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ABSTRACT
Recently, researchers of urban inequalities documented a racial and ethnic hierarchy
embedded in employers’ minds, with results from existing qualitative studies being quite
consistent. This paper aims to replicate these findings using data from a sample of 1069
employers from four major urban regions: New York, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, and
Atlanta. The results from the quantitative analyses coincide with previous findings of a
racial and ethnic hierarchy existing, and suggest that structural factors—regions,
organizational diversity, size, and formality—are more important in explaining
employers’ ratings than their ascribed characteristics. Conclusions include the study’s

weaknesses and directions for future research.



INTRODUCTION

Hiring decisions are essentially subjective and risky. The main problem is a lack of high
quality information about applicants’ on-the-job productivity (Stinchcombe 1990, pp.
240-250). Employers1 attempt to overcome the problem by using a variety of indicators,
including educational background, training, and past work experience. An increasing
number of employers even use aptitude tests to screen out applicants (Marsden 1996).
Even so, employers cannot ascertain the level of applicants’ actual productivity on the job
through these tests.

The level of subjectivity does vary with the level of required skills. High skill job
applicants tend to have considerable records of their work habits and ability in the form
of formal certificates or established work histories (Stinchcombe 1990, pp. 240-273). In
contrast, employers have little such information in hiring low skill workers and, as a
result, usually resort to a variety of informal sorting criteria, which may be inaccurate and
unreliable. Thus, belonging to a “right” group matters a great deal in getting a job.

Determining who belongs to the right group depends on an employer’s beliefs about
the work ethic, reliability, and dependability of different groups categorized by ascribed
as well as achieved characteristics. These qualities are intangibles and profoundly
embedded in ongoing social relations. Moss and Tilly (1995, 1996) termed these
subjective requisites as “soft skills,” which are defined “as skills, abilities, and traits that
pertain to personality, attitude, and behavior rather than to formal or technical

knowledge” (Moss and Tilly 2001, p. 44).



Many employers believe that these soft skills vary depending on ascribed
characteristics such as socioeconomic background, gender, nativity, race and ethnicity of
applicants (Moss and Tilly 2001, pp. 85-155). In some cases, employers may form their
perceptions of each ascribed group based on their experience dealing with members of
the groups. Living in a racially conscious society, however, we cannot rule out the
possibility that employers also draw on racial and ethnic stereotypes that portray
“African-Americans as hostile, immigrants as industrious, and ... many others” (Tilly
and Tilly 1998, p. 100). Employers’ dependence on ascribed characteristics in hiring
creates and sustains durable social inequalities along the racial and ethnic lines. While
employers are under certain constraints (Osterman 1988; Tilly and Tilly 1998, p. 103),
their control is nearly complete when dealing with workers with limited schooling and
few on-the-job skills.

Treating workers differently based on their ascribed characteristics is, by definition,
discrimination. And naturally, an important element of any theory of discrimination is
employers—their needs, preferences, and behavior. In economics, “the neoclassical
theory of discrimination is almost entirely a demand side theory”(Cain 1986, p. 709).
Gary Becker’s theory of discrimination, a well-known example of this paradigm, begins
with the main assumption that employers have a “taste for discrimination” based on their
racial prejudice (1957). Similarly, a so-called theory of statistical discrimination suggests
that employers’ beliefs about the distribution of skills across different groups determine

whom they tend to hire (Aigner and Cain 1972).



Sociological theories of discrimination are even more explicit about the role of
“culture-bound” perceptions of employers in labor processes (Tilly and Tilly 1998, pp.
95-112; Granovetter and Tilly 1988). Conceptualizing “labor markets as queues,”
sociologists link group differences in labor market outcomes with their position in the
“labor queue” (Hodge 1973; Lieberson 1980; Reskin and Roos 1990). Those placed at
the top of the labor queue by employers are largely determined by custom and beliefs
about each group’s productivity (Reskin and Roos 1990, p. 36; Tilly and Tilly 1999, pp.
99-100).

Sidanius and Pratto go even further in suggesting that stereotypes about work
qualities are an integral part of a social system that produces and sustains a group-based
social hierarchy (1999, p. 40). They categorize negative stereotypes as part of
legitimizing myths, which “consist of attitudes, values, beliefs, stereotypes, and
ideologies that provide moral and intellectual justification for the social practices that
distribute social value within the social system” (Sidanius and Pratto 1999, p. 45).
Understanding what employers think about different racial and ethnic groups is essential
in explaining the observed group differences in labor market conditions.

Despite its theoretical significance, direct analyses of employers’ attitudes are rare,
and the few existing studies of employers’ attitudes use qualitative small samples and
case study approach—hence, it is difficult to infer the salience of their findings. This
study aims to forge a link between theoretical significance and empirical evidence on this
topic. Using newly collected attitudinal data from probability samples of employers from

four urban regions, the study intends to empirically estimate the racial and ethnic



hierarchy in employers’ preconceptions about workers with limited school credentials.
The study encompasses two central research questions: Is it possible to uncover the racial
and ethnic hierarchy reported in the qualitative studies? And if such a hierarchy exists,
can it be “explained” through various factors including employers’ own racial and ethnic
characteristics, organizational characteristics of the business establishments, and regional

differences?

EXISTING STUDIES ON SOFT SKILLS

There are few studies concentrating on employers’ beliefs and their consequences on
social inequalities: Kirschenman and Neckerman (1991); Moss and Tilly (1995, 1996,
2001); Waldinger (1996); and Waldinger and Lichter (2002). The results from these
studies are quite consistent and describe a distinct racial and ethnic hierarchy. Employers
consistently rank African-Americans last among different groups of workers. While
employers consider Hispanics better workers than African-Americans, their place in the
overall racial/ethnic hierarchy is not consistent. On the other hand, whites are consistently
at the top of the hierarchy. The results are less certain about where Asian-Americans fit
into the picture, since most studies do not ask employers to rank Asian-Americans. Moss
and Tilly (2001) did find very few employers criticize Asian-Americans’ soft skills, and
that they are more likely to rank higher than African-Americans. Another group that is
not a racial or ethnic group, but is quite prominent in the literature, is immigrants. They
are included in the studies, mainly because many researchers regard them as a source of
displacement for native low-skilled African-Americans. Researchers find that immigrants

consistently rank higher than African-Americans, and sometimes even above whites.



The cumulative body of evidence is highly suggestive. The consistency across studies
conducted in different urban areas reinforces the hypothesis that employers do believe
certain groups of workers possess better work qualities than others. These studies have
uncovered an important aspect of the labor processes that would have been difficult to
document with any other methodology. Even so, the results are based on small samples
and qualitative research methods that are not designed to make inferences about the level
of prevalence of these attitudes among the population of employers. This study aims to
overcome this limitation by using statistical models to estimate the prevailing racial and

ethnic hierarchy based on probability samples of employers.

DATA

This study uses data from a 1997 organizational survey conducted in four metropolitan
areas: Los Angeles, New York, Atlanta, and Philadelphia. One thousand and sixty-nine
business establishments participated in the study. All of these establishments had hired
someone in the last two years to do a “low-skill job,” which is defined as a job not
requiring a college education. The screening requirements aimed to ensure the positions
these establishments have recently filled approximate jobs that workers with limited
formal education usually encounter in the labor market. And having recruited workers
recently, the information employers provided was more likely to be timely and accurate
(Kalleberg et al. 1996).

The resulting sample® contained: 230 establishments from Atlanta, 314 from Los
Angeles, 310 from New York, and 215 from Philadelphia. The refusal rates were

relatively low at around 30 percent. And most of the refusal cases resulted from refusing



the screener—not the actual survey’. The survey contained extensive batteries of
questions on every step of the hiring process. In addition, it collected various indicators
of organizational structure of the sampled businesses including the demographic
composition of the establishments by soliciting detailed breakdowns of the workforce by
race, ethnicity and gender.’

Depending on the type of information gathered and the organizational structure of an
establishment, several respondents from each establishment participated in the survey.
For example, in a large bureaucratic organization, administrative staff may have
answered the questions related to the establishment as a whole. But questions related to
decision-making processes for hiring the sampled low-skill workers were asked of an
actual decision maker in the hiring process. The decision maker could have been a
supervisor, a small business owner, or a human resource manager. This paper is about
how these decision makers, referred to as employers, rate the intangible work qualities of

different groups of low-skill workers in four urban regions.

EMPLOYERS’ RATINGS OF GROUP WORK QUALITIES

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

The main outcome variables of the study were employers’ ratings of work qualities, or
“soft skills,” of different racial/ethnic groups. The survey asked employers to rate five
groups of workers along three dimensions: work habits, reliability, and attitudes. Each
employer rated the qualities of each group on a scale of 1 being the best, 7 being the

worst, and 4 as average.



The questions began with the following statement: “In this next statement, for each
group I read I want to know whether you think they tend to (be hard workers or not hard
workers / have a bad attitude at their workplace, or tend to have a good attitude at their
workplace / be reliable or unreliable).” Then, an interviewer explained the meanings of
each score on the scale and concluded with the following statement: “Where would you
rate (Whites / Asian-Americans / Blacks / Hispanics / Immigrants) on this scale?”

The structure of the questions is quite similar to racial attitude questions used in the
qualitative studies as well as major social surveys, including General Social Survey and
Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality (Moss and Tilly 2001; O’Connor, Tilly, and Bobo
2001). Nonetheless, these questions have several disadvantages: First, the groups being
rated are not mutually exclusive; immigrants could be members of any one of the racial
groups, thus creating ambiguity in locating immigrants on the racial and ethnic hierarchy.
Second, asking respondents for ratings instead of rankings of the groups seems to
encourage respondents to pick a midpoint, which is the socially, politically, and legally
correct response, especially for employers (Krosnick 1999, pp. 547-549). On the other
hand, one advantage of asking for ratings is it seemed to generate responses from more
employers. A majority of employers were willing to rate the groups, as only 15 to 17

percent of respondents declined to answer the questions.

DESCRIPTIVE AND NON-PARAMETRIC ANALYSES

The most striking aspect of the employers’ ratings of the groups is a strong tendency for
employers to rate groups as “average.” As seen in Table 1, in all dimensions, 60-70

percent of employers rate all the groups as average. And, close to 90 percent of



employers rate groups positively—either average or above average. This finding is
consistent with findings from a similar study, the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality.
Moss and Tilly report that employers’ ratings seem to describe workers “like the children
of Garrison Keillor’s mythical Lake Wobegon, all race and gender groups perform above

average” (2001, p. 91).
< Table 1 about here >

Many employers may rate multiple groups as average because they believe that, in
general, every worker is equally capable of doing the job. This belief is certainly
possible, given that the jobs require limited skills. But as discussed earlier, the wording of
the survey questions may have also encouraged some employers to choose values
considered reasonable and “politically correct.” Unfortunately, one cannot distinguish
which of these two possible factors contributed to the resulting distributions from the
available data. On the other hand, if most employers avoid giving differential ratings to
be socially acceptable, then the presently observed racial and ethnic hierarchy is a
conservative estimate of what employers believe about minority workers, especially
African-Americans.

<Figure 1 about here >

As reported in previous studies, even though the majority of responses pile onto the
midpoint of the scale, as seen in Table 1, the deviations from the average provide a clue
about the prevailing racial/ethnic hierarchy. For instance, by aggregating the proportions
of negative responses reported in Table 1, African-Americans, as a group, have the

highest number of such responses (see Figure 1). In all dimensions, six to seven percent



of the employers rate African-Americans as below average. In contrast, no more than
three percent of the respondents rate Asian-Americans and immigrants as below average
in these dimensions. A slightly higher proportion of respondents give negative ratings to
whites for their work habits, but whites are also rated as the most reliable and received
high ratings for having a good attitude at work. A similar pattern emerges when looking
at the positive ratings: Asian-Americans, whites, and immigrants receive top ratings,
while Hispanics and African-Americans receive smaller percentages of above-average

ratings. Therefore, the evidence suggests that the quantitative data are quite consistent

with the findings of qualitative studies.

NON-PARAMETRIC ANALYSIS

Are these racial differences statistically significant? To answer the question, a non-
parametric test, the Wilcoxon signed rank test (Conover 1999, pp. 352-364) is utilized to

answer the question. The results suggest that they are significant. Two one-sided

hypotheses are tested for a pair of groups, i and j, where i # j:

1. Hy: median of group i — group j = 0 vs. H,: median of group i — group j >0
2. Hy: median of group i— group j = 0 vs. H,: median of group i — group j < 0.

< Table 2 about here >
The summaries of the test statistics are reported in Table 2. Following the direction of
the ratings, the lower the group score, the better the rating for the group. Hence, if group i
is less than (<) group ], then group i is rated higher than group j. For example, Table 2
indicates the scores for Asian-Americans are consistently lower than (or less than) all the

other groups, thus they are rated higher than all other groups, and the differences are
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highly significant. On the other hand, the results are mixed for whites. The null
hypothesis fails to be rejected in two cases, and immigrants are rated higher than whites
for work attitude. Immigrants also received better ratings than either Hispanics or
African-Americans, who are consistently ranked lower than the other groups in all
dimensions. Again, without controlling for possible co-variates, the results clearly
indicate there is a racial/ethnic hierarchy in employers’ perceptions of which groups are
better workers. The differences among groups are not just observable; they are also

statistically significant.

SOURCES OF THE HIERARCHY

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATION

Results from previous qualitative studies and the descriptive analysis suggest that
employers do believe workers with different ascribed characteristics have different levels
of work qualities. Where does this belief come from? Existing studies offer three possible
sources: (1) racial and ethnic prejudices, (2) actual experience on the job, and (3) overall
self-presentation of job applicants (Moss and Tilly 1996, p. 264). Unfortunately, the
survey does not contain information on how job applicants presented themselves to the
sampled employers. Nonetheless, the first two hypotheses—effects of prejudices and

experience—will be explored using the limited information available in the survey.
PREJUDICES

Given the racial history of the country and particular placements of each racial and ethnic

group in the observed hierarchy, societal prejudices are likely sources of employers’
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beliefs about work qualities of different groups. A high correlation between employers’
beliefs about group work qualities and the findings from social psychological studies on
racial stereotypes reinforces the plausibility of the hypothesis. The stereotypes of
African-Americans, reported in social psychological studies, are consistently negative,
especially for those qualities related to work. Americans regard them as lazy, ignorant,
loud, poor, stupid, dirty, physically skilled, militant, violent, criminal, and hostile (Fiske
1998, p. 379; Devine 1989; Devine and Elliott 1995; Duckitt 1992; Krueger 1996).
Similarly, Hispanics are viewed as aggressive, poor, lazy, ignorant, loud, unreliable,
emotional, unambitious, uneducated, inefficient, rude, messy, and unindustrious (Fiske
1998, p. 379; Marin 1984). On the other hand, whites are perceived mostly in a positive
light. While Americans may regard whites as deceitful, treacherous, cruel, and selfish,
they also believe that whites are intelligent, industrious, ambitious, and efficient (Fiske
1998, p. 379; Krueger 1996; Stephan and Rosenfield 1982). Even though historically
Asian-Americans were viewed as strange, dirty, and tricky, in recent years, they are
usually regarded as the Model Minorities: quiet, law-abiding, hardworking, and
intelligent (Fiske 1998, p. 379; Hurh and Kim 1989; Kitano and Sue 1973; Sue and
Kitano 1973). From these findings, one may deduce that Asian-Americans and whites
will rank higher in Americans’ racial consciousness; Hispanics and African-Americans
will rank lower in the racial order. This inferred order of the groups coincided with the
employers’ survey ratings.

Like the concordance between racial stereotypes and employers’ ratings of group

work qualities, the consistency of employers’ group ratings across different urban regions
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suggest that the racial hierarchy is rooted in societal prejudices—not just employers’
individual characteristics or local culture. The critical indicator is the placement of Asian-
Americans in the hierarchy. Compared to their counterparts in Los Angeles and New
York, employers from Philadelphia and Atlanta have very little opportunity to interact
with low-skilled Asian-Americans in the workplace. Hence, if all employers give high
ratings for Asian-Americans, one may infer the source of their high regard for Asian-
Americans’ work qualities cannot be their own experience. Instead, it is more likely they

are tapping into societal stereotypes about Asian-Americans.

IN-GROUP VS, OUT-GROUP

A more direct test for prejudices as the main source of the observed hierarchy is the “in-
group” bias displayed by employers. For some employers, the right group may simply be
“my group.” This in-group bias may be an extension of a universal phenomenon of
ethnocentrism (Sidanius and Pratto 1999, p. 228). Living in a racially conscious society,
employers’ self-image may also be “grounded in part on ... [their] image of the social
categories of which he or she is a member. Since people prefer to see themselves
positively, they will tend to view their own group positively relative to other groups—
translating into prejudice against the other groups™ (Moss and Tilly 2001, p. 87; Fiske
1998, p. 361; Tajfel and Turner 1986). The “in-group bias” in evaluations of performance
is well known to industrial psychologists as well. In a review of the existing literature,
Kariger and Ford conclude, “in general, ratees tend to receive higher ratings from raters

of the same race” (1985, p. 56). If the in-group bias is driving the observed ethnic
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hierarchy, then employers should be rating their co-ethnic workers higher in the labor

queue.
CONTEXTS

Thus far, two possible sources of observed racial hierarchy among low skill workers have
been discussed: societal racial and ethnic prejudices and in-group bias of employers.
Qualitative studies report an additional source of the observed hierarchy, suggesting that
employers’ beliefs are based on employers’ actual contact with each group (Moss and
Tilly 2001, p. 130; Waldinger and Lichter 2002). The researchers report that employers
repeatedly referred to their experiences dealing with workers from different groups to
justify their—especially negative—beliefs about work qualities of certain groups.

It is important to note that even though an employer’s negative assessments of a
group’s work qualities may be based on his/her experience dealing with members of that
particular group, their assessments cannot be simply deemed objective. For example, an
employer may claim that his/her opinions about poor work qualities of African-
Americans are based on personal experience. However, this claim does not validate the
assessment that African-Americans as a group possess poor work qualities, as the
employer may have dealt with only a handful of African-Americans. More importantly,
employers in general are averse to risk and more likely to avoid hiring African-
Americans once they have any “bad experience” with a few African American workers.
Furthermore, a few negative instances are amplified by societal racial stereotypes and

reinforce the employer’s initial racial prejudices.
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Employers are also not dealing with a random sample of the labor force, thus unable
to make objective judgments about their work qualities. The main reason for the
“selection bias” is that social networks drive labor processes, and these few workers
whom the employer dealt with are most likely part of a social network with a certain
outlook on life, which is not necessarily shared by African-Americans as a group. Finally,
in many situations, work is not an individualistic act; an individual worker depends on
co-workers to get the job done. Employers may find that African-Americans do not
perform well in their establishments, but the reason may lie with the reception of other
workers toward them. In short, a small and biased sample and social embedding of work
may be distorting employers’ assessment of African-Americans’ work qualities.6

The impact of a small and biased sample may be smaller for employers from bigger
establishments. These establishments are visible and able to attract job applicants from
various racial and ethnic groups. Therefore, compared to their small business
counterparts, larger employers are more likely to have contact with a greater number of
workers from different groups. This contact could be a cure for prejudices. The so-called
contact hypothesis, proposed by Gordon Allport (1954), suggests that, within four key
conditions, inter-group contact can effectively reduce prejudices and dispel stereotypes
among groups (Fiske 1998, p. 361; Brewer and Brown 1998, pp. 576-579; Pettigrew
1998). The four key conditions are: equal group status within the situation, common goal,
inter-group cooperation, and the support of authorities, law, or custom (Pettigrew 1998,

p. 66).
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While the relationship between employer and employee does not constitute a
relationship of equal status, when members of different racial and ethnic groups work
together in a work unit to produce certain goods and services, they have “instrumental
reasons to develop friendlier relationships with each other” (Brewer and Brown 1998, p.
578). These ongoing relationships effectively function as elements of dissonance between
one’s negative stereotypes about certain groups and actual experience. According to the
theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger 1957), these relationships result in the changing
of attitudes to justify the new experience.

For an employer with a well-diversified workforce, racial and ethnic demarcations
become increasingly blurred and the effects of racial and ethnic stereotypes on his or her
decisions lessen. On the other hand, an employer with a mono-ethnic workforce,
judgment will be colored by his or her current social relationship at the workplace. The
contact hypothesis also suggests that the inter-group relationship reduces social
prejudices, especially when the interaction occurs under explicit social sanction.
“Authority support establishes norms of acceptance™ (Pettigrew 1998, p. 67), thus,
employers of business establishments with rules and regulations on employment practices
are more likely to be racially tolerant and learn to accept that workers from various

groups are similar more or less on the job.

CONCEPTS AND MEASURES

As discussed, there are three possible sources of the observed racial and ethnic hierarchy
of group work qualities reported by employers: societal prejudices, in-group bias, and

organizational context (see Figure 2). While the in-group bias of employers may be
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directly represented by a variable derived from the employers’ characteristics, societal
prejudices and organizational context are latent theoretical factors. One may indirectly
infer the influence of societal prejudices on employers’ attitudes by the degree of
consistency across urban regions—especially the ratings of Asian-Americans’ work
qualities. The organizational context is represented by three variables from the survey:
(1) index of procedural formality, (2) total number of employees, and (3) an index of
racial and ethnic diversity of the establishment. The first variable captures the level of
organizational formality in the establishment and the last two variables denote

demographic characteristics of the establishment.
< Figure 2 about here. >

Table 3 shows the summary statistics of explanatory variables. The distribution of the
characteristics of employers suggests that non-Hispanic whites have a firm control on
hiring decisions—they represent 80 percent of sampled employers. Three indicators
represent organizational characteristics of the establishments. The racial diversity of the

establishment is measured by an index of diversity proposed by Agresti and Agresti
k

(1978). The index, D =1-3 p?, is computed for each establishment and workplace; p;
i=1

representing the percent of group i in the organization. The value of the index expresses
the probability of getting workers from different racial and ethnic groups, if randomly
picking two workers at a time. Hence, a higher value denotes a more racially diverse
establishment. For instance, if two workers were randomly drawn from the most racially

diverse establishment in the sample, they would be drawn three out of four times from
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different racial and ethnic groups. Following Marsden (1996), an index of procedural
formality is constructed by counting all the procedures related to labor processes in the
establishment. The final measure of organizational characteristics is the total number of

employees in the establishment.

< Table 3 about here >

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES

REGRESSION MODELS

Given the distributions of the dependent variables presented in Table 1, multivariate
analyses proceed in two steps. The first step of the analyses uses logit regression models
for the likelihood of getting differential ratings from an employer. The dependent
variable for the logit regression model is a dichotomous variable indicating whether an

employer rated differently across the groups of workers on each work quality. That is,

Pr(y=1\x):%

where a vector x represents a set of independent variables, including regional indicators,

ey

organizational characteristics, and individual characteristics of employers.

After examining which employers are more likely to give differential ratings among
the groups, the manner by which these “discriminating” employers placed each group on
a racial hierarchy is examined. In order to accomplish this, the ratings reported in Table
1, are converted into rankings, and a statistical model called “exploded logit” is used to
analyze the data. (For a complete description of the model, see Appendix) The exploded

logit is a member of the family of discrete choice models (McFadden 1974; Allison 1999,
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pp. 161-178). Its well-known siblings include multinomial logistic regression and
conditional logistic regression (Long 1997, pp. 151-155, 178-181).

The main reason for using the exploded logit model is its design, which allows a
researcher to partial out individual differences. This quality is especially attractive for the
dependent variables of the study. The seven-point scale that employers used to rate ethnic
groups is not based on an objective observable metric. The ratings are mixed expressions
of employers’ personalities and their beliefs about the quality of the groups. Suppose
there are two employers who believe that African-Americans are better than average, and
their assessment of the quality of the group is in fact identical on an unobservable metric.
However, one is more expressive than the other: The expressive respondent uses the
whole scale, while his/her counterpart is somewhat conservative in his/her rating. The
result is that the expressive employer rates African-Americans six on the scale, while
his/her counterpart rates them as a five. Two different ratings are obtained for the same
group from two employers, even though the assessments of the quality of African-
Americans are essentially the same. The method of the exploded logit can partial out
these biases due to interpersonal differences, since it uses what is known as the partial
likelihood method.

Allison provides the most intuitive way to describe the exploded logit model (1999, p.
176). By adopting his explanation in to this study, the exploded logit model suggests that
how employers rank a group may be a function of their ascriptive and organizational

characteristics of the business establishment. Each ranking is expressed as a conditional
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logit model. For instance, the probability of group j being ranked the highest by employer

i is expressed as a conditional logit model:

1) exp(Ax;)
Pr(r; =1) = exp( By ) +exp(BXiy )+ +exp(BX;s)

Once the highest-ranking group was chosen, each employer then chose the most

)

attractive group from the remaining groups. The process continues until the last pair of
groups is ranked, resulting in four equations total to account for all the possible rankings.
The likelihood for each employer’s set of rankings was formed as the product of all of
these equations. The overall likelihood was the product of all the employers’ likelihoods.
(For a formal exposition of this process, see Allison and Christakis 1994, pp. 206-208).
The above description of the model highlights certain important features of the
exploded logit model. Being a conditional logit model, it does not contain a constant
term, and all the independent variables in the model must vary within each respondent.’
The employers who rated every group the same were automatically dropped from the
exploded logit analyses because they provided no information for the estimation
procedure. Second, at each step, the sum of the probabilities that each group is ranked

highest is equal to one: ) Pr(r;)=1. It is helpful to keep these features of the model
7

when interpreting the results from multivariate regression models.
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RESULTS

WHO GAVE DIFFERENTIAL RATINGS?

A majority of employers have a tendency to give equal ratings for all the groups, and as
discussed above, it is difficult to ascertain the reason behind the undifferentiated ratings.
Nonetheless, we may obtain clues from analyses of what types of employers are willing
to break the norm and give differential ratings among the groups. Theoretically, we can
expect that the explanatory variables will include more than just individual characteristics
of employers. In fact, the contact hypothesis suggests that contextual factors will be
important explanatory variables, which include local culture, racial diversity of the

establishment, and organizational formality.

< Table 4 about here. >

Table 4 reports the exponentiated coefficients (€”) from the logit regression models,
predicting the “discriminating”™ employers for each dimension of work qualities. The
exponentiated coefficients indicate the change in odds associated with change in value of
the explanatory variables. Any coefficient less than one indicate a negative effect of the
variable on the likelihood. Two nested regression models are estimated for each work
quality. The likelihood ratio tests comparing the overall fits of the models are reported at
the bottom of Table 4.

Test statistics indicate that ascribed characteristics of the employers do not have
statistically significant effects on whether or not they will give differential ratings. Even

though these regression coefficients are not statistically significant, their direction is
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sociologically interesting. For instance, the positive coefficients for employers’ ascribed
characteristics suggest that minority employers are more willing to give discriminating
responses compared to white employers, which is the reference category. The odds of an
African American employer giving differential ratings of groups’ work habit is 1.39
times greater than the odds of a white employer giving a similar response. This scenario
is the same for other minority employers as well. The odds multiplier is 2.15, implying
there is a 115 percent chance that minority employers are more likely to express
differential ratings compared to their white counterparts. Controlling for other
explanatory variables, minority employers seem less constrained expressing critical
attitudes toward minority workers.

In contrast, contextual variables are statistically as well as sociologically significant.
Beginning with regional differences, regression results suggest that East Coast
employers—such as New Yorkers and Philadelphians—were less likely to give
discriminating responses about the groups’ work qualities. On the other hand, Atlantans
were more likely to do so, compared to Los Angelenos. One may speculate as to how
New Yorkers (or Philadelphians) are different from Atlantans by beginning with the
different levels of ethnic diversity, the diverse history of these places, the distinct
personalities of New Y orkers (or Philadelphians), and many more. But there is no
obvious way to investigate these speculations without additional data.®

To fully capture the effect of organizational diversity, a non-linear effect is tested in

the model—the squared term of the racial diversity index (D). The effect is statistically

significant. Hence, the total effect of racial diversity should be expressed as S, + 5D,
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where f35 represents the main effect of the diversity index (D) and 2 the coefficient of

the squared term of the diversity index. Hence, the effect of racial diversity on the
dependent variable varies with the value of the index. The effect is easiest to see by

plotting the expected probabilities as in Figure 3.
< Figure 3 about here >

Figure 3 demonstrates that, in general, the more diverse the establishment, the less
likely an employer gave discriminating responses. The magnitudes of the decreases vary
across regions, reflecting the non-linear and interactive nature of the logit regression
model. Holding all other explanatory variables constant, when comparing two employers
from Atlanta—one from the most diverse organization and another from the least—the
probability of expressing discriminating responses declines from 0.40 to 0.13, while the
decline is much smaller for employers in Philadelphia. The effect of diversity is most
pronounced at the lower end of its distribution; the effect peters out around 0.40 of the
diversity index.

Other organizational factors are significant as well. Employers from the
establishments with a higher level of procedural formality and larger workforce are less
likely to give differential ratings. Each additional unit of formality index reduces the
probability by about 10 percent (=(1.0-0.9)*100). A cumulative difference between the
most informal and the most formal establishment is quite substantial—the index ranges
from zero to eight. At first glance, the coefticients for the total number of employees in
the establishment are quite small—around 0.2 percent reduction for each additional

employee. Given the distribution of the variable, however, the effect is consequential. For
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instance, with one standard deviation increase in the size of the establishment (184
workers), the probability is cut by a third.

Even though the sincerity of employers in giving non-differential ratings cannot be
directly examined, the analyses of the types of employers who express beliefs in
differential work qualities among racial and ethnic groups yield intriguing results. On the
one hand, individual characteristics do not have significant associations with the
outcomes; yet, consistent with the contact hypothesis, the contextual variables show

sociological as well as statistical significance.

RACIAL/ETHNIC HIERARCHY IN RANKINGS

Given that employers gave differential ratings for different groups of workers, which
group were they most likely to rate as the best workers? In order to answer this question,
ratings are transformed into ranks and then the exploded logit model is applied, as
discussed previously.

It is important to keep in mind some unique features of the exploded logit model
interpreting the results. The results from the exploded logit differ from regular regression
results, since the model is designed to capture the intra-person variations. As a result,
variables that do not vary within each respondent are not included directly, but rather are
included by interacting with “group” indicators (Gould 1999; Allison 1999). All the
contextual variables are invariant within each person; they are included in the model
interacting with group indicators. This interaction makes interpretation difficult, and the

number of explanatory variables included in the model is limited, given that relatively
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few employers give differential ratings. To facilitate discussion, we need to rely on charts

reporting simulated probabilities based on estimated regression results.
< Table 5 about here >

Table 5 reports results from the exploded logit models. The first set of variables
represents the complete list of groups that employers were asked to evaluate. White
workers were chosen as the primary reference group in the analysis and Los Angeles as
the reference region.

The results are consistent with results from qualitative studies (and descriptive and
non-parametric analyses reported above). In general, employers have very strong
negative views about work qualities of African-Americans, while employers’ preferences
for other groups vary across regions. For instance, regarding work habits, Los Angeles
employers are more likely to rank immigrants highest among the groups, while
employers from other regions do not seem to share their view. In Los Angeles, the
likelihood of immigrants being preferred by employers is 5.63 times as high as the
probability for whites. And yet in Philadelphia, the chances for immigrants being
preferred are 0.15 times as high as their counterparts in Los Angeles. Similarly, Hispanics
fare better in Los Angeles than any other region.

In fact, Hispanics and immigrants do not fare as well in New York as in Los Angeles.
This result may reflect the heterogeneity of the Latino population in these two regions. In
Los Angeles, Hispanics are most likely to be Mexicans and immigrants, while in New
York they are more ethnically diverse and include a significant number of Puerto Ricans,

who bear many of the negative stercotypes attached to African-Americans. Interestingly,
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employers do not seem to distinguish between Asian-American, Latino, and immigrant
workers in Los Angeles. However, they are less likely to prefer whites and African-
Americans. This finding is consistent with qualitative studies of employers who hire low
skill workers in Los Angeles (Waldinger and Lichter 2002).

Industrial psychologists have shown that people tend to give higher ratings to those
with racial and ethnic backgrounds similar to their own, and such in-group bias may be
reflected in the observed employers’ ratings from this study sample. But it is quite
unlikely that the whole racial and ethnic hierarchy is driven by the in-group bias, since
there are relatively few Asian employers (four percent) in the sample. Nonetheless, the
hypothesis may hold true for the higher ratings of other groups, especially whites.

To investigate this possibility, the key variable is an indicator variable indicating
cases in which the employer’s ethnicity and the ethnicity of the group he/she is rating are
the same. The results seem to support the hypothesis: The likelihood of being preferred
by an employer increases 1.40 times if the employer is ranking his/her co-ethnic workers’
work habits. Given the fact that whites are most likely to be employers (80 percent in this
study sample), clearly there is an additive advantage of being white in the labor market.

Even though none of the coefficients related to organizational diversity was
statistically significant, magnitudes of some of the coefficients were relatively “big,” but
the directions were difficult to interpret. For example, one unit increase in organizational
diversity increases the probability of employers preferring Asian-Americans for their
work habit by about 130 percent (=100x(2.303-1)). In fact, an increase in diversity has a

positive impact on ratings of African-Americans as well; one unit increase in diversity
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increases the odds of being preferred for their reliability by 54 percent. And yet this
occurrence is not consistent across work qualities. The same increase in diversity reduces
the probability of being preferred for African-Americans by employers asked to rate their
work attitude.

One way to summarize all of these findings is through simulations. The central
question is, adjusting for explanatory variables, are there changes to the observed
rankings? Using the estimated coefficients, the probabilities of being ranked the highest
by an employer for each group are computed. And equation (2) and fixed values of

explanatory variables at their sample means are used. The results are plotted in Figure 4.
< Figure 4 about here >

Figure 4 shows simulated results for Los Angeles employers and consists of two
panels: unadjusted and adjusted. The unadjusted panel shows probabilities computed
from an exploded logit model with only the group indicators—essentially reproducing the
observed differences in rankings without any control. The adjusted panel shows
probabilities and simulated probabilities using the model reported in Table 5.

As seen previously, African-Americans are least likely ranked the highest by
employers. Asian-Americans are the most likely ranked the highest in all work qualities,
except for work habit. Immigrants, who followed closely behind Asian-Americans in all
other work qualities, overtake them in work habit. Whites and Hispanics are ranked next,
with African-Americans at the bottom of the queue. The adjusted results show that Asian-
Americans and immigrants are still at the top, but Hispanics are more likely ranked

highest than were whites. African-Americans remain the least preferred group.
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The racial and ethnic hierarchy observed in Figure 4 is repeated in all other regions.
Figure 4 shows the adjusted probabilities of being ranked the highest for all the groups in
all four regions of the study. The results are quite robust: Asian-Americans are
consistently ranked higher in the hierarchy, even if they are not the top-rated group, while

African-Americans are consistently ranked the lowest in all regions.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This paper aimed to answer two research questions. First, is it possible to replicate results
of qualitative studies by uncovering the same racial and ethnic hierarchy of intangible
work qualities shared among employers who hire low skill workers? The answer to this
question is a resounding yes. Consistent with qualitative studies, we find that a majority
of the employers in the sample do not show any overt racial/ethnic preferences. They rate
workers from all groups as “average,” regarding their work ethic, reliability, and attitude
on the job. But there are some employers who do believe certain groups are better than
others; these employers rate Asians above all other groups. Whites, Hispanics, and
immigrants ranked somewhere behind Asians depending on which work quality
employers are considering. Unfortunately, employers do not seem to prefer African-
Americans under any circumstance.

Based on the results, we cannot attribute the observed racial and ethnic hierarchy to
employers’ actual experiences with different groups of workers on the job. Employers are
not “rationally” discriminating the groups based on their interactions with members of the

groups. If they are, it is quite unlikely that employers from Philadelphia and Atlanta
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would rate Asians as a group with the best work qualities, given the demographic
composition of these regions as having relatively few low skill Asian workers.

Second, is the hierarchy essentially driven by employers’ individual characteristics or
structural factors such as racial diversity of the business establishments? The answer is
more complex than the previous one, with the difference dependent on each stage of the
rating process: the employers’ decision to give differential ratings among the groups and
to rate one group higher than the others. Results from multivariate logit models show that
employers’ ascribed characteristics do not have significant effects on whether employers
would give differential ratings among the groups. On the other hand, structural factors
have sociologically and statistically significant influence on the likelihood of getting
differential ratings from employers. For instance, employers with highly formalized
organizations with large and diverse workforces are less likely to give differential ratings
of work groups.

In contrast, most explanatory variables do not have measurable influence on the
ranking of the groups. There are a few exceptions though. The results from the exploded
logit model suggest the high rankings, especially for whites, may stem from the “in-group
bias” of white employers, given the fact that most employers are white, and employers
tend to prefer their co-ethnic groups over others. But the actual local contexts have very
little effect on employers’ perception of the groups. For example, despite few changes in
ranking order of the groups across urban regions, adjusting for differences in explanatory

variables does not alter the ranking order.
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Based on the consistency of group rankings across regions and contexts, I conjecture
that the estimated racial and ethnic hierarchy is rooted in the societal racial
consciousness. This conjecture implies a pessimistic future for low skill African
Americans in the labor market, but it may also explain why racial inequalities in the labor
market are difficult to eradicate.

Despite the robustness of the findings, much work needs to be done. First, regarding
the explanatory variables, a study needs to show that these subjective rankings actually
lead to employers’ decision whom to hire. Twenty years ago, Robert Merton (1970)
contended that not all prejudiced individuals discriminate, and not all discriminators are
prejudiced. Second, any future study on the subject should improve the questions that
used in this survey. The survey asks employers to rate each group individually, and the
rank order is derived from the ratings. This transformation is a common practice in social
surveys, since ratings are less time consuming, and respondents seem to prefer doing
ratings more than actual rankings (Krosnick 1999, p. 555). But, as noted above, the use of
ratings encourages respondents to “satisfice.” The result is not being able to determine
how many of the employers who rate all groups as average really mean all workers are
the same. Some of them may have taken an easy way out. A future study may try asking
employers to rank the groups instead. Krosnick reports that a number of studies on survey
research report that “rankings yield higher-quality data than ratings™ (1999, p. 556).
Asking respondents to rank groups with or without ties will not only prevent shirking
from the respondents, but also increase the numbers of cases included in the exploded

logit analyses. Thus, allowing researchers to test out more complex relationships among
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exploratory variables. On the other hand, researchers must prepare to get higher non-
response rates from the respondents.

Finally, we need more than three dimensions to assess the subjective perceptions of
employers. There are good studies that should be emulated. Besides Myrdal’s An

American Dilemma (1944) as an example, about 50 years ago Henry Bullock’s study of

racial attitudes and the employment of African-Americans included 11 different measures
of employers’ perceptions of African-Americans (1951). It is about time quantitative
survey researchers of social inequalities bring “racial prejudice” back into the study of
racial and ethnic inequalities in the labor market and concentrate squarely on the
powerful social agents, employers, who have been a missing link in our explanations of

social inequalities.
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' The term “employer” refers to any individual who makes critical decisions in labor
processes on behalf of a business establishment; the individual may be a human resource
staff member, a manager, a supervisor, or an owner of a small business. Anyone who
makes decisions to hire, fire, and promote people within a business establishment is an
employer.

2 One of the main problems in conducting an organizational survey is the absence of a
complete sampling frame (Kalleberg et al. 1996, pp. 23-29; Kalleberg et al. 1990). What
is even more difficult is to get a comprehensive list of establishments that hired low-skill
workers in the last two years. To get a reliable probability sample of establishments, the
study has adopted a sample design with multiple stages.

First, the study draws a stratified random sample of business establishments from
telephone directories (provided by GENESYS) based on two strata: (1) employment size
and (2) industrial sectors. The telephone directories certainly do not list all the
establishments in the areas; hence using the phone directories as sampling frames
potentially brings biases to the resulting sample. Fortunately biases are not as severe as
one may have expected at first. For example, comparing alternative organizational
sampling frames, Kalleberg, Marsden, Aldrich, and Cassell (1990) found that telephone
directories do provide the highest coverage of all the firms in the area under study and
most of the biases—such as duration of existence and size—are negligible.

The next step is to select a sample of establishments that had recruited an employee for a
position that did not require college education within the last two years. This process is
accomplished in two steps. First, the study screens for the establishments that had hired
an employee for a low-skill position in the last two years. Then, it randomly picks a low-
skill position from broad occupational categories to ask detail information about the
decision-making process in hiring a low-skill worker.

3 The resulting sample does resemble the distributions of business establishments from
official U.S. census bureau publications.

* The content of the survey is based on Holzer’s pioneering study on employers (1996).
The subjective ratings of demographic groups are one novel aspect of the study in the
field.

> We were unable to get the breakdown of workforce by nativity.

% We cannot a priori rule out a possibility that in fact there are systematic differences
among groups’ work qualities. It is possible, for example, if inadequacy is so widespread
among members of the group. In this case, it does not matter that each employer has a
small and biased sample. But, I contend, employers are not equipped to discern such
differences. And these differences are more likely to be rooted in structural sources and
cannot be attributed to socially constructed characteristics such as race and ethnicity.
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" For a clearer explanation of why there is no intercept and all variables must vary within
each respondent, see Gould (1999).

# One may wonder that regional indicators are picking up effects of some structural
variables such as industrial and occupational structure of different cities. I did experiment
with variables related to other structural variables measured in the survey. I did not find
any discernable effects for them.
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APPENDIX: EXPLODED LOGIT MODELS

Paul Allison and Nicholas Christakis (1994) introduced the “exploded logit” model to
analyze rank data. The model is also known in econometric literature as the “rank-
ordered logit model” (Beggs, Cardell, and Hausman 1981; Hausman and Ruud 1987).
The behavior model behind the exploded logit is known as “random utility
maximization” (McFadden 1974). The heart of the model is a utility function expressed

as: Uy = 1 + €4, where ¢ denotes a choice and i represents a respondent; £,
represents the systematic component of utility; &4, is the random component, which can

be further divided into two parts: one representing the contribution of unobserved
attributes of the choice and the respondent, and another part representing the
idiosyncratic tastes of individual i (at the time of the interview). The random component
of the utility is customarily assumed as the independent and identically distributed type I
extreme-value (double exponential distribution).

The random utility maximization has two interpretations: interpersonal and
intrapersonal (Wrigley 1985, p. 315). The first is characteristic of most of the discrete
choice modeling literature in econometrics (McFadden 1974). In this interpretation, the
distribution of the respondents” choices is the result of individual preference
maximization, but utility functions are assumed to vary across individuals in the
population. The second interpretation assumes that each individual draws a utility
function from a random distribution each time a decision must be made. That is to say,

the individual is a classical utility maximizer given his/her state of mind, but his/her state
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of mind varies randomly from one situation to the next. The idea is that employers will

rank each group according to the level of U ;. Suppose that U, utility for immigrants
for employer i, is higher than U, utility for African Americans for the same employer;

then the model assumes the employer will rank immigrants higher than blacks in
response to the survey.

The systematic component of utility, (., can be further decomposed into three

terms:

U = BeXi+yZe +0W,; 3

where [, ¥, O are parameters to be estimated from the data, Xx; contains variables
measuring characteristics of respondents that do not vary between selections, z,,
variables about the choices, and W, , variables for a relationship between choice ¢ and
individual i.

The goal of the analyses is to estimate the parameters, 8., ¥, and 8, that maximize

the likelihood of observing the rankings in the data. That means, we have to maximize

the following likelihood function:

C .
L = ljll - exp{ g } (4)
- Z 66‘/(/ €Xp { Hki }

k=1

where 0 is an index variable, which is equal to one when the ranking of group k is

lower than the chosen group ¢, and zero otherwise. Equation (2) indicates that each
respondent i will have a product of four terms, ranging from the top to the bottom ranked

groups. Each term represents the probability of a group being ranked in a particular level.
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It is easiest to understand by writing out each term in equation (2). For instance, the

probability of a chosen group ¢ being ranked the highest is given by the following

expression:
He
1st _ €
Pi =5 (5)
Z etk
k-1

The conditional probability for picking a group m to be ranked as second among the
remaining groups is given by the following expression:

tm
(P3¢ | ¢ = highest ) = e— (6)

Z etk — pHc
k-1
The conditional probability of being ranked third for a group v,

pwr d ‘ ¢ = highest,m = 2nd ) can be computed by subtracting the numerator in

equation (4) from the new denominator. Now we have only one more term left, which is

the probability of picking a group r over s to be the fourth group. This can be expressed as:

(P3| ¢ = highest,m = 2nd,v = 3rd ) = _er (7)
r etr + ets

It is not necessary that the ranking of groups be in any particular order. The model
assumes that “the relative preference for any two items is invariant to all other features of

the choice set” (Allison and Christakis 1994, pp. 203-204). This assumption is known as

the independence from irrelevant alternatives (IIA) assumption.

So far, the discussion of the exploded logit assumes the data does not have ties. But as
we will see in the next section, many employers rate many groups the same on certain

dimensions, resulting in ties in the data. The likelihood function specified in equation (2)
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cannot accommodate the ties. It turns out that the exploded logit handles such ties by
exploiting the fact that the likelihood expressed in equation (2) is the same as the partial
likelihood for a set of ordered times. Drawing from previous work on tied survival times,
Allison and Christakis show that one can derive a general form of the likelihood function
(1994, pp. 206-208). They also show that one can implement the generalized likelihood
function using most partial likelihood programs, such as the PHREG procedure in SAS.
In this study, I choose to use a customized STATA command written by Jeroen Weesie
(1999) specifically for the exploded logit—elogit. Weesie implements the exact partial
likelihood method in elogit, which is a special case of the conditional logistic regression

model.
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Table 1: Distribution of employers’ work quality ratings of worker groups: the
1997 business establishment survey

Groups
Qualities Asians Whites Blacks Hispanics Immigrants
Work habit
1 (Best) 16.7 11.0 10.3 12.4 13.9
2 10.4 8.1 5.9 8.9 10.0
3 7.6 12.2 11.5 9.9 9.6
4 (Average) 62.2 64.7 66.4 65.5 63.7
5 1.7 2.8 3.8 25 2.1
6 1.1 0.9 1.4 0.5 0.3
7 (Worst) 0.2 0.3 0.8 0.5 0.3
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
[Observations] [909] [891] [905] [898] [890]
Reliability
1 (Best) 14.2 11.4 8.9 11.3 12.3
2 12.0 111 8.7 8.3 9.8
3 7.8 11.3 10.0 11.0 9.8
4 (Average) 63.4 63.6 65.9 66.0 64.2
5 1.6 1.3 4.0 24 2.6
6 0.6 0.7 1.6 0.7 0.7
7 (Worst) 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.5 0.6
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
[Observations] [902] [887] [901] [895] [886]
Attitude
1 (Best) 13.0 10.2 8.4 9.9 11.4
2 10.6 10.4 7.0 10.0 10.3
3 8.5 11.3 10.7 8.9 10.4
4 (Average) 65.5 65.5 67.7 68.4 65.4
5 1.5 2.0 4.3 1.7 1.7
6 0.6 0.2 1.1 0.7 0.5
7 (Worst) 0.5 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.3
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
[Observations] [903] [887] [900] [892] [885]
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Table 2. Results from the Wilcoxon signed ranks test for employers’ ratings of
work qualities of worker groups: the 1997 husiness establishment survey

Asians Whites Blacks Hispanics Immigrants

Work Habit

Asians

Whites A < W oRXE

Blacks A < B *** W < B ***

Hispanics A < H¥*x* W=H B > H ***

Immigrants A < I *** W > [ ¥*x* B > I ¥** H > I ***
Reliability

Asians

Whites A < W oREE

Blacks A < B *** W < B ***

Hispanics A < H **¥x* W < H **x B > H ***

Immigrants A < I *** wW=1I B > I *¥** H > I ***
Attitude

Asians

Whites A < W REE

Blacks A < B ¥** W < B *¥**

Hispanics A < H **¥x* W < H ** B > H **x*

Immigrants A<I¥* W< I** B > I *** H > I *¥**

* significant at 5% level; ** significant at 1% level; *** significant at 0.01% level
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Table 3. Summary statistics of explanatory variables: the 1997 four-

city business establishment survey

Mean S.D. Min-Max
Characteristic of employers
Race and ethnicity
White 80 %
Black 8
Hispanic 8
Asian 3
Others 1
Immigrants 12 %
Organizational characteristics
Firm racial diversity index 0.37 0.23 0-0.75
Organizational formality 0.54 0.28 0-8
Total number of employees 83 184 1-3,400
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Table 5. Exponentiated coefficients from exploded logit regression model
predicting rankings of workers groups by an employer: the 1997 four-city

business establishment survey

Work Habit Reliability Attitude
Groups
White workers - - -
Asian workers 3.104 2.109 1.392
[2.878]** [1.680] [0.833]
Black workers 0.715 0.303 0.319
[0.895] [2.852]** [2.644]**
Hispanic workers 4.446 0.869 1.256
[3.971]** [0.354] [0.580]
Immigrant workers 5.631 0.844 1.433
[4.477]** [0.432] [0.950]
Asian*Diversity 2.303 0.997 2.259
[1.128] [0.004] [1.099]
Black*Diversity 1.01 1.547 0.907
[0.014] [0.552] [0.122]
Hispanic*Diversity 0.678 2.095 1.545
[0.560] [0.960] [0.583]
Immigrants*Diversity 1.632 2.403 2.378
[0.683] [1.143] [1.209]
In group respondent 1.395 1.131 1.209
[1.990]* [0.710] [1.107]
Rankings for Asians in NY 1.49 1.718 1.391
[0.782] [0.973] [0.657]
Rankings for Blacks in NY 0.975 0.75 0.967
[0.052] [0.497] [0.061]
Rankings for Hispanics in NY 0.191 0.399 0.246
[3.431]** [1.688] [2.691]**
Rankings for Immigrants in NY 0.312 1.22 0.588
[2.305]* [0.373] [1.085]
Rankings for Asians in Philadelphia 1.141 0.769 0.708
[0.273] [0.529] [0.698]
Rankings for Blacks in Philadelphia 0.611 0.666 0.878
[1.106] [0.809] [0.247]
Rankings for Hispanics in Philadelphia 0.097 0.23 0.221
[5.085]** [2.942]** [2.994]**
Rankings for Immigrants in Philadelphia 0.153 0.442 0.405
[4.042]** [1.691] [1.876]
Rankings for Asians in Atlanta 1.058 1.148 1.326
[0.136] [0.309] [0.695]
Rankings for Blacks in Atlanta 1.142 1.268 1.564
[0.350] [0.579] [1.080]
Rankings for Hispanics in Atlanta 0.448 0.698 0.831
[2.072]* [0.869] [0.475]
Rankings for Immigrants in Atlanta 0.31 1.12 1.182
[2.892]** [0.274] [0.428]
Observations 268 236 251

Robust z-statistics in brackets. * significant at 5% level; ** significant at 1% level
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