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Abstract

In this paper we investigate the degree to which the internal migra-
tion fows in Western Germany can be related to employment changes.
The data consist of in- and out-migration of employed workers and
employment in 75 regions in Western Germany over the period 1982-
1997. Given a multinomial logit model for the individual migration
decisions, we derive a conditional Poisson gravity model for the mi-
gration fows from one region to another. Although these migration
Fows are not observable, it appears that the in- and out-migration
per region are su¢cient statistics for maximum likelihood estimation,
for each year separately. The correctness of the model speci..cation
is tested by the integrated conditional moment test on the basis of
nonlinear regressions implied by the Poisson gravity model.

JEL codes: C12, C13, C21, C51, C52, R12

Key words: Migration, Poisson-gravity model, maximum likeli-
hood, nonlinear regression, model speci..cation testing.

1 Introduction

The literature suggests numerous explanations for either a slowing urban-
ization pattern or the existence of a counter-urbanization tendency in Eu-
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ropean countries during the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. These explanations
can be organized into ..ve groups, that is, economic structural change, demo-
graphic restructuring, government policy, housing costs, and period ecects.
Economic structural change refers to the regional deconcentration of man-
ufacturing and service employment, and can be thought of as the ”’people
follow jobs” explanation. Demographic restructuring refers to a change in
the preferences of the working-age population in favor of locations in rural,
low density, environmentally pleasant areas; this is the jobs follow peo-
ple” explanation. Period ecects include business cycle fuctuations, regional
boom and bust experiences, and changing socio-demographic compositions.
The government policy explanation includes planned deconcentration initia-
tives to redistribute jobs and people to rural / peripheral areas, and includes
increases in public service employment such as, child care, education for the
young, and other services. Housing costs reasons include both the high cost
and the availability of housing (Kontuly 1998; Kontuly and Dearden 1998).

Several researchers believe that the ..rst three explanations provide the
basis for understanding counter-urbanization and slowing urbanization in
the deweloped world (Fielding 1989; Frey 1987, 1988, 1989, 1993; Hugo and
Smailes 1985; Kontuly and Vogelsang 1988; Morrill 1978; Moseley 1984;
Plane and Rogerson 1991). Kontuly and Vogelsang (1988) contend that
government policy must be added to these three major explanations.

Economic structural change and demographic restructuring explain long-
term tendencies in the human settlement patterns of developed countries.
Structural change explanations viewed the de-industrialization of the 1970s
as a short-term phenomenon, and forecasted new urbanization tendencies
for large metropolitan areas that were able to function as advanced private
service centers, the locations of corporate headquarters, banks, and other
..nancial institutions, and for metropolitan areas that became the location of
knowledge-based industries. Demographic restructuring refers to a change in
residential preferences or in the ability to act on such preferences - a basic
change either in the preferences of the working-age population or in their
ability to act on such preferences, in favor of residences in rural or small-
town environments and against large cities.

Period explanations, which account for short-term change, attributed the
1970s migration turnaround to the unique economic and demographic cir-
cumstances of the 1970s, and implied that when these economic and de-
mographic shocks subsided, more traditional urbanization tendencies would
re-emerge. The changing socio-demographic compositions explanation in-
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cluded the infuence of relative age cohort sizes such as the proportion of the
population in the Baby Boom generation and the proportion of the popula-
tion that is elderly. The emergence of large birth cohorts during the 1950s
and early 1960s impacted labor markets and the spatial structure of young
adult migration fows became more geographically focused. The aging of the
population has meant a rapid increase in the numbers of economically in-
active people and a growing pool of potential migrants. Retirement enables
those with su@cient resources to realize long-held desires for more realized
life-styles in attractive, uncongested surroundings.

Structural economic change is occurring as the proportion of tertiary and
guaternary employment increases relative to secondary employment. Also,
the decline in primary employment has almost run its course, so there is a
reduction in the stock or potential out-migrants living in rural areas. Older
industrial countries have been going through a process of de-industrialization
that has had a strong negative impact on larger cities, especially on their
central areas. Fielding (1989) expands on this explanation by emphasizing
the evolution of a new spatial division of labor. He argues that the growth
of companies in to multi-plant, multi-product, and multi-national enterprises
was accompanied by disinvestment in high-wage areas in favor of low-wage
reserves of labor within national territories. The deconcentration of jobs was
followed by population migration.

Economic structural change is one of the major factors suggested in the
literature as an explanation for a slowing urbanization pattern or the exis-
tence of a counter-urbanization tendency in European countries during the
1970s and 1980s. Economic structural change was cited in the literature as
an important explanation in eleven out of fourteen countries surveyed. These
countries were Belgium, Great Britain, Denmark, Finland, France, Western
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland (Kontuly
1998).

Renewed interest in internal migration processes in developed countries
and the reasons behind the changes in these processes was stimulated by
the discovery of a ”new migration turnaround” in the USA during the 1990s
(Fuguitt and Beale 1996; Johnson 1999; Long and Nucci 1997). A similar
”new” turnaround was evident in western Germany during the period 1992-
1996 (Kemper 1999).

In this paper we evaluate the importance of the economic structural
change hypothesis, by determining the degree to which the internal migra-
tion fows in Western Germany can be related to employment changes, on
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the basis of the Poisson gravity model proposed by Flowerdew and Aitken
(1982).

2 The data

For j=1,...., N =75 regions in West Germany and years ¢t = 1982, ..., 1997
we observe:

y;; = out-migration of employed workers,
yjft = in-migration of employed workers,
X;; = total employment.

If the migration data involved would concern genuine internal migration,
then for each year the net migration should add up to zero:

N N
Zyj_,t - Z 3/;?1; = 0. (1)
j=1 j=1

Howevwer, in reality this is not the case. Nevertheless, for the time being we
will treat the data as if (1) holds. In Appendix 1 we will set forth mild reg-
ularity conditions such that, asymptotically, the econometric results derived
under the restriction (1) carry over to the case where (1) is false.

In this paper we propose a multinomial logit model for the individual
migration decisions, on the basis of which we derive a conditional Poisson
model for the migration, y;;(¢), from region j to region ¢ # j:

y;;(t) = total number of employed workers (exclusive family members)
migrating from region j to region ¢ in year ¢,

Then the out-migration of employed workers (exclusive family members) from
region j is

N
vie = Y16 # j)ya(t)
=1



where I(e) is the indicator function!, and the in-migration to region i is
N
vl =Y I # f)uw(t),
j=1

so that the restriction (1) holds. Although the internal migration fows y;;(t)
are not observed, it turns out that the y;,’s and y;fts are suCcient statistics
for maximum likelihood estimation.

3 A multinomial logit model for individual
migration decisions

Since moving takes time, we assume that the decision to migrate takes ecect
in the next year. Thus, let 7y, ; be the o-algebra (or information set)
generated by y;;(t —m), and X, for i,7 = 1,..N and all m > 1. The
model we propose is a model for the conditional probability p;;(t), given
Fni—1, that in period ¢ a representative employed worker in region j will
migrate to region i # j.

First, it is plausible that p;;(¢) is positively related to the dizerence in
net in-migration in regions ¢ and j in the previous year. In particular, if

(yi—:,t—l - yi_l,t—l) - (Z/;,rt—1 - yj_,t—l)
< (yg,H - yi;,tfl) - (yg—",_tfl - yj_,th) )
then region i, has apparently been more attractive to migrate to than region
i1, hence the larger the dizcerence
(yi_;:—l - yijt—l) - (y;:t—l - yj_,t—l) )

the larger the conditional probability p;;(¢) will be. One may consider this
as a “keeping up with the Jones” ewect.

Moreower, it will be assumed that the migration decision is also based on
the dicerence in employment growth rates, i.e., p;;(¢) depends on

(Xit—1 — Xir—2) [ Xir—2— (Xji—1 — Xji—2) / Xj1—2, )

YI(true) = 1, I(False) = 0.




or (almost) equivalently,?
(h’l Xz‘,t—l —In Xi,tfg) — (ln Xj,t,1 —1In X]"tfg) .

Furthermore, workers living in large regions have more possibilities of
changing jobs within the region, hence the probability of migrating from
a large region to another region will be smaller than from smaller regions.
Consequently, we assume that p; ;(¢) depends negatively on X ;_;.
In view of these arguments we propose the following speci..cation of the
conditional probability p;;(¢) that in period ¢ > 2 an employed worker in
region j migrates to region i # j:

pilj(t) ©)
B Xg_t11eXP [ao—l—ﬂ(’) (-TzAt 1—37jA,t 1)}
- 1+Xt 1Zm— I(m # j) exp [ag + B (¢5 Tint—1 %ét—l)}
B thl 1 €Xp [040 + By (@ ( it—1 xjA,tq)}
o1+ Xﬁ,l exp [ — Boxj,t—l} * Zmzl (m # j)exp [ﬁ{)xﬁa,t—l} ’

with?

:L'A — (y]—'t_tfl y] t— 1) /10000
d-1 InX,, ;—InX,,

Both components of 3, are expected to be non-negative:

By = (Bo1, Boz), with Go1 >0, 2 > 0.

This speci..cation is akin to a multinomial logit speci..cation.

The reason for the factor Xjftl_l in (3) is two-fold. First, as motivated
before, the larger X;; 1, the smaller p;;(¢) will be. Moreover the particu-
lar form of the factor X f,tl_l facilitates the Poisson approximation discussed
below.

Since we assume that the decision to mowe or to stay in period ¢ is made
in period ¢ — 1, we have

y;);(t) = Z Yy (t
i7#]

2Because dIn(x)/dx = 1/, hence dln(z) = 2~ 'dx.
3The reason for the rescaling of y;tfl — Y;,, Is to prevent overfow in the exp(.)
function.




where y;;(t) is the number of workers in region j that stay in region j. Then
conditional on Fx;-1, the random variables

Y (), oo Yo (8), Yy () oo Ynys (2) 4)

have a multinomial distribution:
P [/\1?5] {yz\j(t) = yl} |~7E;i 1 = ],t lel sz\] Y
where
Yy; = Xj,t—l_zyia
i
pii(t) = 1= pi(t)
i
4 Poisson approximation of the multinomial
distribution

The general form of the probability function of the multinomial distribution
IS
n-y %1y

De..ne
)\j = npj

and suppose that p; | 0 as n — oo such that the \;’s remain constant.
Denote

k—1
z = E yj-
Jj=1

Then similarly to the Poisson approximation of the Binomial distribution it
follows that for .xed vy, .., y,_; and n — oo,

n! k—1 k—l)\' n—z
) = ' = (T ) (1
o) = i (1) (-2

..... =




Hence, for large » and small p;’s the multinomial distribution is approxi-
mately equal to the distribution of £ — 1 independent Poisson()\;) variates,
where \; = np;.

Thus, assuming that the probabilities p; ;(¢) are small and X, is large,
it follows that for .xed j; the random variables (4) are approximately in-
dependent Poisson(X;,_p;);(t)) distributed, conditional on F;_,. Moreover,
since for j =1, .., N the random variables (4) are due to the decisions of em-
ployed workers in dicerent regions, we may without loss of generality assume
that conditional on Fy,_,, the y; ;(¢)’s are independent Poisson (vat_lpﬂj(t))
distributed for all unequal 7 and j. Furthermore, it follows from (3) that

Xje-1pil;(t)
exp [Oéo + 5, (%‘A,tq - xjA,t—l)]
1+ .X;'],\:—l exp [op — Bz 1] % 25:1 I(m # j) exp By

A exp [Ozo + By (fL"z'A,t—l - xg%t—l)]

where the latter approximation holds if X;, ; /N is large relative to exp(ag—
Bt NV exp [Bhal 1 ] —exp(ao)/N. Therefore, adopting the spec-
I..cation (3) we have approximately:

Conjecture 1 For i,j =1,...,N, i # j and each t the y;;(¢)’s are indepen-
dent Poisson(n;;: (o, o)) distributed, conditional on Fx;_1, where

nije(a, B) = exp [a + 5 (xft_l — xﬁt_l)] ) %)



Note that this is just a version of the Poisson gravity model proposed by
Flowerdew and Aitken (1982). See also, e.g., Okoruwa, Terza and Nourse
(1988) and Okoruwa, Nourse and Terza (1994) for applications.

Moreower, note that the y;;()’s are not independent over time, because
they depend on past values via Fu:—1. Furthermore, it is unlikely that the
parameters (ao, Jo) are constant over time. But even if they are we cannot
estimate them jointly for all ¢ because the time dimension is too small to
use laws of large numbers and central limit theorems for dependent random
variables. Thus, the parameters o and 5y will be estimated for each time
period ¢ separately.

5 Conditional Maximum Likelihood (ML) es-
timation

Since sums of independent Poisson variates are Poisson distributed them-
selves, it follows from Conjecture 1 that for j = 1,.., N the y;,’s are inde-
pendently Poisson[u; ; n (v, 5o)] distributed, conditional on ]—“N,t 1, Where

N
mian(e,B) = D 16 # j)msla ) ®)
1]:\]1

Z I(i # j)exp [a+ (:Uftfl — a:jA’tfl)}

i=1

= Nexp(a)exp(— x]t 1) Zexp ﬂxzt 1) — exp(a),

and similarly, the y,’s are independently Poisson[v; x(ao, )] distributed,
conditional on Fy;_1, where

N
vian(es B) = 3 10 # j)njiu(es ) @
11:\[1
— ZI(@ # j) exp [a -0 (:EiAg:—l — xﬁt_l)}
i=1

= Nexp(a) exp(F'z5y_,) Zexp Ty-1) — exp().



Note that the pairs (y;,, yjft) are not independent, conditional on Fn ;1.
Thus, it is possible to estimate the parameters by ML on the basis of either
the y;’s or the y;,’s., but in that case not all available information will be
used. However, asis well-known, for each time period ¢ the parameters «, and
Go can be estimated by ML on the basis of the unobserved migration iows
Yl (t ) because the likelihood function depends on the observed y;,’s, yjt 'S
and x4, si—1's only. In other words, the y;",’s and y,,’s are succient statistics
for the maximum likelihood estimation of ap and (3y:4

N
Lt(Oé, ﬁ) = Z yz|g ln 77137: Z Hijt, N Z ln yz|j (8)
i#] Jj=1 i#£]
= Oézyi‘j( + Zyﬂ] xﬁ 1 Zyzb Jt 1
i#j i#j i#]
N

= pian(en B) = I (g, (1))

=1 i#j

N N

= « Zy]_t + 0 Z (v — vin) mjA,tq
j=1 J=1

=D exp o+ (2 — a5 )]

7]

= In (1))

7]

The ..rst-order conditions for a maximum of Zt(a,ﬂ) are:

OL(@.8) _ + a+p
. tgg B _ Zyﬂit _ Zexp [a + 7 (251 — fL‘jA,t—l)} ©)
j=1 i#j
N —~
= 3 (- ment@).
le
oL (a, =
0 = M:Z(y yjt) JAtl
op j=1

4For notational convenience we will write the double sum Z;V:l Zfil I(i#j)as) ;-
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- ZGXP [05 +8 (3 Tit1 xjA,t—l)} (xiA,t—l - xjA,t—l)

i#j
N . N .
Z (y]t vitn (@ ﬁ)) xjA,t—l - Z (y]_t - :u’j7t7N(aaﬁ)) Ty
J=1 j=1
Moreover, the matrix of second derivatives of L;(c, 3) is
aQZt<a7 5) 7
= —N(N —1).Hy(e, 10
3(0&,5’)'8(0&,5’) ( ) t( ﬁ) ( )
where
-~ exp 1A
Hi(a,p) = N(N_—lzeXp Bas_y — Bzh 1) (11)

!
A A A A .
Lit—1 — Ljt—1 Lit—1 — Ljt—1

Thus (10) is negative de..nite for all values of o and (3, hence Zt(a,ﬁ) is
unimodal, and consequently the solutions a and B of the ..rst-order conditions
(9) are unique.

It follows from standard textbook maximum likelihood theory® that un-
der some regularity conditions ML estimators are consistent, asymptotically
normally distributed, and asymptotically e®cient. However, the present case
is not exactly a standard textbook case. In particular, given the consistency
of & and 3, the standard approach for deriving asymptotic normality is to
set forth conditions such that for N — oo,

1 ait(am ﬁO)

TR a5y (0 Heloo ) o

in distribution®, and

1 PLi(aB)
N(N —1)9(a,3)d(a, )

5See for example Bierens (1994, Ch. 4).
5Note that in our case N(N — 1) is the erective sample size.

Hy(a, 8) — —Hy(a, §) (13)
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in probability, uniformly on a compact parameter space A x B, say, containing
(ao, B)), where

H,(o,f) = lim E [ﬁt(a, ﬁ)} . (14)

N—oo

In the present case (14) does not hold, but under some regularity conditions
(13) and (12) hold with

ﬁt(aaﬁ) = p]\}vl_lgoﬁt(aaﬁ)
instead of (14). Hence:

Conjecture 2 Under some regularity condition,

NN D) ( Q- ag ) N[0, T (0, o) ] (15)
B — o
in distribution as N — oco. Moreover,
p lim Hy(@,5)™" =Hulao, fo) " (16)

It is not too hard to derive these regularity conditions on the basis of the
unobserved migration tows y;;(t) and the properties of the Poisson distri-
bution. However, the derivations involved are pretty tedious, and therefore
given in Appendix 1.

6 Nonlinear least squares estimation

It follows from the properties on the Poisson distribution, Conjecture 1, and
(6) and (7) that

B [yl Frve] (17)
= N exp(ao)ai(Bo) exp(—Byz5y 1) — exp(ao),

E [(?Jj_,t — E [y, ]:N»t—l])z‘ J:Nvt—l}
= N exp(ag)ay(fo) exp(—Fy5h_1) — exp(ap),

12



and
E [yy| Fva] (18)
= Nexp(ag)a(—fo) exp(Byzsy_y) — exp(ay),
2
E [ (v — E [yft! Fni-1]) .7:N,t—1]
= N exp(ag)a—B) exp(Byasy_1) — exp(ay),

where N
1
at(ﬂ) = N ZGXP (3%‘%—1) . (19)
i=1

Hence in principle we can estimate the parameters by nonlinear least squares
(NLLS), on the basis of either the y,,’s or the y;,’s only. Of course, NLLS is
less e¢cient than ML, but the NLLS model can be consistently tested by the
Integrated Conditional Moment Test (ICM) of Bierens and Ploberger (1997).
This is the main reason for considering NLLS.

The asymptotic properties of the NLLS estimators involved are non-
standard. To see this, recall that if Yy is Poisson(/V.9) distributed then
its characteristic function is

Elexp(itYn)| = exp[N.0 (exp(it) — 1)],

where i =,/—T, so that the characteristic function of Uy = (Yx — N.6) /N
is given by

E [exp(itUn)] = exp [NQ <exp(i.7'/\/JV) — i.T/\/N— 1)} .

It is a standard exercise to verify that for N — oo, E [exp(itUy)] — exp (—6/2),
and consequently, Uy — N(0, 0) in distibution. This result suggests that the
nonlinear regression model for y,, is approximately of the form

i/ VN = VN exp(vg y — Boa 1) +unjs, (20)

where
U, j| F g1 ~ N(O, eXp<7()_,N - B(I)xjA,tA))-
with
Yo.n = o + Ina(Go).
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The problem now is the factor v/ in the reponse function, which asymp-
totically blows it up to in..nity. However, it is easy to show (see Appendix 2)
that this is actually an advantage, as the nonlinear least squares estimator 0
of 0y = (Vov — Bp)" is asymptotically normally distributed with convergence

rate N rather than the usual rate v N:
N (9 — 90) — N0, B71AB™Y

in distribution, where B~ AB~! is the probability limit of V times White’s
(1980) heteroskedasticity-consistent covariance matrix.

Moreover, the ICM test carries over to this model without the need for
modi..cations. See Appendix 3.

7 The ICM test

The ICM test is based on the following theorem:

Theorem 1 Let u be a random variable satisfying Elu| < oo, and
P[E(ulz) = 0] < 1, where = € R* is a bounded random vector.

(a) Let w(u) be a complex or real valued function that is in..nitely many
times dicerentiable in « = 0 and satis...es the condition that the set

{s € N: (d/du)’w(u) |y=0= 0}

is ..nite. Then for every ¢ > 0 there exists a £ € ¥ such that F [u.w({'z)] #
0and ¢l < e.

(b) If in addition w(u) is a power series in an open neighborhood of
u = 0, ie. for some § > 0, w(u) = Y oo, (7s/s!) u’® for |u| < &, where
vs = (d/du)*w(u) |u—o, then the set {¢ € RF : E[u.w(¢'z)] = 0} has Lebesgue
measure zero and is nowhere dense.

Proof: See Bierens (1982) for part (a) with w(u) = exp(i.u), Bierens
(1990) for the case w(u) = exp(u), and Bierens and Ploberger (1997) for the
general case. Examples of suitable functions w(w) in the general case are
w(u) = cos(u) + sin(u), and w(u) = 1/[1 + exp(c — u)] for ¢ # 0. See also
Stinchcombe and White (1998) for further elaborations on this theorem.

The condition that the random vector = is bounded can be get rid on
by replacing = with ®(x), where ® is a Borel measurable bounded one-to-
one mapping, because the o-algebra generated by x is then the same as the
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o-algebra generated by ®(z), hence conditioning on ®(x) is equivalent to
conditioning on z. See Bierens (1982, 1990).

Theorem 1 suggests that, given a random sample (y;,z;), t = 1,..,n
z, € R¥ and a conditional expectation model E(y,|x;) = g(z;,6,), the null
hypothesis P [E(y:|z:) = g(x¢, )] = 1 for some 6, can be consistently tested
on the basis of the Integrated Conditional Moment (ICM) statistic

JZGRIG!
where .
?@%=§7Z;@w@@@w% 1)
with

at =Y — g(xhe)?

where 9 is the nonlinear least squares estimator of 6,, ® is a bounded one-
to-one mapping, w(.) is a weighting function satisfying the conditions of
Theorem 1, and . a probability measure on a compact set = ¢ R* with
positive Lebesgue measure, which is absolute continuous with respect to
Lebesgue measure. The ICM test was proposed by Bierens (1982), for the
case w(u) = exp(i.u), = a hypercube in R* 1, the Lebesgue measure on =,
and i.i.d. observations (y, ;) .

It has been shown by Bierens (1990) and Bierens and Ploberger (1997)
that under some mild regularity conditions (among which the assumption
that the function w(.) is real-valued), and the null hypothesis involved,
Z = z on Z, where z is a zero-mean Gaussian process with covarlance
function T'(&1,&) = E[2(&1)z(&)], hence [|2(6)]>du(€) — [|2(6)|? du(€)
in distribution, whereas under the general alternative that the nuII is false,
z g)/\/ﬁ — n(€) = plimy_oo T > Gyw ('@ (x)) in probability, uniformly
on =, where n(¢) # 0 except on a set with Zero Lebesgue measure. Con-
sequently, under the alternative (1/n) [ [2(¢)]> du(&) — [ In(€)]* du(€) > 0,
a.s.

The asymptotic null distribution of the ICM statistic is of the type

JEGRIGE 9
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where the ¢;’s are i.i.d. N(0,1) and the \;’s are the eigenvalues of the covari-
ance function I". Moreover,

J1OF du©) _ 32 et 1
JTEOE) ~ LN iuiing

say, so that asymptotic critical values can be derived from the latter distri-
bution. The actual test statistic of the ICM test is therefore

7 [ 2O du(€)
M —
fF€7§dM€)

where f(gl, &2) is a consistent estimator of I'(&, &), uniformly on = x =.
The asymptotic null distribution of Tycay is case-dependent, because the
eigenvalues \; depend on the distribution of (v, x:) and the conditional ex-
pectation model g(z,, 6;), but is dominated by the distribution of T. Thus,
denoting the 1 —a quantile of T by T,, i.e., P( T > Ta) = «, the null hypoth-
esis is rejected at the o x 100% signi..cance Ievel if Tropr > T,,. The values
of T, for a = 0.10,0.05,0.01 can be found in Bierens and Ploberger (1997).

(22)

8 Empirical results

8.1 Maximum likelihood results

Recall that our model for migration tows y; ;(¢) from region j to region i # j
in year t is

Yi; (t) ~ Poisson (1;:( a0, o)) »
where

In (mijt(c0, B0)) = o+ Boa [(Z/;,rt—1 - yi:t—l) - (3/;'}—1 - yj_,t—l)] /10000
FBo2 (I X1 — X, o) — (In X 1 —In X, )],
with y;ft = in-migration, y;; = out-migration, and X;, = employment in
region j in year ¢.
The maximum likelihood estimation results’, G = (3,.3,), for 8, =
(Boa, Boz2) are presented in Table 1.

"The ML estimation, NLLS estimation, and the ICM tests in this section have been
conducted by using the modules MIGRATION and NLLS in the software package EasyReg
International developed by the ..rst author. See Bierens (2001).
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Table 1: Maximum Likelihood Estimation results
Year B4 | t-value (4 | t-value | log-likelihood?®
1984 1 0.1394199 | 50.71| 1.3788532| 18.86 3757199.9
1985 | 0.5469267 | 150.02 | 0.2468324 5.12 3785956.0
1986 | 0.2151766 | 88.35| 0.6200153 | 11.26 3282169.6
1987 | 0.2984167 | 72.78 | 1.6516470| 17.61 3490124.1
1988 | 0.4984087 | 176.67 | -0.0949351 -1.01 3654890.0
1989 | 0.1672895 | 81.62 | 2.9367199 | 26.73 3657387.8
1990 | 0.2698038 | 96.89 | 1.3021499 | 12.26 4052663.2
1991 | 0.4535728 | 149.64 | 26.6814053 | 291.35 4206964.5
1992 | 0.3303883 | 125.69 | 4.1647239 | 74.58 4273508.9
1993 |1 0.2843011 | 95.99 | 2.4979466 | 31.03 3992985.4
1994 | 0.3412842 | 103.24 | -0.4642191 -7.27 4000533.5
1995 | 0.3357902 | 111.09 | 0.0286840 0.45 3692279.9
1996 | 0.4892792 | 166.27 | -0.4929617 -6.23 3415942.8
1997 | 0.4628604 | 187.22 | -0.6146902 -5.74 3367311.0

As we suspected, the parameters are not constant over time. Moreover,
the 3;’s have the expected sign, and are all strongly signi..cant. However,
the results for the Bz’s are puzzling, with respect to their signs as well as
their variation over time. R

As to the latter, the extremely large value of 3, in 1991 likely corresponds
to the German uni..cation. It seems that the infux of workers from the former
DDR in 1991 has spread over the regions with the highest employment growth
rates. R

Up to 1993 the j3,’s are positive, except for the insigni..cant value in 1988,
but in 1994, 1996 and 1997 they become negative. The positive signs of the
B5’s up to 1993 seem to corroborate the people follow jobs™ explanation of
internal migration discussed in the Introduction. A possible explanation for
the negative ecect after 1993 may be that, ceteris paribus, in regions with
low employment growth rates quality housing is more acordable and available
than in high employment growth regions, and that due to the economic boom
of the nineties the cost of commuting relative to income has fallen. Cf..
Kontuly (1998) and Kontuly and Dearden (1998). Also, these negative signs

80nly the part that depends on parameters.
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seem to corroborate the demographic restructuring explanation discussed in
the Introduction. Admittedly, these explanations for the negative signs of
B5’s are merely speculations, but at leastitis clear that the internal migration
patterns in Western Germany have structurally changed over time.

However, before we draw de..nite conclusions, we have to check whether
the model is correctly speci..ed, by re-estimation it for the in- and out-
migration seperately by nonlinear least squares, and testing the conditional
expectiation speci..cation by the ICM test.

8.2 Nonlinear least squares estimation and ICM test
results

If the ML model is correctly speci..ed, the NLLS estimation results should
yield estimates of 8 = (8y1,/2) comparable with those in Table 1, for
both in- and out-migration. Moreover, the NLLS models involved should be
accepted by the ICM test.

The ICM test will be conducted with weight function w(u) = cos(u) +
sin(u), nuisance parameter space = = [—c¢,d X [—¢,d with ¢ =5, and p(.)
the probability measure of the uniform distribution on =. Note that the ICM
test is a right-sided test, with 10% critical value 3.23 and 5% critical value
4.26.

The NLLS estimation and ICM test results are presented in Tables 2 and
3.
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Table 2: NLLS estimation and test results for in-migration

Year 3, | t-value 3, | t-value R? | ICM test
1984 1 0.70396 | 11.393 | -12.78149 | -1.632 | 0.1618 1.33
1985 | 0.76883 | 4.470 | 6.98364 | 1.491 | 0.0901 2.53
1986 | 0.39717 | 2.391|-22.96084 | -3.827 | 0.1470 1.37
1987 1 0.98524 | 2.004 | 0.65807 | 0.059 | 0.0557 1.61
1988 | 1.34166 | 20.216 | -2.35473 | -0.270 | 0.5362 1.76
1989 | 1.22402 | 18.143 | -7.29398 | -0.835 | 0.4996 1.96
1990 | 1.85579 | 4.108 | 8.47995| 0.630| 0.2747 1.99
1991 | 1.17825 | 10.275| -17.26297 | -1.496 | 0.2604 2.02
1992 | 1.83819 | 9.227 | -28.32716 | -3.242 | 0.5935 2.49
1993 | 1.46859 | 15.962 | 2.56380 | 0.304 | 0.3548 1.46
1994 | 1.08552 | 15.592 | -2.16469 | -0.310 | 0.2530 1.63
1995 | 1.38785 | 21.051 | -14.38693 | -2.226 | 0.3393 1.32
1996 | 1.48135| 9.846 | -23.42422 | -2.744 | 0.5545 1.22
1997 | 1.65209 | 12.737 | 16.24337 | 1.271] 0.6718 1.44
Table 3: NLLS estimation and test results for out-migration
Year B, | t-value B, | t-value R? | ICM test
1984 | -0.65411 | -7.346 | 17.54040 2.100 | 0.1276 1.44
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997

To be completed
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9 Appendix 1

In this appendix we will set forth the conditions for consistency and asymp-
totic normality of the maximum likelihood estimators of the parameters «q
and 3, for a given year t. Note that oy and G, may be dicerent for dicerent
years t.

9.1 Consistency
9.1.1 General conditions

The conditional log-likelihood for year ¢ can be written as

Ly(a, B) = N?Qy(cv, ) = > In (i (t

i#j
where
@t(a,ﬁ) (23)
= Z,%\] + ﬁ _Zle zt 1 Zyl‘] Jat -1
%] (] 7]
N 1 N
—exp(«a ( Zexp ﬁxzt1> (Fz exp ( ﬁxt1>

+ exp(a) /N.

For proving the consistency of the maximum likelihood estimators of oo and
Bo only the part N2Q;(a, 3) of Li(a, 8) is relevant.
Let A x B be the parameter space satisfying

Assumption 1

A is a given closed and bounded interval in R containing ay,

B is a given closed and bounded hypercube in R? containing 3,
5 € B implies —( € B.

Note that the ..rst two parts of Assumption 1 imply that A x B is compact
and convex. The last part of Assumption 1 together with the conwexity
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of B implies that 0 € B, which is necessary for testing the signi..cance of
the components of 3. The symmetry of B is not essential, though, but has
notational advantages (see Assumption 2 below).
For proving the (weak) consistency of the maximum likelihood estimators
« and B, ie., R
p lim &= ao, p lim 5= G, (24)

-~

we will restrict (a, 5) to A x B:

<a7/ﬂ\) —arg max ©t<a7ﬁ>'

(a,B)EAXB

As is well-known?®, for proving (24) it su¢ces to establish the following
conditions:

plim sup Qe B) = Qyer, )| =0, 25)
(a,B)EAXB
where _
Q.(a, ) is continuous on A x B; (26)
(g, By) = arg (ayrﬁr)lgicmat(a, 8); @7)
and
(g, o) s unique. 28)

9.1.2 FRurther conditions for the uniform law of large numbers

In this subsection we will set forth further conditions for the validity of (25)
and (26).

Recall that conditional on Fy,_,, and for i # j, the y; ;(t)’s are indepen-
dent Poisson distributed with expected value and variance equal to

E [y 0| Fnia] = E[(yi\j(t)_E[yi\j(t)lfN,tfl])z}fN,tfl] (29)
= exp(ao) exp (Byzr; 1) exp (—Bozy 1)

Consequently,

9See for example Bierens (1994, Chap. 4).
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i7j

E [ (% > ai(t) = B [y (0)| F ] ))

FN,tl} (30)

= eXp Qg N4ZGXP 5037” 1) exp( %xjA,t*l)
i#£]

exp(ag) (1 = /A L v
= e F; exp (50%',75 1 FZ xp Bomjt 1)

eXp(%)
—

and similarly, for arbitrary ¢ € R?,

2
{( > Z Yil;(t yllj( )|FN,t—1D flxiA,t1) FNt-1 (31)
1#£]
exp(o) 1 & 1 &
= =7 ¢ (ﬁ > exp (Bhriy1) ohy 1$ZA¢_’1> 3 (F > exp (_ﬁ{):ﬁjA,t—l))
i=1 j=1
N
exp(a 1
- ]\53“5’ (WZa:ﬁ_lxﬁA) ¢
i=1

Now assume

Assumption 2
1 N
@ (B) = 5 >_exp (F'z5i ) — ar(B) > 0,
i=1
——Zexp (B'255-1) Tig1 — blB),

N
1
= WZ zt 1 zAt 13%57’1 — Cy(0),
=1
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in probability, uniformly on B, where the limits involved are ..nite.
Moreover, a.(3), b:(3) and Ci() are continuous on B, and furthermore,

Oa, () ob(B)
5 - b(5), o5 CyB) for B €B. (32)

Assumption 2 is more restrictive than necessary for proving consistency only,
but its full extent will be needed later.
It follows from Assumption 2 that

p lim —Zexp (B 1) = alBo),

N—oco N

p hm —Zexp ﬁ{)xﬁ_l) = ai(—Po),
p hm _ZGXP 50%15 1) zAt 1$ﬁ /1 = Ci(o),
D hm —Zexp Béxf’t_l) mﬁ_lxﬁ_& = Ci(—po),

p lim —Zx” 137A,t T = Cy(0),

N—oco N

hence (30), and (31) are O,(N2). Using the conditional Chebishev inequality
and the bounded convergence theorem it follows now that

p hm m yz|j yﬁ\j(t”‘/vat*l]) =0,
i)

p lim WZ (yi‘j(t) - F [yﬂj(t)‘fN,t—lD $iA¢_1 =0,

N—oo —t
i#£]

p NIE%OW > (i) = E [yay (1) Fae-a]) 554 = 0.
i#j
Similarly, it follows from Assumptions 1 and 2 that
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% Z E [yi); ()| Fn 1] — exp(ao)a(Bo)a:(— ),
]

1
= 2 B [yai (01 Fna] wi s — explao)bi(Bo)a(— ),
i#j
1
7 D B [ai(8)| i) a1 — explao)be(—Go)ar(Bo).
i)
in probability. Therefore, (25) and (26) hold under Assumptions 1 and 2,
with

Qila, B) = aexp(ag)aBo)as
+ 3" (exp()by(Bo)ar(—Bo) — exp(c)by(—PBo)a(Bo))
— exp(a) ay( B)a(—p).

—ho) (33)

ay

9.1.3 Conditions for uniqueness of the parameters

It follows from part (32) of Assumption 2 and (33) that

8Qté§Zaﬁ) = exp(ag)ayBo)a(—PFy) — exp(a)a,(B)a(—0), (34)
%gfﬁ) = exp(ag)a(—Bo)bi(Bo) — exp(ao)ar(Bo)bi(—05o)

—exp(a)at(—B)be(8) + exp(a)as(8)be(—0).
Thus the ..rst-order conditions

a@t (o, Bo)
8040

a@t (o, Bo)
9y

— 0, =0 (35)

hold.
In order to check the second order conditions, denote

x7 _ 826t(a76)
0 = =5 yata, 7y o
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If (36) is positive de..nite for all « € A and g € B then @(a, () is unimodal,
hence the solution of the ..rst order condition (35) is then unique.
It follows straightforwardly from (34) that

Hy(a, B) = exp(a)

B)by(B) — ar(B)bi(—B) )
v

< ay(B)ay(—p)
ay b B)Ci(B) = b(B)be(=B) — be(—=5)be(B) + a:(B)Ce(—P)
)

ay(—
(=0)be(B) — ax(B)br (=) ax(—
(

( 1 b+(8)" = bs(—B)’
(37)
where
b.(8) = a(B)7'b(B), Cu(B) = a(B)~'C(B).
Thus, H,(«, 3) is positive de..nite for all & € A and 8 € B if and only if the
matrix (37) is positive de..nite for all 3 € B. To establish the latter, denote
the matrix (37) by D(3), and let ¢ € R and ¢ € R? be arbitrary. Then

(s,€) D(P) ( f)'

= (s +bu(B)E—b(=0)€)
+E(C(B) = ba(B)be(8)) € + & (Cu(=P) = bu(=B)bu(=)) §
> {(CB) = bu(B)D()) € + &' (Cu( =B) = bu(=B)bu(= 1)) €
_ ZaB)C@B) —bB(B)) € +£’ (a(=B)C(=p) — b(=P)b(=))¢
a(3)? a(—p)?

> Oforall ¢ A0and g € B

Assumption 3 a(3)C(8) — b(B)b(B)" is positive de..nite for all 5 € B.

This assumption is not too farfetched, because by Assumption 2,

a(B)C(B) = b(B)b(B)

1 N
B pleriféoﬁzexl) (B'z551) (a(B) P2y — ai(8)"0i(B))
i=1

X (at(ﬁ)l/zxz%f—l - at(ﬁ)_lﬂbt(ﬂ))/'
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Assumptions 1-3 now imply the weak consistency of the maximum likeli-
hood estimators a and 5.

9.2 Asymptotic normality
9.2.1 General conditions

As said before, the standard approach in deriving the asymptotic normality
result (15) is to set forth conditions such that, for given ¢t and N — oo,
(12) holds, and (13) holds uniformly on A x B. However, for notational
convenience we will set forth additional conditions such that,

1 &L (av, Bo) B dQ:(avo, Bo) -

W oo 0y daw iy D Hleo B G8)
in distribution, and

1 9Ly, B) _ 2Qu(av, B) = (0. ) (39)

N2 (e, 3)0(a, ) O(a, B')O(ex, B)

in probability, uniformly on A x B, where H;(ao, %) is non-singular. Note
that (38) is asymptotically equivalent to (12), and (39) is asymptotically
equivalent to (13).

Condition (39) follows straightforwardly from Assumption 2, with ﬁt(a, B)
de..ned by (36), because

PQu(e,8) P (exp(e)adB)a(—p) — exp(a)/N)
d(a, 3)0(a, B) (e, 30 ()
= —exp(a)x
a()ay(—0) a8 — @(B)b(-p)
a(—=B)bi () = @(B)be(—B)  ai(~=B)Cu(B) — bu(B)bu(—B) — bi(—B)bi(B) + ai(B) Ci(—)

1 exp(a) 0
+N><<0 O).

Moreover, the non-singularity of ﬁt(ao,ﬁo) follows from Assumption 3.
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9.2.2 FRurther conditions for asymptotic normality
It is not hard to verify that
3@1&(040750)

(Oé(), ﬁO)

— —Z yi(t) —exp [ag + By (251 — 25,1)])
]

A A :
Lit—1 — Ljt—1

Thus, for proving (38) it succes to show that for arbitrary ¢ € R and ¢ € R?
a@t(%, )
8(040, ﬁ(l))
1
= T2 ) — exp o + 5 (a1 — )]
i#]
[§+5/ ( Tit—1 xjA,t—l)}

converges in distribution to the normal distribution with zero mean and
variance

~ 2
. [ 1, Q1 (a, Bo)
P E {(N(g’“ 900, ) )
say.

As to the latter, it follows from the conditional independence of the
yi1;(t)’s, and the properties of the Poisson distribution [cf. (29)] that

(N(g, 5/) 0Q: (v, 50))

N

N(s, &)

El} = (C,S')ﬁt(ao,ﬂo)Q),

E FN -1

a(afb/@(l))
N

exp 5033” 1) eXp( ﬁ(,)xjA,t—l)
1

1 N
= exp(ao)—5 Z
7j=1 i=

1 1 e
(0 )( ) ()
( ) %‘A,t—l - £BjA,t—l xiA,t—l - %‘A,t—l £



—W€2€Xp(ao)
LN
= eXp(Oéo)N;eXp By, NZeXp B3 1) (5, €)
(1A A x%_ll_A%A’t_/lA Ay A A7 A A/)(g)
Tip 1= i1 TigaTip1 — TipaTiz1 — Tip1T5, 1T Tjy 1T5; 1 13
1
——<" exp(@o)
N S 1 2 NTT S
= (s,&)H; (a0, ) ¢) TN exp(an) — (5,&)Hi(w, fo) ¢

in probability, where R
(o, B) = exp(a)x
(atw)atg—ﬁ) C a-B)R(BY — a(B)b ) ) |
a(=B)bi(B) — a(B)bi(=B)  ar(=B)C(B) — bi(B)bi(=B) — b(=B)bi(B)" + ar(B) Ci( =)

As is well-known, if Y is Poisson(f) distributed then its characteristic
function is
Elexp(itY)] = exp [0 (exp(ir) — 1)],

where i =y/—1, so that the characteristic function of U = (Y — 0) ¢, with ¢
a constant, is given by

E [exp(itU)] = exp [0 (exp(c.i.T) — c.iT — 1)]

Substituting 6 = exp [ao + 65 (25, —25%_1) ] c = ¢+ & (x5 —7554),

it follows that
log (E exp ((i.TN) (g,f')%o’%ﬂ;)) ‘ .7:N7t_1])

Zexp [ + B (mf,t,l - mjA’tfl)}

i#]
x (exp [(< +E€xf,  —¢at, ) ir/N]
(§—|— zt 1 /l'ﬁs_l) IT/N — 1) .

Moreover, it follows from Taylor’s theorem that there exists a random vari-
able Ay, ;:—1 such that

exp [(c+ &2y — €'zfy ) dr/N] — 1
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(C—i—Ea:” 1 S:rjt 1) it /N
1 .
= 5((§+§1‘i’t 1 fznjt 1) 1T/N)2
1 .
+§ ((c+¢ x” 1 f’xﬁpl) .17'/N)3
x exp [Aniji—1 (S +§/xft_1 — f'a:jA’t_l) Ai7/N]

1 2
= -5 (g+§xzt 1 flxjA,tfl) 7'2/N2

2
6]i\73 (¢ +&ab | — €ty )’ s
X exp [Avage1 (s + €y — €ady_y) ir/N],
hence
log (E exp ((i.TN)( g)%)‘fw—ll)
— —% x—;eXp [ao+ By (@31 — 255-1)]
x (54 &ty ) — €% )7 + Ry(a, B,7,6,€)
- —éTQ(g,fl)ﬁt(ao, Bo) (g) + Bn(T,¢,8),
where
[Rn (7.6,
- M ]5221211 i # 5) exp [Bo (wi3-1 — 253-1)]
P
X (¢ +€why — '%‘At 1)3‘
< “'386;]5“‘“0 NQE;;exp B ) exp (—Bieds 1)
i <|<| + €] Ha:i,t_lzly + €] ij,t-J!)

| |I7.5]% exp(ap)
6.N2
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rPexplan) L SRS, ooa -
6—N X ﬁ Z Z exXp (50$i,t—1) exXp (_ﬁoxj,tfl)

j=1 i=1

27
) (1P + 16l ladea | + 1l lgia )
|I7.5]% exp(ap)
6N

7] ex S s
- Al o

3|7 ex 3 N
Arfte(e) I ( S e chal}}g)

3|2 &
I || e};pjgf )Hf” ( Zexp 037“& 1 ijt 1“)

<P exp(ag)
| 6N2
Thus, if in addition to Assumptions 1-3,

IA

Assumption 4 + 5"V, Hxﬁt_lH‘gexp (|Bozfi-1]) = Op(1),

then Ry(7,¢,£) = O, (1/N), hence

phmE

exp (1 TN (s, 5)—862 <a0’ﬁo>>

8(040, BO)

~ e {_%ﬁ(q, £V (a0, o) @} |

Substituting 7 = 1 in (40), and applying the bounded convergence theorem,
it follows that

fN,H] (40)

lim F
N—oo

exp (i.N(g, 5/) 9Qq (v, Bo) >]

8(050, 5())

= e |58 en () |

This result implies (38). Thus, (15) holds under Assumptions 1-4. Finally,
note that (16) follows from Assumptions 1-4 as well.
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9.3 The add-up restriction reconsidered

The asymptotic properties of the maximum likelihood estimators have been
derived under the implicit assumption that the add-up restriction (1) holds.
Howewer, in reality it does not hold. So the question arises whether this
matters for the asymptotic results.

In order to address this question, let us introduce region 0, the world out-
side the N = 75 regions under review, and let us assume that to Conjecture
1 holds for regions 7,5 = 0,2, ..., N. Then the actual log-likelihood becomes

N N
Li(a,B) = a y;+0> (45— vz) 254
j=0 Jj=0

—exp(a Zexp Th ZGXP i) + (N +1) exp(a)

(N+ 1)eXp( )+ 7N

N
= az (v — vo(t Z (w7 = win(®) — (52 — woi(1)) @5y

—exp(a Z exp ﬁ'xft_l) Z exp (ﬁ'xft_l) + Nexp(a)

i=1

N
—exp(a) — (y(;r,t - ya,t) (5’33015 1 ﬁ/z ?JJIO - yO\J )) %‘A,t—l
7j=1
N
—exp(a)exp (—ﬁ’xét_l) Z exp (ﬁ’xft_l)
i=1

—expla)exp (3 1) Y exp (<72 ) + 7

= N2©t(a76) - N@(avﬁ) +ry
where

rv ==Y I # §)In (1))

i=0 j=0
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Qi(cv, B) is de..ned by (23), and

~ explo y+ — Yo, ,

a(a,B) = ]\g )+( OtN Ot>( xétfl_a)
N
Z Yilo(t) — ol )) xjA,t—ll
7j=1

+exp(a — IOt 1) Zexp B’xzt 1)

+exp(a + ﬁlon,t 1 ZGXP ﬁ, Ljt— 1 trN
It follows now easily that, if

(Assumption S (yar,t—y()_,t>/N = 0,(1) and #Zj\; (Z/j|0( ) — Yo, (t )) gAt—l
Op(1)

then asymptotically the term Ng,(«, 3) in the log-likelihood Et(a,ﬂ), and
its ..rst and second order partial derivatives, becomes negligeable, hence the
asymptotic results do not hinge on the add-up restriction (1).

10 Appendix 2
In this appendix we consider a nonlinear regression model of the form
= VN exp(b)yz;) + uj, uj|X ~ N[0,exp(Byz;)], j=1,...,N, (41)

where X = (z1,....,zy)", which correponds to (20), with y; = y;:/VN and
x/' _ (1 At )
j g t—1

Denote
1 Y 2
MN<9) = FZ( \/JVeXp 95%))
j=1
1 Y 2
- = Z (uj + \/ﬁexp(ﬁ(’)a:j) — \/Nexp(e'a:j)>
j=1
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N
1
= Z J2+ 2—2% (exp(6hz;) — exp(0'z;))
J

=1
| X
/ / 2
+FZ (exp(0yz;) — exp(0'x;))

j=1

Then

OMy(6) 1
T = —2N_\/NZUjeXp(6/$j)Ij

0*Mn(0)
— = —2—= ) ujexp(fxz;)z;7
0008 NVN ]z_; J

1 N

—2N Z exp(6yz;) exp(0'z;) ;2]

j=1
1 N
+4N Z exp (26 z;) ;)
j=1
Under some regularity conditions we have

OMn (o)
N 0, = Zuj exp(Byr;)z; — N[0,4A]

where

A = plim —Zu exp(20yz;) ;2

N—oo N

= p lim —Zexp 30z;) ;)

N—oo N
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and

O*My (0o)
W@% — \/_Zu] exp(0yr;) ;2 T

+2— Z exp( 204z ) )
— 2B

in prob, where

B = pz\}linoo—Zexp 2002525
Thus %
N (9 . 00) — N(0, B AB™Y.

in distribution, where @ is the NLLS estimator. Therefore, the nonlinear re-
gression model involved can be estimated by standard nonlinear least squares
with heteroskedasticity consistent variance matrix, provided that the latter
is multiplied by N. Howewver, the t-values and p-values remain valid.

11 Appendix 3

Recall that the main reason for considering NLLS is that we then can test
the validity of the model by the ICM test. The question now arises whether
for this case the ICM test carries over. In our case (21) becomes

26) = (s = VNexp(@'z,)) w (€D (ay) “2)

M=

<.
I
—

w (&' (x))

- 2
sz

1

(exp@/mj) — eXp(%%)) w (§'®(z;))

<.
I

M-

.
I
—
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= = (€0()

_ (%Z exp(6yz;)x jw (5"1’(%‘))) N (5_%)
—i—Op(Nil)a

where the last equality follows from Taylor’s theorem. Note that the remain-
der term O,(N ') is uniform in ¢ € =. Moreover, it follows easily from the
derivations in Appendix 2 that

N
N (@— 90> =Bt (\/Lﬁ jz_;uj exp(%xj)xj> + 0, (1). (43)

Substituting (43) in (42) now yields
1 N
Z(§) = \/—N;ujw (§'®(x;))

B (%Zexp(%%)%’w(flq’(ﬂfi))) B~ (\/LNZUJ exp(%atj)xj>
+op(1), ’

which is the same expression as in the case E(y;|z;) = g(z;, 00) with g(z;, 60) =
exp(6yz;). Consequently, the ICM test is directly applicable to model (41),
without modi...cation.
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