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Abstract

This paper presents atest of the hypothesis that employers in suburban locations are more likely to
discriminate against African-Americans than employerslocated in central cities. Using a difference-
in-difference framework, we compare central city-suburban differencesin racial hiring outcomesfor
firms where awhite person isin charge of hiring (white employers, for short) to similar geographic
differencesin outcomes for firms where a black personisin charge of hiring (black employer). We
find that both suburban black and white employers hire fewer blacks than their central-city
counterparts. Moreover, the suburban/central city hiring gap among black employersisaslarge as,
or larger than, that of white employers. Suburban black employers, however, receive many more
applications from blacks and hire more blacks than do white firmsin either location.

JEL Codes: J1, J15, J71



1. Introduction

Much recent research has been devoted to assessing therole of urban geography in explaining
persistent racial differentials in labor market outcomes. In particular, considerable effort has been
expended in evaluating the relative importance of the " spatial mismatch” hypothesis. Proponents of
the mismatch hypothesis argue that racial housing segregation, in conjunction with the steady flow
of employers from central city to suburban locations, adversely affect the employment prospects of
black and other minority workers. Animportant body of policy recommendations offered to aid in
reducing the physical isolation of inner-city minorities stressesimproving the accessibility of suburban
employment centers through residential mobility programs and public transportation.

A key assumption of the mismatch hypothesis and the derived policy recommendationsisthat
firms make location decisions independently of the racial resdentia distribution of workers. 1nother
words, firms choose locationswithin metropolitan areas based on such factorsas accessto input and
product markets, freeway accessibility, and land pricesrather than the desireto maximize or minimize
physical distance from workers of a particular racia or ethnic group. To the extent that this
assumption holds and to the extent that physical distance impedes accessibility, the policy tools
mentioned above would boost minority employment prospects.

On the other hand, if employers vary in their propensity to discriminate against minority
workersand use physical distance from minority residential areasasadiscriminationtool, the efficacy
of accessihility-improving policies is called into question. When employers self-select across
geographic regions according to their preferences for discrimination, connecting minority workers
to suburban employment centers will not necessarily improve their employment prospects. Thisis
due to the fact that minority workers are more likely to encounter discrimination in physically

inaccessible suburban firms than in accessible central-city firms.



2

Inthispaper, we present atest of the hypothesisthat employers geographically self-select into
central city and suburban locations according to their racial hiring preferences. We use adifference-
in-difference framework to isolate that portion of the suburban-central city differenceinracia hiring
outcomes that can be attributed to spatial differences in racial employment discrimination. Using
firm-level data from the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality (MCSUI) for four large metropolitan
areas, we compare central-city suburban differencesin racial hiring outcomesfor firmswhere awhite
person is in charge of hiring (white employers, for short) to similar geographic differences in
outcomes for firms where a black person isin charge of hiring (black employers). If we assume that
firmswhere blacks arein charge of hiring do not discriminate against black workers and hence do not
choose locations accordingly, geographic differences for these firms can be used to net out true
distance effects and isolate the geographic difference in the propensity to discriminate among firms
where whites are in charge of hiring.

We analyze geographic differences in three firm-level outcomes: the proportion of afirm’'s
workforcethat isblack injobsnot requiring college degrees, the probability that the last worker hired
isblack, and the proportion of job applicants that are black. In addition, we construct ratios of the
two employment outcomes to black application rates to analyze geographic differences in demand
for black workers conditional on the supply of black workers to the firm. We use two alternative
spatial characterizationsof firmlocation: asimplecentral city/suburban dichotomy and amore precise
measure of relative spatia proximity to black residential areas. Furthermore, we control extensively
for background firmcharacteristics, skill demandsand qualificationrequirements. Theresultsindicate
similar geographic differences for black and white employers -- i.e., the lower tendency of suburban

employersto hire black workersis at least as prevalent among black suburban employers (relative to
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black employersin the central city) asit isamong whites. Race of the employer, however, does have

large effects on employment outcomes within either location.

2. Accessibility and the Employment Prospects of Black Workers

Underlying thespatial mismatchinterpretation of racial differencesin unemployment ratesand
wagesisthe notion that physical distance between the residences of minority workersand thelocation
of employment opportunities impedes accessibility. Assuming that residential and firm locations are
exogenously given,* urban space limits job accessibility in two ways. First, commute costs reduce
net wages and, thus, the relative attractiveness of distant employment opportunities. Barriers to
reverse commuting that may render such costs prohibitive include low car-ownership rates among
minority workers (Holzer, Ihlanfeldt, & Soquist 1994; Taylor & Ong 1995) and weak public transit
links between suburban and central city communities (Hughes & Sternberg 1992). Second, physical
distance between minority workers and suburban employment centers may attenuate the flow of
employment information through informal information networks. To the extent that employers use
suchinformal recruiting techniquesasinterviewing walk-ins, taking referralsfrom current employees,
and posting help-wanted signs, the probability of securing employment in any given neighborhood
will be higher for residents than non-residents.

One line of research within the spatial mismatch literature analyzes the effect of space on
employment accessibility by estimating the relationship between distance from minority

neighborhoods and minority employment shares. Kain (1968) presents evidence for the Chicago and

Y1n an attempt to address the possible endogeneity of residential location, many mismatch studies
focus on the employment outcomes of youth living at home, noting that such youths have little say in the
location decision. The endogeneity of firm locations is essentially the subject of the current paper.
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Detroit metropolitan areas showing that the percentage of workers that are black in a given
workplace area declines with physical distance from the edge of major black neighborhoods. Ina
similar study using establishment-level datafor Chicago and Los Angeles, Leonard (1987) finds that
an establishment’s black male share of blue collar employment declines with distance from black
residential areas for both cities. In a more recent study, Holzer and Ihlanfeldt (1996) create a
measure of a firm's proximity to blacks relative to proximity to whites and find that in addition to a
strong negative distance effect, the percentage black of afirm’s non-college workforce declines with
the firm's distance from public transt stops. Similarly, in an analysis of Atlanta fast-food
establishments, Ihlanfeldt and Y oung (1996) find that both the establishment’s proximity to Atlanta's
commuter rail system and distance from the central city have strong significant effects on the racial
composition of afirm's workforce.

An dternative methodological approach attempts to directly measure intra-metropolitan
gpatial variation in labor demand and then estimate the effect of these "accessibility indices' on either
neighborhood-level or individual employment outcomes. For example, Ellwood (1986), Leonard
(1985), and O’'Regan and Quigley (1996) construct accessibility indices measuring intra-metropolitan
variation in proximity to employment levelsand find small or negligible effects of accessibility on both
tract-level youth employment rates (Ellwood 1986, L eonard 1985) and youth individual employment
probabilities (O’'Regan & Quigley 1996). Ihlanfeldt (1992) and Ihlanfeldt and Soquist (1990, 1991)
usethevariationin average commute timesfor low-wageworkersacrossresidential areasto measure
accessihility and find strong effects of commute times on individual youth employment probabilities
consistent with the mismatch hypothesis. Similarly, Raphael (1998a) constructs measures of spatial

proximity to areas of high net employment growth and finds strong effects of spatial accessibility on



neighborhood youth employment rates.

While there appearsto be aconsiderable body of evidence indicating that space does matter,
the existing body of empirical mismatch research rests on two strong assumptions: (1) that racial
segregation in housing is involuntarily imposed on African-Americans, and (2) that the flow of jobs
from centra city to suburban neighborhoods occurs for reasons that are independent of racial
residential patterns. While there is substantial research indicating that racial housing segregation is
to somedegreeinvoluntary,? thereislittle evidence concerning the motivation behind firmrelocations.
On the one hand, traditional explanations of employment decentralization stress racialy-neutral
explanations such asthe shift in transportation modes fromrail to truck and the consequent premium
placed on freeway accessibility, land-price differentials, changesin production technologiesrequiring
increased horizontal space, proximity to the maority workforce, and proximity to spatia
concentrations of consumer dollars (Kasarda 1985, 1989). To the extent that such explanations
account for therise of suburban employment centers, the effect of space on minority employment and
earnings can be thought of as"real" in that policies designed to eliminate spatial barrierswill improve
minority employment prospects.

On the other hand, as noted by Fernandez (1997), firm relocations may be driven by adesire
to avoid minority workers. Here, firms that discriminate for reasons of taste have several tools
available to them to engage such tastes, such asflat-out refusing to interview or hire black workers,

and a suburban location smply becomes an alternative option. In the extreme case where al

2Yinger (1995) presents extensive evidence from the most recent national housing audit studies that
documents considerable racial discrimination in both rental and sales housing markets. Massey and Denton
(1993) present a detailed historical discussion of the evolution of racial segregation in U.S. metropolitan
areas. Inaddition, Frey & Farley (1996) present evidence that blacks are considerably more segregated
than other racial and ethnic minorities.
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discriminating firms choose suburban locations and al non-discriminating firms choose central-city
locations, one could argue that employment decentralization has no effect on minority employment
prospects since suburban firms would not hire minority workers no matter where they were located.
Alternatively stated, the effects of policies designed to facilitate reverse commuting or residential
mobility would be minimal since the observed effect of spaceis"illusory” or driven by the selective
out-migration of firms from central cities.

In addition, being located in the suburbs might causally reduce the hiring of blacks relative
to being located in the central city. For instance, the preferences of white customers or employees
might induce greater discrimination among suburban employers (Becker 1971). Furthermore,
suburban employers might feel less subject to Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) regulation
(Bloch, 1994), or to informal pressure from local residentsto hire more blacks. Having less frequent
contact with black employees might also tend to reinforce negative stereotypes of central-city blacks
among suburban employers.

The conjecture that suburban employersare more discriminatory intheir hiring practicesthan
those located in the central city appears plausible and is indirectly supported by several empirical
findings and hence, deserves attention. For example, in an analysis of the Washington, DC
metropolitan area, Stoll (1998) finds that the central city-suburban employment rate differential is
greater for white youth than for black and Hispanic youth. These results suggest that the effect of
improved accessibility on the employment prospects of minority youth is partially offset by greater
discrimination in suburban labor markets. Raphael (1998b) finds similar results from an analysis of
the Oakland metropolitan area. 1n an analysis of four large metropolitan areas, Holzer (1996) finds

that the ratio of black new hires to black application rates is lower in suburban firms than in central
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city firms. Thisindicates a geographic difference in the rate at which blacks are hired controlling for
black labor supply to the firm. Inaddition, in an audit study of the DC area, where matched pairs of
auditors that differ with respect to race apply for the same jobs, Bendick et. al. (1994) find
considerable geographic differences in the net rate of discrimination experienced by the minority
auditor. Whilethereislittle difference in the net rate of discrimination between firmslocated in DC
proper and firmslocated in the Maryland suburbs, net discrimination ratesare considerably higher for
employers located in the Virginia suburbs than in either DC or Maryland.

The suspicionthat employment decentralizationiscorrelated withtheracial hiring preferences
of employers qualifies the implications of existing mismatch research. For example, the findings of
Holzer and Ihlanfeldt (1996) and Ihlanfeldt and Y oung (1996) that a firm's distance from the black
community and distance from transit stops negatively affect the black share of employment can be
interpreted as firms explicitly choosing to locate away from black neighborhoods at locations
inaccessible by public transit to avoid having to interview and hire black workers. Alternatively, the
findings of Raphael (1998a) that differential proximity to employment growth explains a substantial
portion of the black-white neighborhood employment rate differential can be alternatively interpreted
as oatid resdential concentrations of black youth reverse causing the outflow of firms. Below, we

outline asimpletest for gauging the extent to which racial discrimination is correlated with location.

3. Empirical M ethodology and Data Description
Following the line of research initiated by Kain (1968), we analyze the relationship between
establishment location and establishment-level racial employment outcomes. Specifically, let %oBlack;

equal the percentage of afirm'sworkforcethat isblack at afirmwhere the person in charge of hiring
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isof racei (i=w, b, for white and black) and located within area| (j=cc, s, for central city and suburb)
of the metropolitan area.  Geographic differences in the propensity to hire blacks, overall and

separately by the race of the individual in charge of hiring, are given by

A%Black, = %Black . - %Black

A%Black, = %Black,.. - %Black,, (1)

A%Blackgb = %BlackIDCC - %Blackbs.

Similarly, racial differencesin the propensity to hire blacks, overall and separately by geographic area,

are

A%Black = %Black, - %Black,

A%Black, = %Black,,, - %6Black,,, 2

A%Black. = %Black, , - %Black, .

If we assume that black employers do not discriminate against black workers and hence make
locations choices independently of the residential distributions of blacks, and also that blacks are
residentially concentrated in the city, an estimate of the portion of the geographic differential in

%Black among white firms that is due to differences in the propensity to discriminate is

A%Black = A%Black, - A%Black, = A%Black,

C

- A%BI aCkr ) ©)

The difference-in-difference (DD) estimate in equation (3) implicitly assumes that there are
no other systematic differencesin variables across the four types of firms that affect the demand for

black labor independently of an employer’s racial hiring preferences. Geographic differences may
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exist, however, in the skill requirements of firms, industrial composition, or the possible
discriminatory tastes of afirm's customer base. To control for possible differencesin other important
explanatory variables, alternative estimates of the various differentials are obtained by estimating the

eguation

%Black = o, + a,Black + o,Suburb. + o, Black *Suburb. + X + €, 4
i 0 1 i 2 i 3 i i i i ( )

where Black; and Suburb, are dummy variablesindicating that firmi isablack or suburban firm, X,
Is a vector of explanatory variables, and ¢, is an error term. In equation (4), the coefficients a,
represents the overall racia differential, o, gives the geographic differential for white firms, the sum
of the coefficients a, and o, givesthe geographic differential for black firms, and the coefficient o,
providesthe DD estimate after controlling for variablesin X;. Thiscoefficient isdirectly comparable
to the discrimination differential, A%Black, given by equation (3). Below, we present estimation
results for specifications of equation (4) that include extensive controls for firm characteristics,
variablesindicating skill needs and qualification requirements, and a proxy for the extent of customer
discrimination.

The critical assumption identifying the tests in equations (3) and (4) -- i.e, that location is
exogenous for black employers -- requires further discussion. Several arguments suggest that racial
employment discrimination should be less prevalent (and therefore less of a factor in the location
decision) at firms where blacks have authority over hiring decisions. To the extent that blacks are
lesslikely to discriminate against blacksthan are whites, there will be lessdiscrimination among black
employers due to a causal relationship between the race of the person in charge of hiring and

employment outcomes. Alternatively, the race of the hiring agent may in itself be endogenous to
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hiring practices at the firm -- i.e., unobservables causing blacks to be promoted to positions of
authority may be correlated with those leading to high black hiring and employment rates. For our
purposes, whether or not a causa relationship exists between the race of the hiring agent and
employment outcomes is of secondary importance since we are primarily interested in identifying
firms where racial hiring preferences play a minimal role in the location choice.

There are reasons to believe that black suburban employers are less likely to discriminate
against black applicantsthan white suburban employers, and perhapsno morelikely than black central
city employers. Several studies indicate that minority suburban firms actively recruit minority
workers. Bates (1993, 1994) provides evidence from alarge 1987 survey of small businesses from
28 metropolitan areas showing that the black share of employment at black-owned firmsis high for
both firms located in predominantly minority and non-minority areas. For the latter group of firms,
average black employment shares exceeds the black share of theresident population, afindingwe are
also able to reproduce in our data. 1n a descriptive case study of Detroit firms in the auto supply
industry, Turner (1997) presents comparative results from interviews with several black
entrepreneurs, some with businesses located in the suburbs and some with businesses located in the
cities. Turner findsthat suburban black employersmake considerable effortsto employ blacks. While
neither of these studies present clear and decisive evidence concerning the relative hiring preferences
of suburban black as compared to central city black employers, the results are instructive.

Nonetheless, there are several reasonable objectionsto our identifying assumption. To start,
suburban black firms may themselves self-select into suburban locations in order to avoid minority
workers based on either persona animus or prior beliefs concerning the relative competence of

workers by race. Alternatively, minority suburban employers may have more conservative views
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concerning the extent of racial discrimination in modern labor markets and, hence, may be relatively
less proactive in seeking out and hiring minority employees. Moreover, since our dataare based on
interviewswith the personin charge of hiring at the firmwho may or may not be the owner, suburban
blacks in positions that make hiring decisions may have less power and influence than comparable
central city blacks. Such geographic differencesin internal power among black hiring agents may be
further compounded by pressures in predominantly white suburban areas against engaging in hiring
practicesthat are either racially neutral or that favor black applicants. The most obvious example of
such pressureswould bethose exerted through customer discrimination (Holzer and I hlanfeldt 1998).
More generally, however, there may simply be greater socia pressures on black suburban employers
to "act white."

With respect to the contention that suburban black employers may hold relatively more
conservative views, asimpletest of thisargument would compare the beliefs of suburban and central
city black employers. While we have been unable to find any such comparisons, it is possible to
compare the beliefs of suburban black residents to central city black residents using the National
Opinion Research Center’s General Social Survey (GSS). Such comparisons yield no evidence that

blacks residing in the suburbs hold more conservative views than blacks residing in the central city.?

3Several questions asked of black respondents permit a geographic comparison of beliefs. In 1982,
the survey asked black respondent whether they believed that "... a black person who has the same
education and qualifications can get as a good a job as a white person..." and a similarly worded question
concerning whether or not a black workers can make as much money. For black central city residents of
the 100 largest SMSAS, 28 percent respond "Almost never” to the good-job question while the comparable
figure for suburban blacks is 50 percent. Similarly, in response to the question concerning the ability to
earn as much money, 30 percent of black central city respondents answer "almost never" compared to 41
percent of suburban blacks. In a question administered in 1987, black respondents were asked to place
themsdves on a numeric scale according to their beliefs concerning the"...best way for blacks to improve
their position,” with "civil rights groups" receiving a score of 1 and "become better trained and more
qualified" receiving a score of 7. Both suburban and central city black residents have average responses of
approximately 5.2.
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Hence, to the extent that the beliefs of suburban black residents extend to suburban black employers,
the GSS results indirectly support our identifying assumption for the DD estimate.

The objections concerning the internal position within the firm of the person in charge of
hiring and the existence of social pressures in the suburbs that do not exist in central cities require
careful consideration. In a situation where a black hiring agent is not the firm's owner, the hiring
decisions of the black employee will reflect the preferences of the institution in addition to the
individual. If the owner of thefirmisnot black, hiring policies may favor minority workersto alesser
extent thanin acomparable black-owned firm. Inthe empirical work below, we addressthis problem
by controlling for the position within the firm of the person in charge of hiring and by allowing
separate effects of position by race. To incorporate differential social pressures, we control for the
racial composition of a firm's customer base to account for spatia differences in consumer
discrimination. Concerning general pressuresin suburban neighborhoodsto conform, however, there
are no variables in the current data set that can decisively control for such a possibility. Hence, in
interpreting the results presented below, this caveat must be kept in mind.

We provide estimates of the racial and geographic differentials in equations (1) through (3)
and various specifications of equation (4) for three firm-level outcomes: the proportion of a firm's
non-college workforce that is black, the probability that the last worker hired is black, and the
percentage of afirm's applicant pool that isblack. The first measure provides an overdl description
of the average hiring policies of the firm while the second measure provides a gauge of hiring
decisions most likely to be made by the current person in charge of hiring. The percentage of
applicantsthat are black providesinformation on the potential differencesbetween firmsinthe supply

of black workers caused by either location or the geographical flow of information through informal
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networks to potential black employees.

Inaddition, we construct ratiosof each employment outcometo application ratesacrossfirms,
reflecting the demand for black applicants conditional on where they apply. Theratio of black new
hires to black application rates indicates the rate at which firms hire blacks out of the available black
applicant pool. Onthe other hand, if one makes the strong assumption that firm hiring practices are
inasteady state, theratio of the black share of employment to black application ratesreflect boththe
firm'spropensity to hire and retain black employees. Fromtheregression equationsfor the dependent
variables described above, we can also generate ratios of the predicted values of black employeesto
applicants. This provides ameasure of the conditional demand for black applicantsthat controlsfor
the other characteristics of jobs and firms.*

The data used here come from the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality. The employer
survey was carried out between June 1992 and May 1994 in the Atlanta, Boston, Detroit and Los
Angeles metropolitan areas and was administered to over 3,000 firms. The sample of firms comes
from two sources. a household survey conducted concurrently in the four metropolitan areas
(providing approximately 30 percent of the firms) and a sample generated by Survey Sampling
Incorporated (SSI). The SSI sampleisarandom-stratified samplewheretheinitia listsare stratified
by establishment-size and firms are sampled according to the proportion of metropolitan area
employment accounted for by their respective size categories. Hence, the SSI sampleisrepresentative
of the set of firmsfaced by ajob seeker in any of the four metropolitan areas. We use sample weights

in al tabulations and model estimations to account for the non-representative portion of the sample

“Note, the extent that the supply of black workers to the firmdsgenous to the firm’s racial
hiring preferences, these ratios will be biased towards one.
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from the household surveys. The response rate for firms that passed the initial screening is 67
percent. Holzer (1996) provides detailed comparisons of response rates for the survey by industry,
location, and establishment size and finds no substantial differences in response rates across firms.
In addition, Holzer (1996) provides evidence that the distribution of firms in the MCSUI sample
within areas across industry and firm size are comparable to those found in the County Business
Patterns.

Telephone surveys were conducted with the individua in charge of hiring and extensive
information was recorded concerning background firm characteristics, hiring and screening behavior,
skill demands and requirements, and several race-based employment outcomes. We restrict the
sample to records with complete information and to records where either a black person or awhite
person is in charge of hiring. We impose the second restriction to present a clean test for a
geographic difference in the propensity to discriminate among white employers (the majority of

firms). Imposing the restriction does not noticeably alter the results presented below.

4. Results

In this section we first present estimates of the differentialsin (1) through (4), for the three
outcome and two ratios discussed above, using a simple central city/suburban dichotomy to
characterize the proximity of firmsto black residential areas. We define central city firms as those

with mailing addresses in the primary central cities of the four MSAs.> Next, we use amore precise

*0Our definition of central city closdly parallels the municipal boundaries used by the census bureau
for Atlanta, Boston and Detroit. For Los Angeles, however, our central city definition places the San
Fernando Valley in the suburbs rather than the central city and places the predominantly minority areasin
East Los Angelesin the city rather than in the suburbs. All of the results presented below where also
estimated using (1) the municipal boundaries for all cities and (2) our central city definition for LA and
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measure of firm location based on the relative proximity of the census tract in which the firm is
located to black and white workers. This second specification provides a useful robustness check to
the simple two-by-two comparisons implied by equations (1) through (4).

A. Using the Central City/Suburban Dichotomy to Characterize Firm Location

Table 1 presents several setsof calculationsfor the three establishment-level outcomes. First,
the table presents mean values of the outcomes for all firms, by location (i.e., central city, suburb),
by race of the person in charge of hiring, and by location interacted with the race of the hiring agent.
In addition, the table gives inter-locationa differences within firm racia groups, inter-racial
differences within location, and DD calculations. The figures in Table 1 and al of the models
estimated below use the sample of firms pooled across the four metropolitan areas. We present
M SA-specific tabulations comparable to Table 1 in appendix Tables A1 through A3. For the most
part, the patterns within individual MSAs are quite similar to those for the pooled sample.

Before discussing the DD estimates, a brief discussion of the overall mean differences by
location and race --i.e., A%Black, and A%Black, -- isnecessary. For al three outcomes, firmswhere
blacks are in charge of hiring have considerably higher mean values than firms where whites are in
charge of hiring. These differencesby race are highly significant for the sample as awhole and within
eachlocation. Hence, irrespective of location, raceisnot aneutral factor inthe hiring and application
outcomes observed in the data

The inter-racial suburban differences are particularly important to the anaysis here.

Confirming the findings of Bates (1993, 1994), black firmsin suburban locations employ and accept

Detroit and municipal boundaries for Atlanta and Boston. The results using these alternative geographic
definitions are qualitatively similar to what we present below and are available upon request.
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applicationsfrom blacks at arate considerably higher thanthe black share of the resident population.®
While the average percent black in the census tract of the average black suburban employer in our
sampleis 5.3 percent, 35 percent of the non-college employees at these firms are black, 31 percent
of the most recent hires at these firms are black workers, and 50 percent of the applicant pool are
black job seekers. In addition, for all three outcomes, black suburban employers have higher mean
values than white central city firms. Hence, these basic calculations provide at least some support
for our key identifying assumption. Furthermore, the relatively high percentage of black applicants
to black suburban firms, and the relatively low percentage to white central-city firms, suggest that
physical distance per se and related factors (such as transportation) may matter much less in
determining where black workers apply for jobs than information flows or the perceptions of fair
treatment.

Concerning the overall central city-suburban differences, these are sizable and significant for
all three outcomes, though generally smaller than the overall differences by race. Looking within
employer racial groups, the central city-suburban differencesfor black firmsare actually greater than
those for white firms for al three outcomes, yielding negative DD estimates corresponding to
equation (3). All of thelocational differencesfor black and white firms are significant at one percent.
The largest disparities between the black and white geographic differences (and the ones yielding

significant and negative DD estimates) occur for the proportion of non-college employees that are

®The distribution of black shares of employment presented by Bates (1993, 1994) indicate higher
proportions black than the numbers presented in Table 1. The divergence between our result and those of
Batesis most likely attributable to the fact that Bates focuses on black-owned firms while in our sample
any firmwith a black person in charge of hiring is designated a black firm. In addition, Bates’ work
focuses on the small business sector while the MCSUI sample includes a distribution of firms across size
categories that is similar to the comparable distribution of employment shares.
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black and the last-hire outcomes. Hence, subject to the qualifications concerning the identifying
assumption, the results from the difference-in-difference calculations in Table 1 suggests that white
suburban firms are no more likely to discriminate than central-city white firms.

When computed as a percentage of the central city base, the locational percentage changes
for white and black employers are nearly identical for the two hiring outcomes and slightly larger for
white employers for the proportion of applicants that are black. For the proportion of non-college
employees that are black and the probability that the most recent hireis black, both suburban black
and white employers have mean values equal to approximately half that of their central-city
counterparts.  For the proportion-of-applicants measure, black suburban employers have mean
application rates that are approximately 30 percent lower than that of central city black employers,
while the comparable figure for white suburban firmsis 46 percent.

Table 2 uses the mean values in the first three columns of Table 1 to calculate ratios of each
employment outcome to the mean black application rates. The first panel presents the ratio of the
black share of non-college employment to the black application rate while the second panel givesthe
ratio of the proportion of recent hires that are black to black application rates. The differences and
the DD figures are actual differences in the ratios presented in Table 2 rather than ratios of the
corresponding figuresin Table 1. These ratios can be interpreted as the relative demand for black
workers at the firm, conditional on the supply and quality of black applicants.

Similar to the findings of Holzer (1996), the two ratios are lower in the suburbs than in the
central city, indicating arelatively lower propensity among suburban firms to hire blacks out of the
pool of black workers that seek employment in suburban firms. In addition, these ratios are higher

at firms where blacks are in charge of hiring. Within firms grouped by the race of the hiring agent,
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however, we find central city-suburban differences among black employersthat are either equivalent
to, or larger than, those observed among white employers. Racial differences in the ratios are
considerably larger in the central city than in the suburbs. Again, the negative (and sometimes
significant) DD estimates do not suggest that white employersin the suburbs discriminate more than
those in the central city.

While the patterns observed in Table 2 conform to the resultsin Table 1, the ratios do show
that black suburban employers are less likely to employ black applicants conditional on supply than
are central-city black employers. This pattern is somewhat counterintuitive. 1f anything, relative
skills among black suburban applicants are likely to be higher than among black central-city
applicants, given that educational attainment is positively correlated with suburban residences and
commute distancesamong blacks (Holzer 1996). Perhapsthereatively low ratiosobserved for black
(aswell as white) suburban employers are due to concerns about potential problems of absenteeism
or turnover related to transportation difficulties. Alteratively, theremay bediscriminatory differences
in preferences between suburban and central-city employers of either race, for reasons noted above.
Thelatter would violate the identifying assumption --i.e., comparable preferences between suburban
and central-city black employers -- behind our DD estimates, though we cannot be sure with these
datathat thisinterpretationiscorrect. At aminimum, theresultsfrom Tables1 and 2 imply that there
are both race and location effects that limit the employment of black applicants at suburban firms,

Thusfar we have not taken into account possible differences by region and firm racial group
in characteristics that may affect the demand for black labor. Appendix Table A4 provides average
values for a host of firm characteristics by the race of the person in charge of hiring and geographic

location. The table lists severa groups of variables. aset of basic firm descriptive statistics (size,
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industry, and location), indicators of the respondent’s position within the firm, a set of variables
indicating the daily job tasks and job qudification demanded of thelast hire, and indicators of whether
the firm uses affirmative action in hiring. The table also presents information on the proportion of
the firm's customers that are black and the relative distance of the firm from the black community.”
There are some notable differencesin the mean values of firm background characteristics both inter-
racially and, withinfirmracial group, acrosslocations. For example, black firms are somewhat larger
on average than white firms, have a higher proportion of their workforce unionized, report that a
higher proportion of their customers are black, and are more likely to use affirmative action in hiring
and recruiting than white firms. Among black firms, respondents in suburban firms are lesslikely to
be owners and more likely to be managers or supervisorsthan black city-firmrespondents. Giventhe
possible importance of these variables in determining a firm's demand for black labor, the smple
discrimination estimates presented in Tables 1 and 2 may suffer omitted variables bias.

To account for possible bias, we estimate equation (4) incorporating thesefirm characteristics
and skill needsvariables. Table 3 presents estimation resultsfor the probability that the last workers
hired is black and the black share of the applicant pool using four specifications of equation (4). The
first specification controls for the firm characteristics, daily job tasks, job qualifications, and
affirmative action variables listed in Table A4. Next, the proportion of customers that are black is
added. Thethird specification addsthree dummy variablesindicating position withinthefirm (" other”
Is the omitted category), while the fourth specification adds interactions between these dummy
variables and the dummy indicating ablack respondent. Recall from equation (4), the DD coefficient

comparable to the calculation in Table 1 is given by the coefficient on the interaction between the

"The relative distance variable will be discussed in detail below.
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black respondent and suburban location dummies. All models are estimated using simple OLS
regressions.® We do not include corresponding mode! estimations for the black share of employment
due to the fact that the skill and qualification demands variables correspond to the last job filled and
the recent batch of applicants and hence cannot be used to analyze black employment shares.®
Starting with the probability that the last worker hired is black, al of the DD coefficients are
either negative or near zero. For the first three specifications in columns (1) through (3), the DD
estimates are significant at five percent. The substantial inter-racial and locational probability
differentialsobserved in Table 1 remain and are significant in all specifications, though controlling for
all explanatory variables in Table A4 reduces the overal racial and locational differentials by
approximately one third.’® Asfor the proportion of applicants that are black, the coefficient on the
suburb/black respondent interaction terms are all insignificant, and is negative for the first

gpecification in column (5). Hence, these results are largely consistent with the various calculations

8The modds for the probability that the last non-college employee hired were also estimated using
probits rather than linear probability models. This does not affect theresults. In addition, the black share
of applicants equations were estimated using Tobit models due to the large number of zeros among white
firms. This also does not affect the main results of the paper.

*We did estimate equations with the black share of non-college employment as the dependent
variable corresponding to the four specification but withholding the skill and qualification demand
variables. For all four specifications, the point estimate of the difference-in-difference calculation was near
zero and statistically insignificant.

19 addition to a greater propensity to discriminate in the suburbs, the overall geographic
differential in the hiring and applications outcomes may be driven in part by the different racial
compositions of suburban and central city employers. In other words, in addition to being more likely to
encounter discrimination at suburban firms among white employers, black job seekers are also less likely to
encounter a black employer in the suburbs given the concentration of black employers in the central city.
To gauge the extent to which this compositional effect explains the overall geographic differences observed
in the data, we estimated models corresponding to thosein Table 3 where we first estimate each regression
omitting and then including the respondent’s race. Such an exercise indicates that approximately 10 to 20
percent of the overall geographic differences in the two outcomes can be explained by the differentials
racial compositions of central-city and suburban employers.
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based on the summary statistics in Table 1.*

Concerning the other coefficient estimates reported in Table 3, similar to the findings of
Holzer and Ihlanfeldt (1996, 1998), the proportion of customersthat are black has strong and highly
significant effects for both outcomes and in al specifications. Concerning the respondent’s position
within the firm, there is an interesting pattern in the specification that interacts the race of the
respondent with the position within the firm dummies. For black firms, we observe an ordering of
effects on the two dependent variables that may roughly correspond to conjectures concerning the
respondent’s influence within the firm. For example, for both outcomes black owners have stronger
positive effects on the dependent variables than either black manager/supervisors or black personnel
department officials. For whitefirmsin these specification we do not observe any consistent patterns.
In addition, in the specification that exclude the interactions, the ranking of the effects according to
internal position differ for the two outcomes.

The results from Table 3 can be used to compute hiring-to-application ratios that hold
constant the control variables in each regression. Table 4 presents these computed ratios by
respondent’s race, firm location, and the interaction between race and firm location as well as
accompanying differences in the ratios and difference-in-difference calculations. The table presents
four sets of ratios corresponding to the four specifications from Table 3. Similar to the unadjusted
ratios presented in the lower panel of Table 2, the ratio of black new hires to application rates is lower

overall in the suburbs than in the central city and higher among black employers than among white

"We also estimated equations including triple interactions between position within the firm,
location and respondent’s race. Such a specification permits black employers to behave differently by
position and location. All difference-in-difference calculations from these models remained insignificant,
yet with considerably inflated standard errors.
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employers. Controlling for thevariablesin Table A4, however, dightly narrowsthe overall locational
difference for specifications (1) through (3). The geographic differences within firm racial groups
observed in the unadjusted figures are also present in the ratios after controlling for firm
characteristics, withthelocational differenceswidening slightly for black firmsand narrowing slightly
for white firms. In all specifications, the locational difference for black firms exceeds considerably
that for white firms and, consequently, all of the DD calculations are large and negative. Hence,
controlling extensively for firm characteristics, skill needs and qualification demands, customer
preferences, and the internal power of the hiring agent does not qualitatively alter the findings from
the unadjusted results presented in Tables 1 and 2.
B. An Alternative Characterization of Firm Proximity to Black Workers

Employing a geographic coding scheme that classifies firm location as either suburban or
central city implicitly assumes that within region black and white employers are of equal distance, on
average, from potential black employees. Given the existence of racial segregation within suburban
communities and the possibility that black suburbanization smply reflects the extension of existing
black neighborhoods across central city boundaries, this spatial assumption is overly restrictive and
may biasthe results of the exercises presented inthe previous section. For example, if black suburban
employerslocate at the peripheries of large black residential areas just over the city limit while white
suburban firmslocate on the peripheries of the suburban ring, the dichotomous location scheme used
above would effectively overstate for black suburban firms and understate for white suburban firms
the distanceto theresidences of black workers. Such location patternswould impart an upward bias
to the discrimination estimates presented in the previous section.

To account for thispotential source of bias, herewe abandon the simple central city/suburban
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dichotomy and employ a continuous measure of relative proximity following Holzer and I hlanfeldt
(1996). Table5 presents estimation results comparable to the models presented in Table 3 wherea
variables measuring the firm's relative distance to blacks in the metropolitan area is substituted for
the suburban dummy variable. The relative distance variablesis computed asfollows. For eachfirm,
aweighted average of the distance in miles between the firm's census tract and all other censustracts
in the metropolitan area is computed using the tract count of black residents as weights. This
conceptually provides the average distance between the firm and black residentsin the metropolitan
area. Next, asimilar distance measure is calculated for proximity to whites. The relative distance
measure used in the models is the distance to blacks divided by the distance to whites. In addition,
following Holzer and Ihlanfeldt (1997) we include four dummy variables indicating the firm's
proximity to the nearest public transit stop. Table 5 suppressesthe output for the position within the
firm dummies since the results do not differ from those of Table 3.

For therecent-hire outcome therelative distance variable hasastrong negative and significant
effect in all specifications. Similar to the findings of Holzer and I hlanfeldt (1996), we also observe
that proximity to public transit exerts significant and substantial effects on the probability of arecent
black hire. Concerning the interaction term, in all four specifications the point estimates are
negative with a significant negative effect in specification (1). Hence, these results indicate that for
black employers the probability that the last workers hired is black declines with distance at a
relatively faster rate than for white employers. For the proportion of applicants that are black, we

also observe strong negative and significant effects of distance. In addition, none of the interaction

?Notably, the coefficients on the transit dummies decline uniformly in distance for all four
specifications.
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termsbetween the respondent’s race and relative distance are significant. However, three of the point
estimates are positive and, for the last specification (regression 8), nearly large enough to offset the
base distance effect.

While there is no exact corollary to the recent-hires-to-applicants ratios presented in Tables
2 and 4, the parameter estimates in Table 5 do indicate that the ratio of black new hires to applicants
declines at a faster rate with distance for black employers than for white employers. This can be seen
by computing the distance effects by race (the coefficient on relative distance for white and the sum
of the coefficient on distance and the interaction term for blacks) for each outcome and then taking
the ratio. For white employers, the probability oeaent black hire declines at a slower rate than
the decline in applicants indicating that the ratio of new hires to applicants increases with distance.
For black employers, on the other hand, the probabilityexfent black hire decreases at a faster rate
than the proportion of applicants that are black, thus indicating ratios that decline with the relative
distance from the black community. Hence, using a continuous measure of a firm’'s proximity to

blacks rather than the central city/suburban dichotomy does not affect the results.

5. Conclusions

Our results indicate several strong patterns. In both the unadjusted difference-in-difference
calculations and the multi-variate regressions, we find differences in employment outcomes between
black employers in the central city and those in the suburbs that are comparable to, or even larger
than, the geographic differences for white firms. On the surface, these results suggest that white
suburban firms may be no more discriminatory than white central city firms, and that much of the

mean difference in racial hiring and application outcomes among white firms may be attributed to
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spatial frictions. However, the lower tendency of black suburban employersto hire from their pool
of black applicants, relativeto black centra-city employers, requiresfurther study. Whether suburban
employers of either race have legitimate concerns about central-city applicants, or whether both have
discriminatory preferences relative to their central-city counterparts, remains unclear. Nonetheless,
whatever the factors are that drive the low relative representation of black workers among the
applicants to, and employees of, suburban firms, they appear to operate in a similar fashion among
both black and white employers.

Irrespective of geographic differences, race does not appear to be a neutral factor in hiring
decisions. For our samplein general and within region, firms with black hiring agents have a higher
percentage of their workforce that is black, are more likely to have recently hired a black applicant,
and receive amuch greater proportion of their applications from black job seekers. Thus, both the
race and the location of the employer are clearly important factors in determining firm-level
outcomes. Furthermore, the relatively high percentage of black applicantsto black suburban firms,
and the relatively low percentage to white central-city firms, suggest that physical distance may
matter much less in determining where black workers apply for jobs than information flows or the
perceptions of fair treatment.

Animportant limitation to the current analysisistheinability to detect whether suburban firms
in general choose suburban locations to maximize access to a self-selected, relatively high-skilled
work force. To the extent that more able workers migrate to the suburbs and that firms place value
on physical proximity to such employees, the existing central-city labor force may not perform well
in suburban job markets even with improved physical accessibility (Fernandez 1997). Thiswould be

dueto thefact that such workerswould not meet the demands of suburban employers. Hence, while
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we are able to show that space determines employment outcomes independently of the geography of
discrimination, our controls for the skill needs and qualification demand of employers are not likely
to be sufficient to decisively rule out the possibility that the spatial effects we observe are driven by
the selective migration of workers to suburban neighborhoods. Future research should attempt to
evaluate this and other hypotheses concerning self-selection bias in mismatch research. A finer
understanding of these issueswill provide information important to designing, and choosing among,

alternative policy tools.
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Tablel

Means and DD Calculations for Various Firm-L evel Employment Outcomes by L ocation and
the Race of the Person in Charge of Hiring

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

Proportion of Non-College Employees that are Black

All Firms  Central City

180 (.005)  .331(.013)

159 (.005)  .282(.013)
516 (.024) 676 (.027)

-.357(021)  -.394(.035)

Suburb Difference

133(.005)  .198(.011)

125(.005)  .157(.011)
353(.033)  .323(.042)

-.227(025)  -.166 (.040)

Last Non-College Employee Hired is Black

All Firms  Central City

203(.008)  .355(.009)

.183(.008)  .309 (.020)
489 (.035)  .661(.046)

-.305(.033)  -.351(.053)

Suburb Difference

153(.009)  .202(.018)

145(009)  .164(.019)
316 (.049)  .344(.067)

-171(.042)  -.180 (.065)

Proportion of Applicants that are Black

All Firms  Central City

306 (.009)  .482(.019)

282(.009)  .439(.020)
.624(.034) 750 (.045)

-.341(.032)  -.311(.054)

Suburb Difference

249(009)  .233(.019)

236(.009)  .203(.019)
505 (.049)  .245(.066)

-.269 (.042)  -.042(.064)

Standard errors arein parentheses.

All figures are weighted.
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Table?2

Ratios of Black Hiring Outcomesto Black Application Rates

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

Proportion of Non-College Employees that are Black
Divided by the Proportion of Applicants that are Black

All Firms  Centra City

622 (.016)  .715(.024)

587 (.017)  .662(.028)
.837(.036)  .904 (.041)

-.250 (.040)  -.242 (.050)

Suburb

565 (.020)

547 (.020)
739 (.064)

-.191 (.067)

Difference

150 (.031)

115 (.035)
166 (.076)

-.051 (.084)

Proportion of Recent Hires that are Black Divided by the
Proportion of Applicants that are Black

All Firms  Centra City

704 (.028)  .770(.038)

684(.032)  .735 (.045)
822 (.047) 900 (.060)

-138 (.057)  -.165 (.075)

Suburb

661 (.039)

655 (.043)
719 (.076)

-.064 (.087)

Difference

109 (.054)

.080 (.062)
181 (.096)

-.101 (.114)

Standard errors are in parentheses. Ratios are computed from averages of the numerator and
denominator using a sample that is restricted to observations containing information for both variables.
Dueto this additional restriction, the ratios presented here differ slightly from those implied by the mean

values givenin Table 1.




Table3
Linear Regressions Estimates of the Differential Effects of Space on Firm-L evel Employment Outcomes

Last Non-College Employee Hired is Black Proportion of Applicants that are Black
Variables € @) ©) 4 ©) (6) () )

Suburbs -.133 -.086 -.086 -.084 -.151 -.106 -.103 -.102
(.019) (.023) (.022) (.023) (.020) (.019) (.019) (.019)

Black Respondent .296 .218 217 519 273 .156 .168 278
(.046) (.050) (.051) (.104) (.045) (.042) (.043) (.085)

Suburbs*Black Respondent  -.159 -.115 -.113 -.045 -.034 .016 .001 .057
(.064) (.068) (.069) (.072) (.062) (.057) (.057) (.060)

Proportion of Customers - .608 .616 .611 - .756 .749 .749
Black (.047) (.048) (.048) (.039) (.039) (.039)

Owner - - .074 .094 - - .034 .034
(.036) (.037) (.030) (.031)

M anager/Supervisor - - .035 .065 - - .059 .073
(.031) (.032) (.026) (.027)

Pers. Dept. Official - - .036 .067 - - .052 .069
(.035) (.036) (.029) (.031)

Owner*Black Respondent - - - -.244 - - - .033
(.138) (.109)
M anager/Supervisor* - - - -.427 - - - -.210
Black Respondent (.118) (.097)
Pers. Dept. Official* Black - - - -.374 - - - -.179
Respondent (.118) (.097)

R? 171 .260 .262 .269 .261 441 443 448
N 2,264 1,598 1,598 1,598 1,579 1,341 1,341 1,341

Standard errors are in parentheses.  All regressions include a constant term and all of the firm characteristics and indicators of skills needs and
job requirements listed in Appendix Table 4A (excepting the relative distance measure).
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Table4

Ratios of the Proportion of Recent Hires that are Black to the Proportion of Applicantsthat are
Black Holding Constant Firm Characteristics, Skill Demand and Qualifications, Racial Composition
of Customer, and Respondent’s Position Within the Firm

Specification (1)
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
All Firms .704 (.029) .750 (.020) .678 (.034) .072 (.039)
White person in charge of hiring .689 (.031) 716 (.022) .677 (.035) .038 (.041)
Black person in charge of hiring .796 (.016) .881 (.014) .691 (.018) .190 (.023)
Difference -107(.035) -.165(.026) -.013(.040) -.152(.047)
Specification (2)
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
All Firms .686 (.030) 743 (.023) .658 (.033) .085 (.041)
White person in charge of hiring .670 (.032) .701 (.025) .656 (.034) .046 (.042)
Black person in charge of hiring .804 (.020) 913 (.018) .681 (.021) .233 (.028)
Difference -135(.037) -.212(.031) -.025(.040) -.187 (.050)
Specification (3)
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
All Firms .686 (.030) 743 (.023) .658 (.033) .085 (.041)
White person in charge of hiring .670 (.032) .704 (.025) .656 (.034) .049 (.042)
Black person in charge of hiring .799 (.019) .897 (.018) .685 (.021) 212 (.028)
Difference -129(.037)  -.193(.031) -.030(.040) -.163(.050)
Specification (4)
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
All Firms 686 (.030)  .767(.023)  .645(.033)  .122(.041)
White person in charge of hiring 671 (.032) .704 (.025) .657 (.034) .047 (.042)
Black person in charge of hiring .795 (.020) .887 (.019) .701 (.020) .186 (.028)
Difference -125(.037) -.183(.031) -.044(.040) -.139 (.050)

Theratios are calculated from mode results corresponding to the specifications in table 3 were the sample
is constrained to observations with information for both dependent variables needed to construct the

ratios. Standard errors arein parentheses.
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Linear Regressions Estimates of the Differential Effects of the Relative Distance to the Black Population on Firm-L evel Employment

Outcomes
Last Non-College Employee Hired is Black Proportion of Applicants that are Black
Variables 1) 2 € 4 ®) (6) () )
Black Respondent .603 .296 .295 578 318 074 .089 174
(.129) (.139) (.140) (.164) (.122) (.116) (.127) (.137)
Relative Distance -.307 -.224 -.219 -.217 -.456 =271 -.265 -.260
(.049) (.057) (.057) (.057) (.048) (.047) (.048) (.048)
Black Respondent* -.588 -.181 -.180 -.097 -.138 .128 107 .186
Relative Distance (.186) (.201) (.201) (.203) (.177) (.171) (.171) (.172)
Distanceto Transit
0 miles .086 .066 .066 .065 119 .094 .092 .094
(.022) (.025) (.024) (.024) (.021) (.021) (.021) (.020)
O<miles<=.25 .082 .054 .055 .053 .086 .078 .076 .077
(.024) (.027) (.028) (.027) (.024) (.023) (.023) (.023)
.25<miles<=.5 .031 .044 .046 .042 .078 .097 .096 .097
(.034) (.040) (.040) (.040) (.034) (.034) (.034) (.034)
.S5<miles<=1 .020 .003 .005 .006 -.029 -.034 -.037 -.037
(.037) (.043) (.043) (.043) (.036) (.035) (.035) (.035)
Proportion of Customers - .549 557 .554 - .698 .695 .696
Black (.051) (.052) (.051) (.042) (.042) (.042)
Position Dummies No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Position Dummies*Black  No No No Yes No No No Yes
Respondent
R? 2,04 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,418 1,216 1,216 1,216
N 194 275 276 .284 327 468 470 A74

Standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant term and all of the firm characteristics and indicators of skills needs and
job requirements listed in Appendix Table 4A.
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Table Al

Means and DD Calculations for the Proportion of Non-College Employees that are Black by M SA

All Firm

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

Atlanta
All Firm Central City Suburb Difference
303 (.012) 387(.020)  .249(.013)  .138(.023)
279 (.012) 340 ((020)  .243(.014)  .097 (.024)
556 (.038) 734 (.035)  .343(.048)  .391(.058)
-276(.039)  -.394(.056) -.100(.054)  -.293(.077)
Boston
All Firms Central City Suburb Difference
.091 (.006) 228(.024)  .062(.005)  .166 (.016)
.084 (.006) 203(.024)  .061(.005)  .142(.016)
408 (.076) 506 (.097)  .183(.058)  .324(.149)
-323(.045)  -.303(.084) -.122(.060)  -.182(.092)
Los Angdles
All Firms Central City Suburb Difference
1119 (.008) 163(.020)  .107 (.009)  .056 (.019)
.098 (.007) 129(.018)  .090 (.007)  .038(.017)
368 (.045) 442 (061)  .335(.060)  .107 (.095)
-270(.027)  -.313(.056) -.245(.031)  -.069 (.059)
Detroit
All Firms Central City Suburb Difference
1190 (.011) 501 (.033)  .135(.009)  .366 (.027)
165 (.010) 421(.038)  .127(.009)  .293(.028)
680 (.042) 817 (.030)  .465(.078)  .352(.071)
-515(.046)  -.396(.072) -.338(.061) -.059(.088)

Standard errors arein parentheses.
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Table A2

Means and DD Calculations for the Last Non-College Employeeis Black by M SA

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

Atlanta
All Firms Central City Suburb Difference
335 (.018) 387(.020) .249(.013)  .138(.023)
279 (.012) 340 ((020)  .243(.014)  .097 (.024)
556 (.038) 734 (.035)  .343(.048)  .390(.058)
-276(.039)  -.394(.056) -.100(.054)  -.293(.077)

Boston
All Firms Central City Suburb Difference
.091 (.011) 228 (.024)  .062(.005)  .166 (.016)
.084 (.006) 203 (.024)  .061(.005)  .142(.016)
408 (.076) 506 (.097)  .183(.058)  .324(.150)
-323(.045)  -.303(.084) -.122(.060)  -.182(.092)
All Firms Central City Suburb Difference
119 (.008) 163(.020)  .107 (.009)  .056 (.019)
.098 (.007) 129 (.018)  .090 (.007)  .039 (.017)
368 (.045) 442 (.061)  .335(.060)  .107 (.095)
-271(.027)  -.313(.056) -.245(.031)  -.069 (.059)

Detroit
All Firms Central City Suburb Difference
1190 (.011) 501 (.033)  .135(.009)  .366 (.027)
165 (.010) 421(.038)  .127(.009)  .293(.028)
680 (.042) 817(.030)  .465(.078)  .352(.072)
-515(.046)  -.396(.073) -.338(.061) -.059 (.088)

Standard errors arein parentheses.
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Table A3

Means and DD Calculations for the Proportion of Applicants that are Black by M SA

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

All Firms

White person in charge of hiring
Black person in charge of hiring

Difference

Atlanta
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
452 (.017)  .586 (.027) 362 (.020)  .225(.034)
427(018)  545(.030)  .354(.021)  .191(.036)
697 (.056)  .850 (.064) 478 (.085)  .372(.105)
-270(.058)  -.305(.079)  -.124(.083)  -.181(.115)
Boston
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
171(.011)  .351(.036) 134 (.011)  .217 (.029)
166 (.012)  .338(.038)  .135(.011)  .203(.030)
346 (.083)  .487(.101) 065 (.032)  .423(.141)
-179 (.076)  -.149 (.123) 070 (112)  -.220(.155)
Los Angdes
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
224 (.015)  .227(.017) 223(.029)  .004 (.035)
197 (.014)  .200(.031)  .196(.016)  .004 (.034)
483 (.061)  .435(.067) 499 (.083)  -.064 (.141)
-286 (.048) -.236(.088)  -.304(.057)  .068(.110)
Detroit
All Firms  Central City Suburb Difference
378(.022)  .716 (.049) 318(.023)  .397(.057)
343(.022)  .639(.056)  .302(.023)  .337(.065)
864 (.060)  .947 (.089) 760 (064)  .187 (.120)
-521(.083) -.308(.108)  -457(.120)  .149(.167)

Standard errors arein parentheses.
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Table A4
M eans of Firm Characteristics by Race of Person in Charge of Hiring and Firm L ocation
Black Respondents White Respondents

Variables Suburb Central Suburb

Relative Distanceto the

Black Population® .66 .58 75 a7 .64 .82

Proportion of Customers

Black 37 46 .28 .18 24 .16

Firm Characteristics
1-19 employees .28 31 24 32 .29 .34
20-99 employees .26 22 31 34 31 34
100-499 employees .28 27 .29 25 27 24
500-999 employees .05 .04 .06 .04 .04 .04
1,000+ employees A3 16 A0 .05 .09 .04
Union .26 .30 21 19 .20 .18
Mining .00 .01 .00 .00 .00
Construction .03 .02 .03
Manufacturing .09 .06 14 22 A4 24
T.C.U. .06 .06 .06 .05 .07 .05
Wholesale Trade .03 .01 .04 .08 .07 .08
Retail Trade 21 22 .20 17 14 .18
FIRE .08 .07 .09 .10 14 .09
Services 45 .50 40 31 .39 .29
Atlanta .39 A7 .32 .26 44 .20
Boston .08 10 .06 .26 19 .28
Los Angeles .29 14 44 21 21 21
Detroit 24 .29 19 27 .16 .30

Daily Job Tasks
Customer Contact .68 .75 .60 57 .60 57
Phone conversation .64 .67 .61 52 .58 .50
Reading .59 .66 52 .55 57 54
Writing 40 44 34 .29 .29 .29
Math/computations .59 .60 .58 .66 .64 .67
Computer work .61 .58 .63 51 .56 49

Job Qualifications that

are Either Absolutdy

Necessary or Strongly

Preferred
A high school diploma .82 .84 .79 71 75 .70
Recent work experience 73 .68 .78 .68 74 .67
Specific experience .61 .58 .65 .60 .65 .59
References .79 74 .85 72 74 71
Vocational education A7 45 49 37 37 .36

Use Affirmative Action in

Recruiting .64 .62 .66 .53 54 52

Use Affirmative Action in

Hiring 43 44 43 37 .39 37
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Respondent’s Position

Within the Firm
Owner 14 19 .08 15 A2 .16
Manager/Supervisor 35 27 44 45 49 44
Personnel Dept. Official 40 37 42 .29 .30 .29
Other A1 A7 .06 A1 .09 A1

N 209 115 94 2,383 595 1,788

All figures are weighted.
a. Rdative distance is the average distance in miles to black metropolitan residents divided by the average
distance to white metropolitan residents.





