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Abstract

Despite formal analysis, a commonly cited determinant of African American post-Civil
War migration out of the South is the "push" of racism in the region. I explicitly intro-
duce racial con�ict and cultural attitudes about diversity as determinants of destination
choice to test their continued relevance to African Americans. I construct several measures
of racial intolerance towards African Americans using hate crime activity and the feelings
of white Americans about race extracted from a national social attitudes survey. Recog-
nizing that African American migration may actually spawn hate crimes against them, I
use assaults on white police o¢ cers and hate crimes against Jews as instruments to correct
for potential endogeneity. The results show that the probability of African American mi-
grants choosing a city is signi�cantly reduced by the level of race-based crimes against them
and racially intolerant attitudes held by whites, regardless of the region in which a city is
located. Whites�negative feelings about African Americans become a more powerful deter-
rent the more educated the African American migrant. African American migrants are also
deterred by per capita hate crimes against them and by poor evolution in whites�feelings
about racial diversity, yet the degree of sensitivity depends on the migrant�s region of origin.
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I. Introduction

The early 1970�s saw the �rst reversal of the South consistently losing African Americans

on net since the Civil War. By the latest available data, most Southern states no longer

show net losses of African Americans. What are the implications of this reversal in

population shifts? Previous research shows signi�cant decline in racial wage discrimination

in the South over the past 40 years. As African Americans move South to take advantage

of this progress, this will likely have consequences for racial wage equality in all regions.

Furthermore, African American migrants to the South di¤er substantially from those

already established there. The tide of southern-born African Americans who migrated

North before the 1970�s were typically less educated and less fortunate than those already

in the North. The exact opposite is true for the modern-day migration pattern. Today,

African American migrants to the South aremuchmore educated and have higher incomes

than those already in the South. In addition, political consequences arise. Voting patterns

and participation may di¤er systematically between these groups owing to educational

background and previous residency in di¤erent regions. In fact, although a minority of

African Americans claims a Republican Party a¢ liation, the probability of such a¢ liation

was higher for African Americans living in the South before 1995.

In addition to the numerous implications of this recent development in the migration

pattern, another point arises: given the long history of African American departure from

the South and that racial intolerance against African Americans remains higher in the

South, why are African Americans migrants outside the South today much more likely

to relocate to the South than any other race group? Can it be that African American

migrants are still deterred by racism?

To answer this question, I make several key contributions to the economic literature

on general migration and on African American migration. First, I introduce racial tension

as a determinant of destination choice in an individual utility maximization framework,

using Census micro data (IPUMS) and the Current Population Survey (CPS). Though
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most studies on African American migration mention racial tension in the South, none

have explicitly incorporated it into a model of destination selection.

Second, I construct several measures of racial intolerance towards African Americans

using hate crime activity and the responses of white Americans to questions on race from

a national social attitudes survey. Though Tolnay and Beck (1992) �nd a positive corre-

lation between lynching and the net out-migration rate of African Americans in Southern

counties; this falls short of my contributions in two ways. The primary shortcoming is that

they cannot show hate crimes increased net out-migration to the North or any other area

with fewer hate crimes� without micro data one could just as easily argue these Southern

residents moved to neighboring counties in the South and/or counties with equal hate

crime activity. The other shortcoming is the analysis of aggregate �ows rather than the

individual location decision, which also stems from the lack of micro data.

Third, while virtually all studies of African American domestic migration examine

regional movement from the South to North and focus on historical time periods, I docu-

ment African American migration in the late 1990s at the regional, state, and metro area

levels and include over 200 metro areas in the destination choice set.

The most commonly cited determinants of the post-Civil War African American mi-

gration from the South are the "pull" of economic opportunities elsewhere and, despite

rigorous treatment, the "push" of racial discrimination in the South. In this light, it is

then informative that Heckman (1990) argues that the favorable conditions in the 1970-

1980 Southern labor market were key to even the national economic progress of African

Americans. Vigdor (2006) provides regional documentation of Northern-born African

Americans migrating to the South, and he illustrates that the racial earnings gap in the

South had converged to that in the North by the end of the 1990s. Perhaps more im-

portantly, he shows that the narrowing of the racial wage gap was more rapid within the

South than outside the South in the 1990s. This turn of events suggests that the economic

"pull" factor is still relevant in the location decision, but whether African Americans are
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still "pushed" by racism is less evident. Speci�cally, how does racial intolerance against

African Americans a¤ect their probability of choosing a destination city?

The results show that African American migrants from the North and South are

both signi�cantly deterred by hate crime activity against them and by racially intolerant

attitudes towards them held by whites, regardless of the region in which a city is located.

In fact, the negative racial attitudes of whites has one of the strongest marginal e¤ects on

the probability of choosing a city. Furthermore, aversion to these attitudes is increasing

in educational attainment. Given that African Americans from the South are exposed

to stronger feelings of intolerance, it is not immediately intuitive whether they would be

less sensitive or more sensitive than their northern counterparts. The results suggest,

however, that African Americans starting in the South are more sensitive to the lack of

progress in racial tolerance. A striking outcome is the divide among African Americans

with respect to region after controlling for racial tolerance. Those originating in the North

exhibit an extreme distaste for the South at the margin, which contrasts sharply with the

extreme taste for the South displayed by African Americans originating in the South.

Previous studies have missed this critical divide. In addition, studies that have attributed

discrimination to a negative coe¢ cient on a South indicator, have missed another key

point. African Americans outside the South would still prefer a location outside the

South after controlling for racial intolerance.

IIA. U.S. Geopolitical Background

The United States describes �fty individual states essentially uni�ed by a document

commonly referred to as "The Constitution." From many perspectives the �fty states have

less in common than they share. Their laws vary as each state has its own constitution

in addition to the federal one. For example, the decision to allow the death penalty

and how the penalty should be administered is made on the state level. States also

vary demographically, politically, linguistically, and economically. The single greatest rift
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among states� the one which nearly succeeded in dividing the union� was the issue of

slavery, however.

Although slavery was actually legal in all 13 colonies that declared independence to

form the United States, its economic importance varied across the early states from the

inception (SeeMap 1).1 The Southern states depended on this enslaved labor quite heavily

for large-scale agriculture, while the farming of "cash" crops did not occur in the North,

mainly for climatic and geographic reasons. Enslaved labor ranged from exactly 0 to 43

percent of the total population of each of the original states in the �rst Census of 1790

(See Chart 1). Five states had less than 2 percent for this measure, while 5 states had

over 25 percent for the same statistic.

Economic and cultural heterogeneity resulted in many of the original states abolishing

slavery, while new states were admitted into the Union under "free" or "slave" statuses.

By the early 19th century a clear line was drawn. In fact, the line was commonly referred

to as the Mason-Dixon Line, and it separated the "free" states in North from the "slave"

states in the South. By 1860, there were 33 states in the Union, and 15 of them had legal

slavery systems: Delaware, Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, South Carolina, Mississippi,

Florida, Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Texas, Virginia, Arkansas, North Carolina, and

Tennessee (See Map 2). I de�ne these 15 states as the South, unless otherwise noted. All

other states are referred to as the North or non-South interchangeably.

Even within the legal context of slavery, the experience within the South varied sig-

ni�cantly. On the whole for the region, the probability that an African American in the

South was enslaved was essentially 1, yet that probability was surprisingly diverse across

Southern states (See Chart 2). Furthermore, the relative weight of African Americans

also varied from 10 to 60 percent of the total population for states in the Southern region

1These 13 colonies were Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,

New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, South Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Virginia. An

original draft of the Declaration of Independence penned by Thomas Je¤erson included a passage de-

nouncing slavery, which was ultimately removed by the Continental Congress.
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(See Chart 3 and Map 3). Thus, the importance and tolerance of slavery continued to

be quite divergent both inter- and intra-regionally. One state, Virginia, actually split

over the issue of slavery, as did the Union during the Civil War. Eleven states declared

separation from the United States by 1861 and all of them were slave states. In sum,

African Americans were geographically concentrated in the South to supply the labor for

the economic activity localized in that region.

IIB. The Historical African American Migration

Studies on African American migration to the North generally focus on time periods after

the Civil War, yet illegal migration of enslaved persons out of the South was a well-

established phenomenon prior to the war. This movement was institutionalized through

abolitionist networks to the extent that the Fugitive Slave Law of 1850 established penal-

ties for anyone aiding the illegal migration of enslaved persons. This law augmented the

already staggering costs of illegal migration, which included death.

Thus, the legal protection of South to North migration via the abolition of slavery

reduced the associated costs signi�cantly. The destruction of land and property, dis-

organization, and the upheaval of social order in the Civil War aftermath, suggest that

economic opportunities were more promising in the North in the short term. The "human

capital theory" of Sjaastad (1962), which rests on an expected earnings stream di¤erential

between origin and destination given the labor markets in each place, would be su¢ cient

to explain northward migration. In addition, the racial resentment, social apartheid, and

level of hate crimes that ensued for several decades in the South were arguably a long

term "push" e¤ect. Thus, with the end of American slavery, one would expect to have

seen signi�cant African American migration from the South to the North over time, a

magni�cation of a trend that had already taken hold.

Accordingly, every Census of Population after the Civil War shows African Americans

slipping away from the South through 1960. Map 3 showed the greater importance of
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African Americans to Southern state populations than Northern ones in 1860, and, on

the whole, the Census of 1860 shows that 95 percent of African Americans in the United

States lived in the South. By 1960, this share dropped dramatically to 60 percent while the

Southern share of the total national population decreased only modestly (See Chart 4).

Migration was key to this declining proportion of African Americans in the South.

Collins (1997) documents the magnitude of this migration from 1870 through 1950 (see

Chart 5). The net migration loss starts as 2 percent of the South�s total African American

population in 1870 and rises to 18 percent in 1940 (see Chart 6). Indeed, relative wage

di¤erences between the North and South have been linked to this migration (Collins 1997).

III. Recent Developments andMigrant Characteristics

The South�s net loss of African Americans for a century after the Civil War �nally subsided

in the early 1970s, and the region has exhibited a net gain in African American population

since that time (See Chart 7). A contributing factor to the turnaround was the subsiding

pattern of Northern selection among educated Southern-born African Americans between

1940 and 1970 shown by Vigdor (2002). Weiss and Williamson (1972) were the �rst to

document any actual movement in the opposite direction (from the North to the South)

with micro data, using the 1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity (SEO). Though 3.4

percent of respondents born in the North moved to the South, 26.3 percent of respondents

from the South headed North. Accordingly, McHugh (1987) con�rms a net out�ow from

the South approaching 1970. Using Census data, he shows that between 1965 and 1970

the South lost 251,000 on net. The South�s modest net gain of 14,000 African Americans

during the 1970-75 period, however, was the region�s �rst positive net �ow for this group in

100 years� it has continued since. On a more detailed level of geography, by the end of the

1990�s most Southern states no longer lost African Americans, and several demonstrated

sizeable gains (See Chart 8).

Furthermore, my tabulations of the 2000 IPUMS show that African Americans in
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the North are more attracted to the South than any other race/ethnic group. Among

migrants starting outside the South, 40 percent of African Americans chose a Southern

city compared to 24 percent of Whites and Hispanics, and 20 percent of Asian Americans.

Thus, this seemingly strong pull to the South is unique among African Americans, and

surprising in light of the historical repression and high out-migration from the South

documented above. The next subsection describes these Southward migrants.

Using the IPUMS data mentioned above, I estimate that of 2.8 million total migrant

households from the South, 0.9 million chose a metro area outside the South between

1995 and 2000. For the same time period, of 5.5 million migrant households in metro

areas outside the South, 1.5 million chose a metro area in the South as their destination.

A natural �rst question is how do these migrants di¤er from those already in the South?

Chart 9 provides some answers. As would be expected, migrants are typically younger

than non-migrants. The di¤erences in educational attainment are also expected but still

striking nonetheless. Sixty-seven percent of African American migrants to the South

received some type of higher education, compared to 47 percent of African American

non-migrants already in the South. Other migrants to the South also had much higher

education attainment than other non-migrants in the South. Note the racial gap in

homeownership does not narrow when comparing migrants nor does the overall racial

income gap in the absence of controls.

In terms of metro destinations, the results are also quite remarkable. Chart 8 showed

that D.C. lost 35,000 African Americans on net, yet D.C. is the #2 destination for African

American migrants to the South. The fact that almost 20 percent of all African American

migrants to the South chose Atlanta is even more striking. Note that the cities with the

most African Americans prior to the migration period are not necessarily the cities that

attract the most African Americans. In fact, Memphis, New Orleans, and St. Louis do not

even make it into the top 11 Southern destinations for African American migrants to the

South. That said, Atlanta, DC, Houston, and Dallas are important cities for all groups.
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Also, note that although the statistics are for those under age 65, popular retirement

destinations, Ft. Lauderdale and Orlando, appear among the migrant favorites.

When considering all destination choices of African American migrants in the North

certain cities appear to be favorites, namely Atlanta. The location choices for these

migrants from 5 major cities in the non-South also revealed some patterns. Those from

coastal cities in the North also preferred coastal cities in the South. Similarly, those from

interior cities in the North preferred interior cities in the South (See Chart 10 andMap 4).

Previous studies have explained African Americans abandoning the South explicitly

by the pull of economic opportunities in the North and implicitly by the push of racial dis-

crimination, race-based violence, and social apartheid in the South. Given the migration

reversal, can those same reasons explain migration today?

IV. How does a Migrant Choose a Destination?

From Sjaastad (1962) and Harris and Todaro (1970), the location decision of migrants

has been modeled as the outcome of utility maximization. In these early studies, utility

was composed of income or expected income. More recently, Borjas (1992) adds a random

utility component speci�c to the individual to model interstate migration. Dahl (2002)

expands the utility function to include non-wage determinants of utility, including location

amenities, and individual-speci�c deviations in tastes for these amenities. Drawing on the

studies above, I model utility as a function of personal characteristics, location-speci�c

amenities and disamenities, and an individual-speci�c idiosyncratic term:

U = f(w; ~y; ~z; ");

where w is wage, ~y is a number of personal characteristics, ~z is composed of attributes

speci�c to a location, and " is the individual idiosyncrasy.

In this study, the variables of interest are in ~z; racially motivated crimes and social
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attitudes about race are disamenities of a location. In addition, ~z contains the relative

wage cost of being African American; otherwise stated, the relative rate of disreturn to

wages of being African American is included as a location attribute. This is somewhat

inspired by Borjas who also incorporates the relative returns to personal characteristics

in his location selection model. In the spirit of Roy (1951), he �nds that the probability

of moving to a state with higher returns to skill (measured by wage dispersion) increases

with skill level. Dahl (2002) tests a similar theory. He �nds that individuals with more

education do migrate to states with higher returns to education. Finally, Vigdor (2006)

considers regional racial wage disparities but tries to explain them by migration trends,

which is the opposite causality. He concludes that the migration pattern reversal poorly

explains the observed labor market developments.

Borjas (1992) models the location decision as a comparison between the log of wage in

various possible destinations. Thus, he essentially uses an additive log utility form, if we

consider wage to be the only component of utility. Dahl also assumes a linear additively

separable form for the wage, non-wage, and random components of utility. I, too, adopt

an additive form.

Thus, a migrant chooses location j over location k when utility in j is greater than

utility in k:

Uj > Uk

, f(wj) + f(~y) + f(~zj) + "j > f(wk) + f(~y) + f(~zk) + "k

, f(wj) + f(~y) + f(~zj)� f(wk)� f(~y)� f(~zk) > "k � "j

, f(wj) + f(~zj)� f(wk)� f(~zk) > "k � "j;

where f is a linear function.
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V. Hate Crime Endogeneity & Quantifying Intolerance

I obtain data on racial attitudes from the General Social Survey (GSS) for the years

1973 to 1993. I calculate a racial intolerance index (RiTI) for each metro area based

on the answers of white respondents to questions about race after a costly decoding and

matching procedure (See Data Appendix for procedure). I grouped these responses into

two time periods, 1973-1982 and 1983-1993, to calculate a level of racial intolerance in

each time period and also the growth in racial intolerance from the �rst period to the

next. The RiTI level is a composite of the percentage of white respondents who answered

intolerantly to the following questions; intolerant answers are in italics:

� Would you yourself have any objection to sending your children to a school where half of
the children are Negroes/Blacks/African- Americans? yes

� If your party nominated a Negro/Black/African-American for President, would you vote
for him if he were quali�ed for the job? no

� Do you agree, disagree, or have no opinion on the following statement: White people have
a right to keep Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans out of their neighborhoods if they want
to, and Negroes/Blacks/African-Americans should respect that right. agree

� Do you think there should be laws against marriages between Negroes/Blacks/African-
Americans and whites? yes

� Do you agree, disagree, or have no opinion on the following statement: Negroes/Blacks/
African-Americans shouldn�t push themselves where they�re not wanted. agree

I provide tabulations of responses for representative areas in Chart 11. Though some of

these questions appeal to outright bigotry and others to what some would call statistical

discrimination, one should avoid "rationalizing" the root or existence of either type of

prejudice in this setting. Of sole importance here is whether migrants are averse to the

presence of such attitudes and what they believe the consequences of such attitudes may

be� as Verdier and Zenou (2004) show, the presence of whites� negative racial beliefs

can be detrimental to African Americans. Furthermore, I do not attempt to explain the

12



change in attitudes documented in Chart 11, but rather the migration choices that may

depend on the past trajectory of racial tolerance.

The Uniform Crime Reporting Program (UCRP) provided FBI data on hate crimes.

The �rst measure of race-based violence against African Americans is the number of hate

crimes committed against African Americans per African American resident, or the rate

of hate crimes against African Americans (Afr. Am.). The total number of hate crimes

against African Americans serves as the second measure. The rate of hate crimes is

expected to capture a migrant�s response to the real potential of being the victim of a

hate crime. The level of hate crimes appeals to a more emotional, albeit no less valid

reaction to the sheer scandal of such crimes. I may, however, face an endogeneity problem

using hate crimes against African Americans during the migration period as a determinant

of their migration, because the arrival of African Americans may increase racial tension

and spawn hate crimes against them. The consequence would be an upward bias in

the estimated e¤ect of anti-African American hate crimes. This motivates the need to

instrument hate crimes against African Americans (as a determinant of their migration).

I instrument the rate of hate crimes against African Americans with the number of

assaults on white police o¢ cers per Afr. Am. resident. I use total hate crimes against Jews

as the instrument for total hate crimes against African Americans. The two instruments

are strong predictors of the respective endogeneous variables (See Chart 12 ). Assaults

on white police o¢ cers cause the degradation of race relations in a number of ways.

White police o¢ cers become more likely to racially pro�le and/or retaliate against African

Americans. Both these actions send two signals to other members of the white community

and other groups: (1) that is it more acceptable to mistreat African Americans because

upholders of the law do it and (2) that o¤enders are less likely to face criminal punishment

because law enforcement agents are also intolerant. These factors encourage hate crimes

against African Americans. I now address the validity of the instruments.
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Provided assaults on white police o¢ cers and hate crimes against Jews are not caused

by African American migration, these are valid instruments. Both these o¤enses have a

criminality component, but may also be racially motivated. To check the validity, I will

show that African American migrants are neither more likely to commit a crime, nor more

likely to be racially intolerant than Afr. Am. non-migrants.

The most commonly cited socioeconomic determinants of criminal behavior are un-

employment, education level (because it a¤ects expected lifetime earnings in the legal

sector), and income inequality. Chart 13A shows that African American migrants are

less likely to commit crimes than Afr. Am. non-migrants in all these respects. They

have lower unemployment rates, higher educational attainment, and are better o¤ in the

income distribution.

Furthermore, African American migrants are less racially intolerant (See Chart 13B).

They have less mistrust of white people, are more welcoming of white people, and have less

separatist views than African American non-migrants. African American migrants also

have warmer feelings towards Jews than African American non-migrants. Thus, African

American migration to an area should not cause either instrument.2

Chart 14 contains summary statistics for the city characteristics.

2One might entertain that Afr. Am. migration adversely a¤ects native groups and these groups may

react violently against any group including white police o¢ cers and Jews. Another hypothetical situation

is one in which white police o¢ cers and Jews provoke assaults because of their feelings about Afr. Am.

migration. Both these scenarios would mean, however, that African American migration were positively

correlated with the instruments, which implies an upward bias in the coe¢ cient. Thus, if this endogeneity

truly existed the negative coe¢ cient I obtain for hate crimes is more positive than the true coe¢ cient.

Otherwise stated, correcting the endogeneity would only result in a more negative coe¢ cient and improve

the results.
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VI. Econometric Framework of Location Decision

As discussed above, migrants in one city in the U.S. select another city by maximizing

their utility. Utility in a city is a function of an individual�s personal characteristics and

an individual�s tastes for certain amenities and disamenities that cities o¤er. The vector

of m personal characteristics is ~y, of which wage is a component. For later use, let�s de�ne

~y ={experience, gender, marital status, education, experience squared, race}. The vector

of h city speci�c amenities and disamenties is ~z, of which hate crime activity, level of racial

intolerance (RiTI), and progress in racial tolerance (RiTIgrowth) are components. Several

other area characteristics were collected including unemployment rate, home price index,

general crimes (exclusive of hate crimes), weather, population, location in the south,

reported level of happiness, and distance from the city of origin. Sources and methods are

in the Data Appendix. Recall that all components of ~z, save hate crimes, are measured

before the migration period.

Thus an individual i�s utility in a given city c is

Uic = ~�~yi + ~�~zc + "ic (1)

Now, I�ll slightly expand the expression in (1):

Uic = �1wageic+�Mm=2(�myim)+�1hate_crimec+�2RiTIc+�3RiTIgrowthc+�Hh=4(�hzch)+"ic (2)

I assume an individual�s wage is composed of a "base" wage (!) invariant to location, a

location-speci�c part (�) , and a bundle of unobservable qualities (�). Using the previous

assumptions, the following expresses an individual i�s wage in a city c:

wageic = !i + � ic + �i (3)

I assume a structural form for the determination of wages in each city, which is a

function of ~y de�ned above:

lnwagec = 
1cexp+ 
2csex+ 
3ceduc+ 
4cexp
2 + 
5crace+ 
6cmarried+ � (4)
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Next, I argue that {
1c; 
2c; 
3c; 
4c; 
5c; 
6c } are all actually composed of a location

invariant part (
p) and a location speci�c part (�pc), so that for an individual in a given

city:

lnwageic = (
1 + �1c)expi + (
2 + �2c)sexi + (
3 + �3c)educi+

(
4 + �4c)exp
2
i + (
5 + �5c)racei + (
6 + �6c)marriedi + �i (6)

Otherwise stated, {�1c; �2c; �3c; �4c; �5c; �6c }(=~�c) are the relative prices for these per-

sonal characteristics in city c. Distributing in (6) gives:

lnwageic = ~
~yi + ~�c~yi + �i; (7)

when de�ning ~
=f
1; 
2; 
3; 
4; 
5; 
6g and recalling the de�nition of ~y.

Clearly, ~
~yi is a part of the wage that does not vary with location and ~�c~yi are the

location speci�c returns. Thus, the former is simply !i and the latter is � ic from (3). I

calculate ~�c� the relative rates of (dis)return to wages of race, gender, education, mar-

riage, experience, and experience squared� with wage equations that include metro area

indicators and metro area indicators interacted with the relevant wage determinant.

Thus, I can rewrite (2) as:

Uic = �1[!i + ~�c~yi + �i] + �Mm=2(�myim) + �1hate_crimesc+

�2RiTIc + �3RiTIgrowthc + �
H
h=4(�hzch) + "ic; (9)

Migrants compare utility in all possible destinations, and choose the city k that o¤ers

them the greatest utility. Thus, migration to city k rather than to city j is observed when

Uik > Uij or, equivalently, when Uik - Uij> 0, 8 j:

�1~�k~yi � �1~�j~yi + �1hate_crimesk � �1hate_crimesj + �2RiTIk � �2RiTIj+

�3RiTIgrowthk � �3RiTIgrowthj + �Hh=4(�hzkh)� �Hh=4(�hzjh) + "ik � "ij > 0: (10)
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Thus, after eliminating �i with a �xed-e¤ects speci�cation, a given individual�s desti-

nation choice is reached by considering utility returns to city-speci�c characteristics (~zc),

the utility from city-speci�c wage returns to individual characteristics (~�c~yi), and utility

returns from an unobservable ("ic). Because ~�c~yi depends only on c for a given individual

i, I represent it as a location characteristic from the point-of-view of the individual and

�1 is consequently an element of ~�.

To estimate ~�, I can �nd the probability that the observed chosen location L is city

c using the �xed-e¤ects conditional logit speci�cation and assuming the "ic are i.i.d. �

Weibull. Formally,

Prob(L = c) = e
~�~zc

�c e
~�~zc

(11)

Equation (11) is estimated separately for white and African American migrants, each

by region of origination (South and North).3

VII. Racial Intolerance is a Signi�cant "Push" Factor

A conservative interpretation of the results would end by determining whether city char-

acteristics are signi�cantly associated or signi�cantly unassociated with the cities that

migrants chose. If the outcome is consistent with basic intuition, however, one may rea-

son that migrants were actually informed and intentionally sought (or avoided) places

with particular characteristics.

3For the purpose of symmetry the identical speci�cation is used for both whites and African Americans.

This causes an endogeneity problem in the estimations for whites because the instrument for total black

hate crimes is total hate crimes against Jews. White migration includes Jews and may increase hate

crimes against these members of the white community. Thus, the results for whites should be interpreted

cautiously. In addition, the IPUMS estimations for white migrants use a random sample of the total

number of white migrants because of computing constraints. Finally, the results are generated assuming

Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives.
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The �rst set of results (IV 1) relies on per capita hate crimes against African Americans

as the relevant representation of hate crime activity (See Table 1 in this section). The

instrument is attacks on white police o¢ cers per African American resident. The e¤ect

of per capita hate crimes is quite large and signi�cant for African Americans originating

in the North, but does not have a signi�cant impact on those from the South. Given that

African Americans in the South are exposed to stronger feelings of intolerance, it is not

immediately intuitive whether they would be less sensitive or more sensitive. That said,

the level of racial intolerance signi�cantly reduces the probability that a given individual

chose a city, for both race groups and both regions of origin. Though a formal test that

the coe¢ cients di¤er statistically is warranted, a �rst look reveals that the level of racial

intolerance has a larger impact on African Americans originating in the North than on

their Southern counterparts. Recall that a negative growth rate of intolerant answers

re�ects progress; we observe that a lack of progress in the racial attitudes of whites

reduces the probability of choosing a city for both groups of African Americans. The

e¤ect does not achieve signi�cance for those who lived in the North, however. From this

speci�cation, it is clear that relatively low racial tolerance reduces a city0s attractiveness

for African American migrants.

Now I consider the robustness of the representation of hate crimes in the estimation

above. In place of per capita hate crimes, I use the level of hate crimes against African

Americans. As mentioned earlier, this representation appeals more to the e¤ect that

outrage from hate crimes may have on the destination choice. The potential endogeneity

is still a factor, and I use the level of hate crimes against Jews as an instrument (IV 2)

(see Table 2 ). African Americans from the North continue to show a signi�cant distaste

for cities with higher levels of hate crimes. African Americans from the South also show

a negative reaction to the level of hate crimes, but a much stronger one. With respect to

the impact of racial attitudes, using total hate crimes against African Americans does not

change the outcome for any group qualitatively. Both groups of African Americans remain
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signi�cantly deterred by the level of racial intolerance. African Americans starting in the

North and in the South also remain averse to the lack of progress in racial attitudes.

Though this aversion is now signi�cant for both groups, the magnitude remains much

greater for African American migrants from the South.

I perform an additional robustness check for the results in IV 1 by changing the mi-

gration data source to the 2000 CPS (IV 3).4 The results support the �ndings in IV 1,

yet the small sample sizes prevent many signi�cant outcomes (See Table 3 in Appendix).

That said, the level of racial tolerance remains a very signi�cant deterrent to African

Americans starting in the North. Though the same coe¢ cient is also negative for African

Americans originating in the South, it is not signi�cant. The hate crime rate also remains

a deterrent at the highest level of signi�cance for African Americans starting in the North.

It is not signi�cant for those originating in the South, though the sign remains consistent

with IV 1. The impact of the progress in racial attitudes was less important than the level

of racial tolerance in IV 1 and now fails to achieve signi�cance for either group.

In sum, one can conclude that, at the margin, African Americans are signi�cantly

deterred by high levels of racially intolerant attitudes and by the total level of hate crimes

against their group. After controlling for region, the results suggest that African Ameri-

cans starting in the South are more sensitive to the lack of progress in racial tolerance,

while those in the North are more concerned with the probability of being a hate crime

victim.

I also �nd evidence that negative attitudes towards African Americans are a signi�-

cantly stronger deterrent for more educated migrants (See Table 4 in Appendix). Several

explanations are possible. If a migrant mistakenly takes social discrimination as a signal

of racial wage discrimination, one can argue that the more educated an African Amer-

4The migration period in the CPS data is shorter at 1 year, but does overlap with that used in

IV 1. The CPS does not provide metro area of origin and so migrants are identi�ed as those who made

interstate moves. In some cases an interstate move does not imply changing metro areas. An additional

consequence is that the distance variable cannot be calculated.
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ican migrant is, the more she believes she has to lose in terms of wage. Similarly, if

migrants link social discrimination to hiring discrimination, and if more educated African

Americans tend to hold occupations with white hiring committees, they stand to face

more employment discrimination. Furthermore, one may also argue that more educated

African Americans are more open to social integration because of exposure in their edu-

cation experiences. If so, racial intolerance of whites will bear a greater penalty on those

who seek to integrate most i.e. the more educated migrants. Thus the level of intolerance

would be a greater deterrent to more educated African American migrants. As mentioned

above, African American migrants starting in the North and heading to the South are

more educated than those African Americans already in the South. This is partially ex-

plained by the higher education attainment in general of residents of the North compared

to residents of the South. Indeed, the marginal "push" of racial intolerance as education

level increases is almost �ve times greater for African Americans migrants starting in the

North compared to those originating in the South.

Furthermore, the level of racial intolerance (RiTI) has a large marginal e¤ect on the

probability that a migrant chooses a city (See Table 5 in Appendix). This marginal e¤ect

is slightly larger for African Americans starting in the South. That said, the e¤ect of RiTI

is one of the largest for African Americans in North, only behind the unemployment rate

and whether a city is located in the South. In fact, the impact of RiTI is slightly larger

than the impact of distance when choosing a city. Hate crimes against African Americans

have the next largest marginal impact on the probability of African Americans in the

North choosing a city. This marginal e¤ect is larger than that of population, the share of

people that are African American, and general crimes. In contrast, the marginal e¤ect of

hate crimes does not achieve signi�cance for African Americans from the South, but the

evolution of racial intolerance does. Among all city characteristics, the South indicator

has the largest marginal e¤ect for African Americans in the North and the 2nd largest

e¤ect for African Americans in the South. These impressive e¤ects are of opposite sign
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for each group, however.

Recall some of the descriptive statistics mentioned earlier and consider their irony in

the context of these results. The fact that over 1 million African Americans (20%) left

the south in the 1940s clearly indicates a distaste for the region at that time. Yet, just

2-3 generations later, that African Americans from the South show a strikingly strong

taste for cities in the South is remarkable. Furthermore, they show a greater attachment

to the region than whites. Controlling for racial climate strongly suggests that for the

century after the Civil War, African Americans in the South were truly �eeing racial

intolerance and not the South per se, a distinction other studies have failed to make.

Also surprising is the distaste for the South on the part of African Americans from the

North, after controlling for racial intolerance and distance. First, from the raw tabulations

above they do not appear signi�cantly unlikely to move South (40%) in general, and as I

mentioned they were more likely than any other race group to do so. Second, recall that

6-7 generations ago, virtually all African Americans lived in the South!

The two groups are now sharply divided in their a¤ection for the region. Thus, previous

studies that have grouped African Americans from both regions have missed this critical

divide. In addition, studies that have attributed discrimination to a negative coe¢ cient

on a South indicator have missed another key point. African Americans from the North

would still prefer a location outside the South after controlling for racial intolerance.

The results do show, however, that the aversion of African Americans from the North is

lower than the aversion of whites from the North, which is consistent with the tabulations

presented earlier.

With respect to the economic motivations of migration, previous work by Bowles

(1970) shows that African Americans did not respond to potential economic gain as

strongly as whites did in the context of South to North migration, and cites risk aversion

as a possible explanation. Navratil and Doyle (1977) also show that whites are more

responsive to labor market conditions, such as unemployment, than African Americans.
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All my results show that recent African American migrants are now equally sensitive to

unemployment rates. In fact, the marginal e¤ect of unemployment is larger for African

Americans. This �nding is more consistent with Lee and Roseman (1999) though they

use race-speci�c unemployment rates for the 1985-1990 migration period.

Generally, African Americans also chose cities that o¤er them higher relative wage

returns (See IV 1, IV 2). That said, they chose cities in which there is greater racial wage

discrimination. Note a less negative value for this variable means less wage discrimina-

tion. A possible explanation is that as the cities they chose were advantageous in terms of

overall relative return, they did not know these places were disadvantageous in this spe-

ci�c component. In addition, the fact that African American migrants are signi�cantly

attracted to areas in which African American natives compose a higher percentage of the

population may explain this paradox, as the wage penalty for being African American

may be increasing in population share. IV 1 suggests whites from the South are signif-

icantly deterred by African American population share, but IV 2 suggests the opposite.

The endogeneity problem in IV 2 is a likely explanation.

Overall, the results in IV 1 and IV 2 for the other city characteristics are consistent with

basic intuition. Distance from the city of origin consistently reduces the probability that a

city was chosen, while total population signi�cantly increases it. Average temperature is

a positive and signi�cant determinant for all groups, as is the presence of seasons with the

exception of whites from the North. When the happiness variable achieves signi�cance, it

suggests that migrants are drawn to areas in which more natives report being very happy.

Finally, house price reduces the probability that African American migrants chose a city,

but increases it for whites.
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Table 1: Conditional Logit Fixed-E¤ects Model of Destination Choice: IV1

Dependent Variable: Indicator that Migrant i Chose City c

African Americans Whites

Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of

Northern Origin Southern Origin Northern Origin Southern Origin

Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E.

RiTIa ***-.0761 .0025 ***-.0593 .0022 ***-.0764 .0024 ***-.0446 .0020

RiTI Growthb -.0010 .0007 **-.0045 .0008 ***.0069 .0006 -.0010 .0007

Hate Crimesc ***-.0445 .0034 .0084 .0228 ***-.1484 .0177 .0100 .0157

South Dummy ***-.2719 .0375 ***1.2599 .0491 ***-.7709 .0365 ***.5432 .0388

Other Crimesd ***-.0139 .0002 ***-.0928 .0002 ***-.0148 .0002 ***-.0085 .0002

Unemployment ***-.1398 .0055 ***-.2674 .0091 ***-.1332 .0040 ***-.1957 .0072

Seasonse ***.0228 .0034 ***.0098 .0032 ***-.0213 .0024 ***.0094 .0030

Temperature ***.0431 .0023 ***.0652 .0025 ***.0737 .0020 ***.0709 .0021

Happinessf .0011 .0029 .0002 .0038 ***.0234 .0025 ***.0143 .0032

House Price -.0003 .0006 .0013 .0010 **.0013 .0005 ***.0046 .0008

Populationg ***.0003 .0000 ***.0010 .0000 ***.0002 .0000 ***.0005 .0000

Afr-Am Pop%h ***.0314 .0018 ***.0320 .0014 .0025 .0016 ***-.0055 .0014

"Black Tax"i .0155 .0394 ***-1.3231 .0590 .0238 .0311 -.0602 .0547

Wage Returnsj -.0097 .0244 ***.2472 .0311 **-.0511 .0200 ***.2135 .0248

Distancek ***-.0734 .0014 ***-.1016 .0024 ***-.0701 .0012 ***-.0898 .0020

Pseudo R2 .17 .26 .16 .14

Unique Obs. 11,599 10,350 11,428 10,403

a Level of Racial Intolerance b Growth in Racial Intolerance c Anti-Afr. Am. Hate Crime Rate

d Non-hate Crime Rate e Average Range of Temperatures

f Share of People who Report Being Very Happy g Population in 1000s

h African American Population Share i Rate of Disreturn to Wages of Being Afr. American

j City Relative Wage Returns to Characteristics k Distance from Origin City

2000 IPUMS migration data.

Robust standard errors. *** denotes signi�cance at the 1% level, ** 5% level.

Note: Anti-Afr. Am. hate crimes per Afr. Am. with assaults on white police o¢ cers as instrument.
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Table 2: Conditional Logit Fixed-E¤ects Model of Destination Choice: IV2

Dependent Variable: Indicator that Migrant i Chose City c

African Americans Whites

Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of

Northern Origin Southern Origin Northern Origin Southern Origin

Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E.

RiTIa ***-.0626 .0024 ***-.0843 .0025 ***-.0674 .0028 ***-.0530 .0026

RiTI Growthb ***-.0085 .0008 ***-.0161 .0010 ***.0066 .0007 ***-.0052 .0008

Hate Crimesc ***-.0072 .0005 ***-.0131 .0007 ***.0038 .0004 ***-.0014 .0006

South Dummy ***-.4246 .0408 ***1.2826 .0562 ***-.756 .0401 ***.4530 .0430

Other Crimesd ***-.0436 .0006 ***-.1239 .0002 ***-.0150 .0003 .0028 .0003

Unemployment ***-.0795 .0067 ***-.0904 .0096 ***-.0806 .0054 ***-.1727 .0081

Seasonse ***.0225 .0040 ***.0171 .0050 ***-.0361 .0033 ***.0165 .0045

Temperature ***.0472 .0026 ***.0265 .0032 ***.0875 .0022 ***.0696 .0023

Happinessf -.0050 .0034 ***.0207 .0046 ***.0176 .0029 **.0095 .0038

House Price ***-.0034 .0007 ***-.0061 .0011 ***.0041 .0006 ***.0036 .0010

Populationg ***.0003 .0000 ***.0010 .0000 ***.0002 .0000 ***.0004 .0000

Afr-Am Pop%h ***.0864 .0018 ***.0734 .0017 ***.0161 .0018 ***.0096 .0019

"Black Tax"i ***-.1866 .0441 ***-.9803 .0650 ***-.1676 .0363 .0173 .0688

Wage Returnsj ***.1366 .0287 ***.1665 .0369 ***-.1091 .0264 ***.2108 .0293

Distancek ***-.0653 .0014 ***-.1048 .0027 ***-.0639 .0012 ***-.0830 .0022

Pseudo R2 .18 .29 .16 .15

Unique Obs. 9,189 8,034 8,566 8,029

a Level of Racial Intolerance b Growth in Racial Intolerance c Total Anti-Afr. Am. Hate Crimes

dNon-hate Crime Rate e Average Range of Temperatures

f Share of People who Report Being Very Happy g Population in 1000s

h African American Population Share i Rate of Disreturn to Wages of Being Afr. American

j City Relative Wage Returns to Characteristics k Distance from Origin City

2000 IPUMS migration data.

Robust standard errors. *** denotes signi�cance at the 1% level.

Note: Anti-Afr. Am. total hate crimes with Anti-Jew total hate crimes as instrument.
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VIII. Conclusion

The results show that African Americans in the North are signi�cantly "pushed" by per

capita hate crime activity, the level of hate crimes, and racially intolerant attitudes held

by whites, all regardless of the region in which a city is located. African Americans in the

South are signi�cantly deterred by the level of hate crimes, the level of intolerant feelings,

and by the lack of progress in whites0 attitudes about race. In addition, negative attitudes

towards African Americans are a greater deterrent to the more educated migrants of both

groups. Also striking is the divide among African Americans with respect to region after

controlling for racial tolerance and distance. Those starting in the North exhibit an

extreme distaste for the South at the margin, which contrasts sharply with the extreme

taste for the South displayed by African Americans starting in the South. Before this

study, this divide was undocumented.

In addition, I have shown that the net migration of African Americans into the South

documented by previous research has increased according to the latest Census data avail-

able and that the African American migrants into the South di¤er substantially from

African Americans already there.

The potentials implications of these �ndings are numerous. As mentioned earlier, the

fact that African Americans are moving to the South on net where wage equality for them

has increased will have consequences for the racial wage gap in the North and the South.

If the migration behavior provoked by dispersed returns to race is similar to that provoked

by dispersed returns to skill proposed by Borjas (1987, 1992), the racial wage gap in the

North could converge past that of the South.

The fact that African Americans in the North are deterred by the level of racially

intolerant attitudes could also be dampening the recent net migration of African Amer-

icans into the South à la Collins (1997) because cities in the South display higher levels

of intolerance.
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Appendix

Data

The main source of individual migration data for this study is the 2000 5% Census

(IPUMS). For robustness purposes, I draw an additional individual migration dataset

from the 2000 CPS and use the same speci�cation. As a general point a¤ecting any

migration study, Nakosteen and Zimmer (1980) show a fundamental di¤erence between

non-migrants and migrants beyond the observable ones in a model. This problem of

self-selection poses a potential bias in migration decisions that are modeled using both

non-migrants and migrants (Heckman 1979). In the estimations, I identify migrants as

those moving from one metro area to a di¤erent metro area between 1995 and 2000.5

All migrants possess the certain unobservable characteristic that generates the selection

of migrants from non-migrants. I explain the destination choices of individuals in the

selected group comparing them only to other individuals with this same selection. There

are 261,202 such non-military migrant households in the IPUMS dataset.

Observed personal characteristics in the IPUMS include age, years of education, race,

gender, marital status. I use the race information to form a race indicator for African

Americans; those who both report their race as African American and report absence of

Hispanic origin are given the value 1 for this dummy. Female respondents correspond to

1 in the gender indicator; the married indicator is 1 if the spouse is present.

I obtained data on racial attitudes from the General Social Survey (GSS) adminis-

tered by the National Opinions Research Center (NORC) at the University of Chicago

for the years 1973 to 1993. Measuring racial tension in di¤erent areas is key to my re-

search question yet these data do not explicitly contain geographic location or employ

standard metro area codes. The decoding procedure is extremely costly. In addition to

5In the tables and charts above migrants included those with non-metro areas as their origin and/or

destination. The lack of data on the amenities of non-metro areas prevents me from using them in the

estimations.
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the coding algorithm changing for di¤erent sample years, it also changes within a sample.

Furthermore, the decoded values are not designed to correspond to the standard metro

area codes used in the IPUMS micro data. That said, the standard metro area codes

are loosely a function of the alphabetical order of the metro names, thus an alphabetical

listing of the GSS areas could facilitate the matching process. Unfortunately, the only

source of the GSS metro names paired with their non-standard codes is in hard copy and

out of alphabetical order. Thus, manual data entry of the GSS metro names and codes

was necessary to match them to the metro areas in the micro data. Finally, the GSS

covered several metro areas only partially, and the decoding documentation detailed only

the county names without the names of the metro areas these counties fall into. To match

the counties in the GSS to their corresponding metro areas in the micro data required

searching the documentation of the standard metro area de�nitions. The GSS also pro-

vided information on happiness, which is the share of people in an area who report that

they are very happy.

All other area characteristics collected outside the IPUMS also required matching by

metro area codes. The Uniform Crime Reporting Program (UCRP) provided FBI data

on hate crime activity. I constructed a variable for general crimes de�ned as the sum

of burglary, larceny, robbery, and motor vehicle theft also using the UCRP. I used the

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) web tables to compile 1994 metro area unemployment

rates. The 1994 Consumer Mortgage Home Price Index (CMHPI) provided metro area

housing price data. The average temperature and average temperature spread (di¤erence

between average high and average low) are also included. WeatherbaseSM organizes data

from the National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), and I used their web tables for metro

area temperature data. Geographic coordinates to calculate the distance between origin

and destination choices were taken from Wikipedia.com.

Finally, because race of the native population is not an attribute that changes as

a result of new arrivals, I calculated the African American population share of native
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residents in each metro area using the IPUMS. Native residents are those who were in the

location before the migration period started. I also used the number of native residents

before the migrants arrived as the total population variable.
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Table 3: Conditional Logit Fixed-E¤ects Model of Destination Choice: IV3

Dependent Variable: Indicator that Migrant i Chose City c

African Americans Whites

Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of

Northern Origin Southern Origin Northern Origin Southern Origin

Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E.

RiTIa ***-.1648 .0474 -.0488 .0472 ***-.0653 .0151 ***-.0727 .0176

RiTI Growthb .0022 .0112 -.0066 .0158 .0024 .0044 -.0094 .0066

Hate Crimesc ***-.2899 .9295 -.0578 .9052 -.0085 .1404 **-.0587 .2533

South Dummy -.9813 .8049 **1.6005 .7959 -.2838 .2748 ***1.2961 .3735

Other Crimesd -.0093 .0031 **.0559 .0027 *-.0355 .0019 -.0170 .0017

Unemployment **-.2902 .1583 ***-.4567 .1782 ***-.2112 .0555 ***-.3202 .0955

Seasonse .0551 .0451 -.0074 .0282 .0084 .0188 .0298 .0266

Temperature -.0134 .0511 -.0475 .0396 .0171 .0147 -.0130 .0223

Happinessf .0051 .0466 **.1037 .0565 .0266 .0170 .0091 .0224

House Price .0080 .0107 -.0054 .0121 .0002 .0041 -.0086 .0055

Populationg ***.0003 .0001 ***.0007 .0001 ***.0004 .0000 ***.0005 .0001

Afr-Am Pop%h -.0482 .0507 .0304 .0446 .0153 .0119 -.0021 .0174

"Black Tax"i .4689 .4293 .8867 .9308 -.1899 .1579 ***-.7298 .2735

Wage Returnsj -.0003 .0002 .0001 .0003 .0000 .0001 .0000 .0001

Pseudo R2 .19 .29 .09 .16

Unique Obs. 92 91 635 430

a Level of Racial Intolerance b Growth in Racial Intolerance c Anti-Afr. Am. Hate Crime Rate

dNon-hate Crime Rate e Average Range of Temperatures

f Share of People who Report Being Very Happy g Population in 1000s

h African American Population Share i Rate of Disreturn to Wages of Being Afr. American

j City Relative Wage Returns to Characteristics

2000 CPS migration data.

Robust standard errors. *** denotes signi�cance at the 1% level, ** 5% level, * 10% level.

Note: Anti-Afr. Am. hate crimes per Afr. Am. with assaults on white police o¢ cers as instrument.
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Table 4: Conditional Logit Fixed-E¤ects Model of Destination Choice: IV4

Dependent Variable: Indicator that Migrant i Chose City c

African Americans Whites

Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of

Northern Origin Southern Origin Northern Origin Southern Origin

Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E.

RiTI X Educl ***-.0053 .0006 **-.0012 .0006 ***-.0079 .0007 ***-.0051 .0006

RiTIa ***-.0157 .0066 ***-.0457 .0069 ***.0216 .0081 **.0178 .0074

RiTI Growthb -.0010 .0007 **-.0045 .0008 ***.0070 .0006 -.0011 .0007

Hate Crimesc ***-.0446 .0034 .0086 .0228 ***-.1486 .0177 .0093 .0157

South Dummy ***-.2717 .0375 ***1.2584 .0491 ***-.7737 .0364 ***.5415 .0388

Other Crimesd ***-.0014 .0002 ***-.0093 .0002 ***-.0015 .0002 ***-.0009 .0002

Unemployment ***-.1395 .0054 ***-.2673 .0091 ***-.1330 .0040 ***-.1957 .0072

Seasonse ***.0227 .0034 ***.0099 .0032 ***-.0215 .0024 ***.0094 .003

Temperature ***.0432 .0023 ***.0652 .0025 ***.0743 .0020 ***.0711 .0021

Happinessf .0010 .0029 .0002 .0038 ***.0231 .0025 ***.0142 .0032

House Price -.0003 .0006 .0013 .0010 ***.0014 .0005 ***.0045 .0008

Populationg ***.0003 .0000 ***.0010 .0000 ***.0002 .0000 ***.0005 .0000

Afr-Am Pop%h ***.0313 .0018 ***.0320 .0014 .0023 .0016 ***-.0056 .0014

"Black Tax"i .0162 .0394 ***-1.3233 .0590 .0201 .0311 -.0622 .0547

Wage Returnsj -.0124 .0244 ***.2464 .0311 ***-.0535 .0201 ***.2128 .0249

Distancek ***-.0735 .0014 ***-.1017 .0024 ***-.0707 .0012 ***-.0898 .0020

Pseudo R2 .17 .26 .16 .15

Unique Obs. 11,599 10,350 11,428 10,403

a Level of Racial Intolerance b Growth in Racial Intolerance c Anti-Afr. Am. Hate Crime Rate

d Non-hate Crime Rate e Average Range of Temperatures

f Share of People who Report Being Very Happy g Population in 1000s

h African American Population Share i Rate of Disreturn to Wages of Being Afr. American

j City Relative Wage Returns to Characteristics k Distance from Origin City l Interacted with Education

2000 IPUMS migration data.

Robust standard errors. *** denotes signi�cance at the 1% level, ** 5% level.

Note: Anti-Afr. Am. hate crimes per Afr. Am. with assaults on white police o¢ cers as instrument.
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Table 5: Marginal E¤ects of IV1 Estimation

Dependent Variable: Probability of Choosing City c

African Americans Whites

Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of

Northern Origin Southern Origin Northern Origin Southern Origin

@y=@x S.E. @y=@x S.E. @y=@x S.E. @y=@x S.E.

RiTIa ***-.01094 .0014 ***-.01266 .0014 ***-.01886 .0006 ***-.00356 .0006

RiTI Growthb -.00015 .0001 **-.00095 .0002 ***.00170 .0002 -.00008 .0001

Hate Crimesc ***-.00641 .0008 .00180 .0048 ***-.03663 .0042 .00080 .0012

South Dummy ***-.03846 .0085 ***.25224 .0280 ***-.18632 .0108 ***.04172 .0079

Other Crimesd ***-.00020 .0000 ***-.00198 .0002 ***-.00037 .0001 ***-.00007 .0000

Unemployment ***-.02010 .0028 ***-.05708 .0056 ***-.03289 .0012 ***-.01560 .0026

Seasonse ***.00327 .0007 ***.0021 .0007 ***-.00526 .0006 ***.00075 .0002

Temperature ***.00620 .0011 ***.01392 .0011 ***.01818 .0007 ***.00565 .0008

Happinessf .00016 .0004 .00004 .0008 ***.00578 .0007 ***.00114 .0003

House Price -.00004 .0001 .00028 .0002 **.00032 .0001 ***.00036 .0001

Populationg ***.00004 .0000 ***.00021 .0000 ***.00006 .0000 ***.00004 .0000

Afr-Am Pop%h ***.00451 .0007 ***.00683 .0007 .00061 .0004 ***-.00044 .0001

"Black Tax"i .00223 .0057 ***-.28246 .0287 .00587 .0077 -.00480 .0045

Wage Returnsj -.00139 .0035 ***.05277 .0065 ***-.01261 .0049 ***.01701 .0027

Distancek ***-.01055 .0014 ***-.02170 .0021 ***-.01731 .0004 ***-.00715 .0012

a Level of Racial Intolerance b Growth in Racial Intolerance c Anti-Afr. Am. Hate Crime Rate

d Non-hate Crime Rate e Average Range of Temperatures

f Share of People who Report Being Very Happy g Population in 1000s

h African American Population Share i Rate of Disreturn to Wages of Being Afr. American

j City Relative Wage Returns to Characteristics k Distance from Origin City

2000 IPUMS migration data.

Robust standard errors. *** denotes signi�cance at the 1% level, ** 5% level.

Note: Anti-Afr. Am. hate crimes per Afr. Am. with assaults on white police o¢ cers as instrument.
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Table 6: Conditional Logit Fixed-E¤ects Model of Destination Choice: No IV

Dependent Variable: Indicator that Migrant i Chose City c

African Americans Whites

Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of Migrants of

Northern Origin Southern Origin Northern Origin Southern Origin

Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E. Coe¤. S.E.

RiTIa ***-.0469 .0024 ***-.0611 .0025 ***-.0673 .0027 ***-.0499 .0024

RiTI Growthb ***-.0062 .0008 ***-.0063 .0009 ***.0054 .0006 -.0008 .0008

Hate Crimesc ***-0.0129 0.0009 **0.0015 0.0007 ***-0.0034 0.0004 **0.0012 0.0005

South Dummy ***-.4183 .0370 ***1.0399 .0482 ***-.7331 .0364 ***.4700 .0394

Other Crimesd ***-.0021 .0003 ***-.0100 .0002 ***-.0022 .0003 ***-.0014 .0002

Unemployment ***-.1087 .0052 ***-.2389 .0084 ***-.1195 .0044 ***-.2054 .0075

Seasonse ***.0230 .0030 ***.0183 .0031 ***-.0229 .0023 ***.0100 .0029

Temperature ***.0526 .0024 ***.0703 .0026 ***.0718 .0020 ***.0772 .0022

Happinessf ***-0.0124 0.003 ***-0.0152 0.0039 ***0.0207 0.0026 0.0020 0.0034

House Price .0001 .0007 .0009 .0010 .0003 .0006 ***.0044 .0008

Populationg ***.0003 .0000 ***.0009 .0000 ***.0002 .0000 ***.0004 .0000

Afr-Am Pop%h ***0.0646 0.0013 ***0.0439 0.0013 ***0.0105 0.0015 -0.0018 0.0015

"Black Tax"i -.0498 .0468 ***-1.1974 .0665 -.0368 .0338 -.0317 .0571

Wage Returnsj **-0.0545 0.0272 ***0.2297 0.0347 ***-0.0912 0.0223 ***0.1626 0.0283

Distancek ***-.0722 .0014 ***-.0928 .0024 ***-.0683 .0012 ***-.0831 .0020

Pseudo R2 .17 .26 .16 .15

Unique Obs. 9,189 8,034 8,566 8,029

a Level of Racial Intolerance b Growth in Racial Intolerance c Anti-Afr. Am. Hate Crime Rate

d Non-hate Crime Rate e Average Range of Temperatures

f Share of People who Report Being Very Happy g Population in 1000s

h African American Population Share i Rate of Disreturn to Wages of Being Afr. American

j City Relative Wage Returns to Characteristics k Distance from Origin City

2000 IPUMS migration data.

Robust standard errors. *** denotes signi�cance at the 1% level, ** 5% level.

Note: Anti-Afr. Am. hate crimes are not instrumented.
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Table 7: Metro Areas

Abilene,TX Brockton,MA Eau Claire,WI

Akron,OH Bryan-College Station,TX El Paso,TX

Albany,GA Bu¤alo-Niagara Falls,NY Elkhart-Goshen,IN

Albany-Schenectady-Troy,NY Canton,OH Erie,PA

Allentown-Bethlehem,PA/NJ Cedar Rapids,IA Eugene-Spring�eld,OR

Altoona,PA Charlotte-Gastonia,SC Evansville,IN/KY

Amarillo,TX Charlottesville,VA Fayetteville,NC

Ann Arbor,MI Chattanooga,TN/GA Fayetteville-Springdale,AR

Anniston,AL Gary-Hammond-East Chicago,IN Flint,MI

Appleton-Oskosh-Neenah,WI Chico,CA Fort Collins-Loveland,CO

Asheville,NC Cleveland,OH Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood,FL

Athens,GA Colorado Springs,CO Fort Myers-Cape Coral,FL

Atlanta,GA Columbia,MO Fort Pierce,FL

Atlantic City, NJ Columbia,SC Fort Smith,AR/OK

Augusta-Aiken,GA-SC Columbus,GA/AL Fort Walton Beach,FL

Austin,TX Columbus,OH Fort Wayne,IN

Bakers�eld,CA Corpus Christi,TX Fresno,CA

Baltimore,MD Dallas,TX Gadsden,AL

Bellingham,WA Fort Worth-Arlington,TX Galveston-Texas City,TX

Benton Harbor, MI Danville,VA Glens Falls,NY

Binghamton,NY Dayton-Spring�eld,OH Goldsboro,NC

Birmingham,AL Daytona Beach,FL Grand Rapids,MI

Boston,MA Decatur,AL Grand Junction,CO

Lawrence-Haverhill,MA/NH Denver,CO Greeley,CO

Lowell,MA/NH Boulder-Longmont,CO Greensboro-Winston Salem,NC

Bremerton,WA Detroit,MI Greenville,NC

Bridgeport,CT Duluth-Superior,MN/WI Hamilton-Middleton,OH

Harrisburg-Lebanon,PA Jamestown-Dunkirk,NY Kokomo,IN

Hickory-Morgantown,NC Janesville-Beloit,WI LaCrosse,WI

Houston-Brazoria,TX Johnson City-Kingsport,TN/VA Lafayette-W. Lafayette,IN

Brazoria,TX Johnstown,PA Lakeland-Winterhaven,FL

Indianapolis,IN Kalamazoo-Portage,MI Lancaster,PA

Jackson,MI Kansas City,MO-KS Lansing-E. Lansing,MI

Jackson,TN Kenosha,WI Laredo,TX

Jacksonville,FL Kileen-Temple,TX Lima,OH

Jacksonville,NC Knoxville,TN Little Rock-N. Little Rock,AR
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Longview-Marshall,TX Bergen-Passaic,NJ Sacramento,CA

Los Angeles-Long Beach,CA Jersey City,NJ Saginaw-Bay City-Midland,MI

Orange County,CA Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon,NJ St. Cloud,MN

Lubbock,TX Newark,NJ St. Joseph,MO

Lynchburg,VA Newburgh-Middletown,NY St. Louis,MO-IL

Madison,WI Norfolk-VA Beach,VA Salem,OR

Manchester,NH Ocala,FL Salinas-Sea Side-Monterey,CA

Mans�eld,OH Odessa,TX San Antonio,TX

McAllen-Edinburg,TX Oklahoma City,OK San Diego,CA

Medford,OR Olympia,WA San Francisco-Oakland,CA

Melbourne-Titusville,FL Orlando,FL Vallejo-Fair�eld-Napa,CA

Memphis,TN/AR/MS Panama City,FL San Jose,CA

Merced,CA Peoria,IL San Luis Obispo,CA

Miami-Hialeah,FL Philadelphia,PA/NJ Santa Barbara,CA

Milwaukee,WI Phoenix,AZ Santa Rosa-Petaluma,CA

Minneapolis-St. Paul,MN Pittsburgh-Beaver Valley,PA Sarasota,FL

Mobile,AL Portland-Vancouver,OR Savannah,GA

Modesto,CA Pueblo,CO Scranton-Wilkes-Barre,PA

Monmouth-Ocean,NJ Racine,WI Seattle-Everett,WA

Montgomery,AL Reading,PA Sharon,PA

Muncie,IN Redding,CA Sheboygan,WI

Myrtle Beach,SC Richland-Kennewick-Pasco,WA South Bend-Mishawaka,IN

Naples,FL Richmond-Petersburg,VA Spring�eld,IL

Nashua,NH Riverside-San Bernadino,CA Spring�eld,MO

Nashville,TN Roanoke,VA Spring�eld-Holyoke,MA

New Bedford,MA Rochester,MN Stamford,CT

New Haven-Meriden,CT Rockford,IL State College,PA

New York-Northeastern NJ Rocky Mount,NC Stockton,CA

Sumter,SC Tyler,TX Wichita Falls,TX

Syracuse,NY Utica-Rome,NY Williamsport,PA

Tacoma,WA Vineland-Milville,NJ Wilmington,NC

Tallahassee,FL Visalia-Tulare-Porterville,CA Worcester,MA

Tampa-St. Petersburg,FL Waco,TX Yakima,WA

Toledo,OH/MI Washington,DC/MD/VA York,PA

Trenton,NJ Waterbury,CT Youngstown-Warren,OH-PA

Tucson,AZ Wausau,WI Yuba City,CA

Tulsa,OK Wichita,KS Yuma,AZ
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