sociological Review, 209–234. The Labour Party. 2015. “Britain Can be Better: The Labour Party Manifesto 2015.” Weiss, Andrew, and Henry J. Landau. 1984. “Wages, Hiring Standards, and Firm Size.” Journal of Labor Economics, 2(4): 477–499.



27



























[image: The Impact of Migration in a Monopsonistic Labor Market]
The Impact of Migration in a Monopsonistic Labor Market












[image: The Contribution of Foreign Migration to Local Labor Market Adjustment]
The Contribution of Foreign Migration to Local Labor Market Adjustment












[image: The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ... - SSRN papers]
The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ... - SSRN papers












[image: The Labor Market Impact of Immigration in Western ...]
The Labor Market Impact of Immigration in Western ...












[image: The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ...]
The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ...












[image: The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ...]
The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ...












[image: The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ...]
The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ...












[image: Impact of climate-related disasters on human migration ...]
Impact of climate-related disasters on human migration ...












[image: Impact of climate-related disasters on human migration ...]
Impact of climate-related disasters on human migration ...












[image: Statistics on Labor Migration within the Asia-Pacific Region]
Statistics on Labor Migration within the Asia-Pacific Region












[image: Composite blade damaging under impact]
Composite blade damaging under impact












[image: Internal Labor Migration as a Shock Coping Strategy ...]
Internal Labor Migration as a Shock Coping Strategy ...












[image: Family Migration and Labor Market Outcomes]
Family Migration and Labor Market Outcomes












[image: Composite blade damaging under impact - CiteSeerX]
Composite blade damaging under impact - CiteSeerX












[image: Composite blade damaging under impact - CiteSeerX]
Composite blade damaging under impact - CiteSeerX












[image: The impact of Migartion on Children in the Caribbean - Child Migration ...]
The impact of Migartion on Children in the Caribbean - Child Migration ...












[image: The impact of immigration on the local labor market outcomes of - IZA]
The impact of immigration on the local labor market outcomes of - IZA












[image: The impact of immigration on the local labor market outcomes of - IZA]
The impact of immigration on the local labor market outcomes of - IZA












[image: Oham - 2006 - Labor Migration from Southeastern Nigeria to Spani.pdf]
Oham - 2006 - Labor Migration from Southeastern Nigeria to Spani.pdf












[image: The impact of immigration on the French labor market]
The impact of immigration on the French labor market












[image: ADVISORY LABOR ARBITRATION UNDER NEW YORK LAW: DOES ...]
ADVISORY LABOR ARBITRATION UNDER NEW YORK LAW: DOES ...












[image: Wage Determination and Labor Market Volatility under ...]
Wage Determination and Labor Market Volatility under ...












[image: Wage Determination and Labor Market Volatility under ...]
Wage Determination and Labor Market Volatility under ...












[image: The Impact of Indian Job Guarantee Scheme on Labor ...]
The Impact of Indian Job Guarantee Scheme on Labor ...















The Labor Impact of Migration Under Monopsony






African-American citizens especially is undercut by illegal labor.â€� 2 .... job search, due to lack of information, language barriers, exclusion from social networks or. 






 Download PDF 



















 248KB Sizes
 0 Downloads
 212 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





The Impact of Migration in a Monopsonistic Labor Market 

some extent compensated by the entry of new firms to the market, enticed by lower wages. The overall .... this disadvantage should dissipate with time, as migrants assimilate into the labor market (see e.g. Chiswick, ...... is the efficiency-weighted














[image: alt]





The Contribution of Foreign Migration to Local Labor Market Adjustment 

foreign migration does indeed contribute disproportionately to local labor market ad- justment and to ... relatively mobile, they should - all else equal - bring local labor markets to equilibrium more. 1This statistic is ... identify the local suppl














[image: alt]





The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ... - SSRN papers 

Feb 3, 2017 - Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection Act (BAPCPA) amendment was effective in. 2005. But after BAPCPA was enacted, Chapter 7 bankruptcy became only available for debtors with incomes above the median income amount of the debtors' sta














[image: alt]





The Labor Market Impact of Immigration in Western ... 

Francesco D'Amuri (Bank of Italy and ISER, University of Essex). Gianmarco I. P. ..... We account for wage rigidities by assuming that the wage of natives with education k and experience j has to satisfy the following ..... For native Germans it incr














[image: alt]





The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ... 

Mar 29, 2016 - with job search and bankruptcy choices. The model takes into account both the endogeneity and interdependence of decisions in labor and ...














[image: alt]





The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ... 

Mar 29, 2016 - The Texas Advanced Computing Center (TACC) ..... call that the bankruptcy flag is removed with a higher probability under. Chapter 13 ...














[image: alt]





The Impact of Personal Bankruptcy on Labor Supply ... 

Feb 3, 2017 - Econ One Research and Peking University HSBC Business School. Abstract ...... according to the Federal Trade Commission (FTC). However ...














[image: alt]





Impact of climate-related disasters on human migration ... 

businesses and subsequently reduce their potential for generating ..... In the absence of financing instruments for disaster prevention and recovery, regions .... frequent natural disasters, more interview subjects have plans to migrate.














[image: alt]





Impact of climate-related disasters on human migration ... 

Abstract The great human-environmental diversity of Mexico provides a framework for an initial understanding of the wide disparities between rich and poor. Mexico is still dominated in many regions by agriculture, and during the last 25 years, weathe














[image: alt]





Statistics on Labor Migration within the Asia-Pacific Region 

May 12, 2015 - In 2013, there were ... 52-100 million domestic workers worldwide4. In 2013,. 58 per cent ... India: 390,000; Indonesia: 11,000; Iran: 98,000;.














[image: alt]





Composite blade damaging under impact 

available predictive tools for simulating the response of composite structures under crash or impact loads, which will allow to evaluate damage ... Tensile : Crack opening. Transverse stress-strain relation. Strain microcrack. Residual strain. Progre














[image: alt]





Internal Labor Migration as a Shock Coping Strategy ... 

Jun 5, 2015 - this shock â€“ plays for recovery.1 Following a large adverse productivity shock, we identify internal ... Zylberberg 2014). We show that, in such cases, a viable coping strategy is to rely ..... 18We use the five kilometer radius becau














[image: alt]





Family Migration and Labor Market Outcomes 

known as the SEO (Survey of Economic Opportunities) sample. This core sample .... Table 4 displays the basic descriptive statistics for the estimation sample.














[image: alt]





Composite blade damaging under impact - CiteSeerX 

3 Faculty of Aerospace Engineering, Delft University of Technology, ... compliance and stiffness tensors (6Ã—6 matrix), respectively, of the initial material; Seff and ...














[image: alt]





Composite blade damaging under impact - CiteSeerX 

compliance and stiffness tensors (6Ã—6 matrix), respectively, of the initial .... a is the second parameter of the model, and Dnc the classical definition of damage ...














[image: alt]





The impact of Migartion on Children in the Caribbean - Child Migration ... 

children left behind by one or both parents who have migrated. .... reality, however, in Caribbean, is that schools are not equipped to provide access to ..... concerns children (left behind) between the ages of 11 and 13 years old who are ..... Cari














[image: alt]





The impact of immigration on the local labor market outcomes of - IZA 

May 22, 2013 - Square, UK-London EC1V 0HB, UK, email: [email protected]. â€¡ .... markets impact of immigration is large, to the best of our knowledge, no other study has ... (2008) for recent examples of papers using this dataset.














[image: alt]





The impact of immigration on the local labor market outcomes of - IZA 

May 22, 2013 - immigrants with a level of education below high-school graduation. ...... variable reported in the Census indicates the diploma received by.














[image: alt]





Oham - 2006 - Labor Migration from Southeastern Nigeria to Spani.pdf 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. Oham - 2006 ...














[image: alt]





The impact of immigration on the French labor market 

Available online 14 May 2014. JEL classification: ... 1. Introduction. Recent years have seen a renewed interest in the research on the .... pations accounts for a large part of the overall impact on the wage, which further supports the ..... mated e














[image: alt]





ADVISORY LABOR ARBITRATION UNDER NEW YORK LAW: DOES ... 

Jun 26, 2005 - doctrines governing the field of private-sector employment law.6 ... See PUBLIC SECTOR LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT LAW 818â€“19 (Jerome.














[image: alt]





Wage Determination and Labor Market Volatility under ... 

the process by which workers and jobs are allocated to labor markets ... is driven down to a worker's outside option, namely, the value of home production. ...... The contribution of this paper is to reinforce this consensus, and re-sound a call for.














[image: alt]





Wage Determination and Labor Market Volatility under ... 

Moreover, because Â¯vp(N) depends on aggregate conditions only through p and N, ...... â€œEmployment Fluctuations with Equilibrium Wage Stickiness,â€� American ...














[image: alt]





The Impact of Indian Job Guarantee Scheme on Labor ... 

legal enforcement of the right to work, as an aspect of the fundamental right to live ...... sented at Agriculture and Applied Economics Association Annual Meeting.


























×
Report The Labor Impact of Migration Under Monopsony





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















